COMMENTS RESPONSES

63251 This table summarizes the commenter’s points which are raised and
responded to in subsequent responses. Furthermore, as described in
Section 5.1.2 of the Final EIR and the ensuing responses, the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project are considered consistent with

63.251 all of the land use plans identified in this comment.

[ 63.252 Based on the analysis in the Final EIR, neither the Originally Proposed
Project nor the Revised Project would result in significant impacts
with respect to land use with concurrent approval of the proposed plan

6350 amendments. Thus, no mitigation measures are required. With respect

to transportation / circulation / parking and visual effects/neighborhood
character, the Final EIR agrees with the commenter’s conclusion that
the Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in
significant, unmitigated impacts. With respect to public services including
water supply and recreation, the Final EIR appropriately concludes that
neither the Originally Proposed Project nor the Revised Project would
result in significant impacts. Thus, no mitigation measures are required
relative to water supply and recreation.
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63.254

63.255

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

63.253 Refer to response to comment 63.99 regarding the village propensity

classification of the project site and adjacent properties.

Contrary to the comment, there is no “horizontal Mixed-use Community
Village” land use designation in any adopted land use plans that regulate
the project site, including (among others) the General Plan, Community
Plan, and Precise Plan. While land uses that comprise a village, as
identified in the General Plan (residential, commercial, employment, and
civic uses) exist in the community and in the immediate vicinity of the
project site, such uses are compartmentalized and not integrated as called
for in the General Plan definition of village. As such, there is no existing
designated or de facto “horizontal mixed-use village” in Carmel Valley
that meets the criteria of any village type defined in the General Plan.
Refer to updated information contained in Section 5.1.2 of Final EIR.
Sections 5.3.3 and 12.9 of the Final EIR, recognizes that the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in significant
impacts to the neighborhood character of the area because proposed
buildings would substantially contrast with portions of the immediately
surrounding development. This finding is consistent with the determination
in the General Plan EIR (that villages could lead to character impacts).

63254 The comment claims that it is speculative to say that the development

meets the General Plan’s high-quality transit goals. The comment is
incorrect since, as discussed in response to comment 10.40, the City
of Villages Strategy in the City’s General Plan does not require that
regional transit service be immediately available to proposed village
developments. The General Plan states that future transit service is
acceptable as long as the planned transit facilities have an identified
funding source. The 2050 RTP, the long-range transportation plan for the
region, indicates that Bus Route 473, which would serve the Originally
Proposed Project, is anticipated to be funded by the year 2030.

63255 Refer to response to comment 63.99 regarding the village propensity

classification of the project site and adjacent properties. As stated in the
Draft EIR, the project site is identified in the General Plan as having
moderate village potential.
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cont.

63.256

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

63255 While land uses that comprise a village, as identified in the General

cont. Plan (residential, commercial, employment, and civic uses) exist in the
community and in the immediate vicinity of the project site, such uses
are compartmentalized and not integrated as called for in the General
Plan definition of village. As such, there is no existing designated or de
facto “horizontal mixed-use village” in Carmel Valley that meets the
criteria of any village type defined in the General Plan.

Sections 5.3.3 and 12.9 of the Final EIR recognize that the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in significant
impacts to the neighborhood character of the area because proposed
buildings would substantially contrast with portions of the immediately
surrounding development. This finding is consistent with the determination
in the General Plan EIR (that villages could lead to character impacts).

63.256 Refer to response to comment 63.92 regarding consistency with Land
Use and Community Planning.

Refer to response to comment 63.99 regarding the village propensity
classification of the project site and adjacent properties.

Sections 5.3.3 and 12.9 of the Final EIR recognize that the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in significant
impacts to the neighborhood character of the area because proposed
buildings would substantially contrast with portions of the immediately
surrounding development. This finding is consistent with the determination
in the General Plan EIR (that villages could lead to character impacts).
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63.256
cont.

63.257

63.258

63.257 Refer to response to comment 63.99 regarding Land Use and Community

Planning Policy LU-A.3.

As discussed in response to comment 63.99, it is acknowledged that the
Del Mar Highlands Town Center has an approved permit that allows for
future expansion of the shopping center. The Originally Proposed Project
or Revised Project would not preclude development of the Del Mar
Highlands Town Center, as demonstrated by the updated Retail Market
Analysis, which is included as Appendix B.1 in the Final EIR.

Contrary to the comment, there are no designated village sites in the
Employment Center Precise Plan, and there is no “horizontal Mixed-
use Community Village” land use designation in any adopted land use
plans that regulate the project site, including (among others) the General
Plan, Community Plan, and Precise Plan. While land uses that comprise
a village, as identified in the General Plan (residential, commercial,
employment, and civic uses), exist in the community and in the immediate
vicinity of the project site, such uses are compartmentalized and not
integrated as called for in the General Plan definition of village. As such,
there is no existing designated or de facto “horizontal mixed-use village”
in Carmel Valley that meets the criteria of any village type defined in the
General Plan.

Refer to response to comment 63.59 regarding the hotel that was initially
included in the Originally Proposed Project.

Lastly, the comment asserts that the proposed development duplicates
existing “village functions” in the community and that this “duplication”
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RESPONSES

63257 results in a significant land use impact. To the contrary, the Originally

cont. Proposed Project and Revised Project are consistent with, and implement,
the General Plan City of Villages strategy by proposing a mixed-use
development on a site identified in the General Plan as having moderate
village propensity that would provide a mix of land uses consistent with
the General Plan definition of a village. The fact that the Originally
Proposed Project and Revised Project include uses that already exist,
and mirror, adjacent uses within the immediate vicinity reinforces
the proposed development’s land use compatibility with existing
development in Carmel Valley. Consequently, no associated significant
land use impact would occur. Refer to updated information contained in
Section 5.1.2 of Final EIR.

63258 The Draft EIR acknowledged that there is no existing transit service in
Carmel Valley (Section 5.2.7). The comment claims that it is speculative
to say that the development meets the General Plan’s high-quality transit
goals. The comment is incorrect since, as discussed in response to
comment 10.40, the City of Villages Strategy in the City’s General Plan
does not require that regional transit service be immediately available
to proposed village developments. The General Plan states that future
transit service is acceptable as long as the planned transit facilities have
an identified funding source. The 2050 RTP, the long-range transportation
plan for the region, indicates that Bus Route 473, which would serve the
Originally Proposed Project, is anticipated to be funded by the year 2030.
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cont.

63.259

63.260

63.261

63.262

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

63.259 The Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project would provide
the employment center uses that were already planned for the site, and
would serve the function suggested in the comment, including offices and
restaurants within an internally well-balanced land use mix that reflects
the types of uses that already exist in the community in the vicinity of
the project site. A number of the uses in the Originally Proposed Project
and Revised Project, such as offices and restaurants, are also already
permitted by the adopted Precise Plan and existing zone classification.
Consequently, the function of the Employment Center would not be
displaced.

63260 Refer to response to comment 63.92 regarding village designations.
Additionally, as stated in response to comment 63.259, the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would provide the employment
center land uses that were already planned for the site, and that complement
the existing uses in the vicinity of the project site. As discussed in
response to comment 63.257, this does not result in a significant land use
impact, as purported in the comment.

The Final EIR, in Sections 5.3.3 and 12.9, recognizes that the
Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in
significant impacts to the neighborhood character of the area because
proposed buildings would substantially contrast with portions of the
immediately surrounding development. This finding is consistent with
the determination in the General Plan EIR (that villages could lead to
character impacts).

63261 The comment does not include all of the text of the referenced General
Plan policy, which relates to transit. Specifically, the comment omits
the following text from Land Use and Community Planning Policy LU-
A.7b, “achieve transit-supportive density and design, where such density
can be adequately served by public facilities and services (see also
Mobility Element, Policy ME-B.9).” Table 5.1-1 of the Draft EIR did
not include Land Use and Community Planning Policy LU-A.7b because
(2) this policy is one facet of the overarching policy of LU-A.7, which
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63.261 is adequately addressed in Table 5.1-1 of the Draft EIR; (2) the Mobility

cont. Element policy referenced in Land Use and Community Planning Policy
LU-A.7 is fully addressed in Table 5.1-1; and (3) the portion of Land Use
and Community Planning Policy LU-A.7 that is identified in the comment
is a broad factual statement that population and building densities will be
different in each of the City’s communities.

In fact, the General Plan recognizes the tension between village
development and the existing character of the surrounding community,
as discussed on page 5.3-23 of the Draft EIR. Nonetheless, a discussion
of proposed building design features is contained in Section 5.3.4 and
elsewhere throughout Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR. These sections explain
that the proposed buildings would provide architectural interest and
would be designed in accordance with the design guidelines contained in
the proposed Precise Plan amendment, which incorporate many elements
within the Carmel Valley community.

Sections 5.3.3 and 12.9 of the Final EIR recognize that the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in significant
impacts to the neighborhood character of the area. The proposed
buildings would, despite project design strategies to minimize apparent
height and mass of the structure, substantially contrast with portions
of the surrounding development in the community. The Final EIR also
concludes that there is no feasible mitigation to reduce this impact to
below a level of significance.

63262 The Draft EIR acknowledged that there is no existing transit service in
Carmel Valley (Section 5.2.7). The comment claims that it is speculative
to say that the development meets the General Plan’s high-quality transit
goals. The comment is incorrect since, as discussed in response to
comment 10.40, the City of Villages Strategy in the City’s General Plan
does not require that regional transit service be immediately available
to proposed village developments. The General Plan states that future
transit service is acceptable as long as the planned transit facilities have
an identified funding source. The 2050 RTP, the long-range transportation
plan for the region, indicates that Bus Route 473, which would serve the
Originally Proposed Project, is anticipated to be funded by the year 2030.
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cont.L_

63.263

63.264

63.265

63.266

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

63263 Land Use and Community Planning Policy LU-A.8, pertaining to
appropriate intensification and limitation of commercial uses at the
community plan level, has been added to Table 5.1-1 in the Final EIR,
which concludes that the Revised Project is consistent with this policy
because it includes a Community Plan amendment to change the land use
designation to Community Village to accommodate the proposed mix of
land uses on the site, including commercial uses.

As discussed in the updated Retail Market Analysis, included as
Appendix B.1 of the Final EIR, adequate consumer demand will
continue to exist to support retail centers in the area after completion of
the proposed development with either the Originally Proposed Project
or the Revised Project, even assuming construction of 150,000 square
feet at the Del Mar Highlands Town Center. The Retail Market Analysis
prepared for the project concludes that approximately two-thirds of
the retail draw is expected from within four miles of the project site.
Note that the square footage cited in the comment for new commercial
uses includes the employment center uses for which the site is currently
zoned. Additionally, the cinema has been reduced to 48,000 square feet
with the Revised Project.

Lastly, the proposed development is not a “community commercial
center.” Thus, 300,000 square-foot criteria would not apply.

63.264 It is acknowledged that the civic uses such as a fire station, police station,
library, school, and public park are not proposed as part of the project.
These civic uses already exist in the vicinity of the project site and are
considered adequate to serve the community including the proposed
development. Consistent with Land Use and Community Planning Policy
LU-A.9, the project would include outdoor gathering spaces. Overall, the
Revised Project (as described in response to comment 5.6) includes a
total of 10.7 acres of open space which includes 6.6 acres of usable and
4.1 acres of non-usable open space.

Refer to response to comment 63.257 regarding the alleged duplication
of existing functions.
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63.265 Land Use and Community Planning Policy LU-A.10 has been added to
Table 5.1-1 in the Final EIR, which concludes that the Revised Project
is consistent with this policy because the Originally Proposed Project
and the Revised Project are infill development with planned transit to
serve Carmel Valley (refer to response to comment 10.40 regarding
transit availability and consistency with the City of Villages strategy).
The Revised Project would provide a mixed-use Main Street for Carmel
Valley with housing opportunities and streetscape improvements.
Although there are no designated transit corridors located within the
project vicinity, transit is planned to serve Carmel Valley, as discussed in
response to comment 10.40.

63266 The project would be consistent with this policy in that it would provide
a mixed-use development that integrates a mix of residential, retail, and
office uses on a single site. The project would also be compatible, in
terms of land use types, with surrounding development patterns and the
Carmel Valley community, as a whole. As discussed in the Draft EIR
on page 5.1-22, the Originally Proposed Project would be compatible
with surrounding land uses and land use designations. Refer to updated
informationcontainedin Section5.1.2 of Final EIR. The areas immediately
surrounding the project site include existing office, residential, and retail
uses. The proposed uses of the project site mirror these surrounding uses,
and have been sited so that the uses are an extension of existing adjacent
off-site uses.
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63.266
cont.

63.267

63.268

63.269 |=

63.267 Contrary to the comment, there are no designated village sites in the
Employment Center Precise Plan. Refer to response to comment 63.92
regarding village designations and 63.95 regarding the CC-5-5 zone.

63.268 The Draft EIR acknowledged that there is no existing transit service in
Carmel Valley (Section 5.2.7). As discussed in response to comment
10.40, the City of Villages Strategy in the City’s General Plan does not
require that regional transit service be immediately available to proposed
village developments. The General Plan states that future transit service
is acceptable as long as the planned transit facilities have an identified
funding source. The 2050 RTP, the long-range transportation plan for the
region, indicates that Bus Route 473, which would serve the Originally
Proposed Project, is anticipated to be funded by the year 2030. Therefore,
the project would be consistent with this policy with regard to transit
services.

Furthermore, as discussed in response to comment 6.7, the Revised
Project includes a shuttle service which would include a connection to
the Sorrento Valley transit station and would appoint a transit coordinator
to provide information to future residents, employees, and shopping
patrons associated with the proposed development.
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63.268 Although the proposed development does not include designated bicycle

cont. lanes on internal roads, it would include delineated bicycle routes to
accommodate bicycle use. Furthermore, internal intersections would be
stop-controlled to calm traffic along internal streets.

63269 Land Use and Community Planning Policy LU-H.7 focuses on a
community as a whole, and not a single property. Table 5.1-1 in the Draft
EIR considered the policy as it relates to the Carmel Valley community
and not only the project site. The Originally Proposed Project and the
Revised Project would provide the employment center land uses that
were already planned for the site within an internally well-balanced land
use mix that reflects the types of uses that exist in the community and
that complement the existing uses in the vicinity of the project site. As
discussed in response to comment 10.47, the Originally Proposed Project
and the Revised Project would contribute to the balance of land uses
within Carmel Valley.

The Final EIR, in Section 5.3.3, recognizes that the Originally Proposed
Project would result in significant impacts on traffic and neighborhood
character of the area. As discussed in response to comment 5.6, Section
12.9 of the Final EIR concludes that the Revised Project would reduce
the impact of development on traffic and neighborhood with respect to
the Originally Proposed Project. However, Section 12.9 of the Final EIR
concludes that these impacts would remain significant and not mitigated.

Refer to response to comment 63.92 regarding village designations.
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63.269
cont.

63270 As discussed in the updated Retail Market Analysis, included as
Appendix B.1 of the Final EIR, approximately two-thirds of the retail
draw is expected from within four miles of the project site. Furthermore,

63.270 development intensity and community character are inherently local, not

regional, impacts.

63.271 Asdiscussed inresponsetocomment63.268,immediate transitavailability
to the site is not required. As the traffic analysis did not assume any trip
reductions as a result of transit, the analysis in the Draft EIR represented

63.271 a conservative analysis of potential impacts. Lastly, it should be noted

that the enhanced TDM Plan prepared for the Revised Project calls for a

future bus stop on EI Camino Real to accommodate planned bus service.

In addition, as discussed in response to comment 6.7, the enhanced TDM

— Plan calls for a shuttle service to accommodate use of public transit by

connecting with the Sorrento Valley transit station.

63.272

63272 Refer to response to comment 63.271 regarding transit planning for the
project site.
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63.274

63.275

63.276

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

63273 The Final EIR acknowledges that the traffic generated by the Originally

Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in significant
impacts to local street segments and intersections. Specific road
improvements are identified in the Draft EIR as mitigation measures,
which would reduce many ofthese impacts to below a level of significance.
The Draft EIR acknowledged that some traffic impacts would remain
significant despite mitigation measures. This is due to the need for
other public agencies, such as Caltrans, to construct the improvements
identified in the mitigation measures. In other instances, traffic impacts
were considered significant and unmitigable in the Draft EIR because
fair-share contributions cannot be guaranteed to assure construction of
the targeted improvements.

The only traffic impact that would remain significant following
implementation of identified mitigation measures would be one segment
of Del Mar Heights Road (between the Interstate 5 southbound and
northbound ramps). It should be noted that this segment of Del Mar
Heights Road would operate at a level of service (LOS) E even without
development of the project site. As discussed in response to comment
10.41, Table 5.1.1 of the Final EIR has been revised to indicate that the
project would not be consistent with Policy ME-C.2. However, despite
this change in the relationship of the proposed development to this
policy, as discussed in response to comment 10.41, the conclusion that
the proposed development would not conflict with the collective intent
of the goals and policies of the General Plan remains unchanged. The
Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project, as a whole, would
accommodate multiple modes of transportation.

As discussed in response to comment 6.6, the bicycle routes included in
the proposed development are considered appropriate.
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63.274 As discussed in response to comment 6.6, the bicycle routes included in

the proposed development are considered appropriate.

While the proposed development would require a substantial grading
operation as indicated by the amount of export material, the grading
would not constitute a significant landform modification. The project site
has already been graded as part of mass grading for the Employment
Center and does not contain natural landforms.

63275 As discussed in Section 5.2.5 of the Draft EIR, vehicular access to the

project site would be provided from two new signalized intersections
along Del Mar Heights Road and the one existing intersection along El
Camino Real. The traffic impact analysis prepared for the Originally
Proposed Project and completed for the Revised Project analyzed internal
circulation and concluded that internal intersections along Main Street
would operate at acceptable levels of service. Because the project entries
would be controlled with traffic signals and internal intersections would
operate at acceptable levels of service, vehicle queues extending onto
Del Mar Heights Road or EI Camino Real are not expected.

63.276 As discussed in response to comment 6.7, an effective TDM Plan is

proposed as part of the Revised Project.

Refer to response to comment 63.268 regarding regional transit service
and the development’s planned bicycle routes.
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63.276
cont.
63277 63.277 The increase in traffic on Del Mar Heights Road is not expected to result
' in any significant offsite pedestrian safety issues. A greenbelt with non-
— contiguous sidewalks is proposed along Del Mar Heights Road and El
Camino Real.
63278 As discussed in response to comment 6.6, the bicycle routes included in
63278 the proposed development are considered appropriate.
= 63.279 As discussed in response to comment 6.6, the bicycle routes included
in the proposed development are considered appropriate. As stated in
response to comment 6.7, the internal bicycle routes will connect with
Class Il bicycle lanes associated with High Bluff Drive, Del Mar Heights
Road and El Camino Real.
63.279
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63.282

63.283

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

63.280 While the Draft EIR (in Section 5.3.3) recognized that the Originally

Proposed Project would result in significant impacts to the neighborhood
character of the area, it would be consistent with Urban Design Policy
UD-A.5, which addresses building and architectural design features and
treatments to consider in proposed developments. As stated in response
to comment 63.98, the issue of visual effects/neighborhood character is
different from land use policy consistency. As is the case here, it is possible
for a project to result in a significant neighborhood character impact
while remaining consistent with General Plan policies that include the
words “community character.” A discussion of proposed building design
features is contained in Section 5.3.4 and elsewhere throughout Section
5.3 of the Draft EIR that explains that proposed buildings would provide
architectural interest. Design guidelines contained in the proposed
Precise Plan Amendment, which are consistent with this General Plan
policy, would be incorporated into building designs.

63281 Contrary to the comment and as discussed in response to comment 10.10,

the tree-lined median on Del Mar Heights Road would not be eliminated.
Provision of access into the proposed development would only involve
two portions of the median and a very limited number of trees. This
would not result in a significant visual impact.

63282 The noted General Plan Urban Design Element goal does not mention

or include any policy guidance related to bulk and scale or community
character. Rather, it presents a broad citywide policy goal to plan and
design distinctive neighborhoods within the City of San Diego. Table 5.1-
1 and Section 12.9 of the Final EIR appropriately analyze the consistency
of the Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project with this goal.

63283 The Draft EIR did not dispute the comment’s contention that the proposed

development would be sufficiently different in bulk and scale from the
surrounding uses. As a result, it concludes that the development would
result in a significant, unmitigated impact on neighborhood character.
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63.283
cont.
B 63284 Refer to response to comment 10.107 regarding the useable open space
63.284 within the project site.

As described in responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the City

considers payment of FBA fees to ensure that no significant impacts to
parkland would occur.
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63.284
cont.

63.285

63.286

63.287

63285 As discussed in response to comment 63.268, immediate transit
availability to the site is not required nor is it considered necessary to
accommodate the Originally Proposed Project. As discussed in response
to comment 63.272, the traffic analysis did not assume any trip reductions
as a result of the future availability of bus service to the site. In addition,
as discussed in response to comment 6.7, the enhanced TDM Plan calls
for a shuttle service to accommodate use of public transit by connecting
to the Sorrento Valley transit station.

63286 Main Street is the central organizing component of the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project that would provide a pedestrian-
oriented commercial corridor within the project site. Main Street would
also connect with off-site areas with proposed walkways, bikeways,
and vehicular access points that connect to the roadways within Carmel
Valley. To improve the connectivity of the retail portion of the project
with the surrounding area to the east, a new street is included in Block
A and the buildings have been modified to open up view corridors to the
central plaza. In addition, the long edge of the plaza between buildings 9,
10 and 11 has been located adjacent to EI Camino Real to accommodate
connectivity. Greater connectivity with Del Mar Heights Road and the
developed areas to the north would be achieved by adding a stairway and
ramp at the end of Third Avenue.

63287 The Final EIR concurs that there would be significant impact related to the
proposed bulk and scale. However, as described in response to comment
63.88 the EIR attributes these impacts to neighborhood character rather
than visual effects.

Contrary to the comment, there are no designated village sites in the
Employment Center Precise Plan, and there is no “horizontal Mixed-
use Community Village” land use designation in any adopted land use
plans that regulate the project site, including (among others) the General
Plan, Community Plan, and Precise Plan. While land uses that comprise
a village, as identified in the General Plan (residential, commercial,
employment, and civic uses), exist in the community and in the immediate
vicinity of the project site, such uses are compartmentalized and not
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63.288

63.289

63.290

63.291

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

63287 integrated as called for in the General Plan definition of village. As such,
cont. there is no existing designated or de facto “horizontal mixed-use village”

in Carmel Valley that meets the criteria of any village type defined in the
General Plan.

Refer to response to comment 10.47 regarding the balance of land uses
within Carmel Valley and response to comment 63.95 regarding the CC-
5-5 zone.

As discussed on page 5.3-4 of the Draft EIR, the project site is located
in a transition area between employment, retail and residential uses. As
discussed on page 5.3-19 of the Draft EIR, the proposed development
would represent a good transition to surrounding uses by containing
elements of the surrounding uses.

63288 As stated in Table 5.1-1 of the Draft EIR, the Originally Proposed Project

would construct a designated Village Center in a high-activity area that is
identified in the Community Plan. The Community Plan (page 58) calls
for “grouping of higher density development around the town center” to
“create an urban setting and sense of scale and provide housing close to
shopping and public facilities.” Proposed on-site land uses would mirror
existing surrounding uses and gathering spaces would be provided, as
well as connections to off-site areas with pedestrian walkways, bicycle
routes, and vehicular access points.

While land uses that comprise a village, as identified in the General
Plan (residential, commercial, employment, and civic uses), exist in the
community and in the immediate vicinity of the project site, such uses
are compartmentalized and not integrated as called for in the General
Plan definition of village. As such, there is no existing designated or de
facto “horizontal mixed-use village” in Carmel Valley that meets the
criteria of any village type defined in the General Plan.
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63289 As discussed in response to comment 63.268, immediate transit
availability to the site is not required nor is it considered necessary to
accommodate the Originally Proposed Project. As discussed in response
to comment 63.272, the traffic analysis did not assume any trip reductions
as a result of the future availability of bus service to the site. In addition,
as discussed in response to comment 6.7, the enhanced TDM Plan calls
for a shuttle service to accommodate use of public transit by connecting
to the Sorrento Valley transit station.

63290 In addition to the Main Street feature of the proposed development,
substantial landscaping with an enhanced sidewalk would be installed
along those portions of the project adjacent to Del Mar Heights Road, El
Camino Real, and High Bluff Drive. Entry plazas would be constructed
at the northwest corner of the site (near the High Bluff Drive and Del Mar
Heights Road intersection) and the northeast corner of the site (near the
ElI Camino Real and Del Mar Heights Road intersection). These proposed
improvements would enhance the public streetscape and accommodate
access from surrounding land uses.

63291 As discussed in the updated Retail Market Analysis included as Appendix
B.1 of the Final EIR, adequate consumer demand will continue to exist
to support retail centers in the area after completion of the proposed
development with either the Originally Proposed Project or the Revised
Project. Additionally, the Retail Market Analysis prepared for the project
concludes that approximately two-thirds of the retail draw is expected
from within four miles of the project site.
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63.291
cont.

63.292

63.293

63.292 The proposed development need not provide unique sources of goods
and services to be appropriate for the area. It is not uncommon for
similar shopping centers to occur adjacent to one another. Furthermore,
as indicated in the updated Retail Market Analysis included as Appendix
B.1 of the Final EIR, adequate consumer demand will continue to exist
to support retail centers in the area after completion of the proposed
development.

63.293 As discussed in response to comment 10.47 and pages 5.1-15 and 5.1-
16 of the Draft EIR, the Originally Proposed Project and the Revised
Project would contribute to the physical, social, and economic balance of
land uses within Carmel Valley. The intensity of proposed uses does not
“undermine the physical balance of community.”

As discussed in greater detail in response to comment 10.47, the
Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project would provide the
office uses permitted by the Employment Center designation, but would
also provide contiguous compatible and synergistic uses. Socially, it is
acknowledged that there are existing gathering places within Carmel
Valley, and the Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project
would provide additional social gathering spaces to greatly enhance
Carmel Valley’s existing inventory. In terms of economic balance, The
Revised Project will provide the employment center uses that were
already planned for the site, including offices and restaurants, within
an internally well-balanced land use mix that reflects the types of uses
that already exist in the community and that complement the existing
uses in the vicinity of the project site. Additionally, as discussed in the
updated Retail Market Analysis included as Appendix B.1 of the Final
EIR, the retail uses proposed would help meet existing demand for retail
in the area and particularly within a four-mile radius of the project site.
Even with development of the Revised Project and all other reasonably
foreseeable retail development in the vicinity, a net demand for retail
would remain.

The Draft EIR acknowledged that there is no existing transit service in
Carmel Valley (Section 5.2.7). As discussed in response to comment
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63.293 10.40, the City of Villages Strategy in the City’s General Plan does not
cont. require that regional transit service be immediately available to proposed
village developments.

Refer to response to comment 10.122 regarding proposed internal bicycle
facilities and connections to existing bicycle facilities.
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63294 As discussed in response to comment 10.47, the Originally Proposed

Project and the Revised Project would contribute to the balance of land
uses within Carmel Valley. The Retail Market Analysis is used in the
policy consistency evaluation to demonstrate that adequate consumer
demand will continue to exist to support retail centers in the area after
completion of the proposed development of the Originally Proposed
Project. Additionally, the updated Retail Market Analysis included as
Appendix B.1 of the Final EIR reaches the same conclusion for the
Revised Project.

Refer to response to comment 63.78 regarding calculation of residential
density.

Refer to response to comment 10.122 regarding proposed internal bicycle
facilities.

63295 As stated in Table 5.1-1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed mix of land uses

on the site would provide jobs in a range of sectors and therefore “diverse
job opportunities” would be provided. Whether the jobs come from the
industrial/office park sector or other sectors is to the Originally Proposed
Project’s or Revised Project’s consistency with this policy.

The proposed development would provide the employment uses originally
envisioned as part of the Employment Center, as well as additional uses
that are contiguous and compatible with existing adjacent uses. Thus,
both the Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project would result in
additional employment opportunities for Carmel Valley residents.

63296 The Final EIR concurs with the commenter’s conclusion that the proposed

development would result in significant traffic impacts.
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63.297 The proposed development includes a number of features intended to
reduce dependence on the private automobile. The provision of extensive
pedestrian and bicycle access within the development will enable
residents and employees to walk or ride to shops, restaurants and a movie
theater. Integration of office space within the development will enable
employees to live within the project or within walking distance in the
surrounding community and allow employees to walk rather than drive
to work. This opportunity would also exist for retail employees. Lastly,
the enhanced TDM Plan includes a shuttle service to connect the project
with the Sorrento Valley transit station to facilitate use of transit by
residents, employees, and shopping patrons associated with the proposed
development.

Despite the above features of the Revised Project and the required
mitigation measures, the Final EIR confirms that although the Revised
Project would reduce the impact development would have on traffic with
respect to the Originally Proposed Project and the office uses permitted
by the Employment Center designation, traffic impacts would remain
significant and unmitigated.

63298 The City recognizes the recommendation of the Carmel Valley
Employment Center Precise Plan to accommaodate terraced building pads
within existing landforms. However, this traditional terracing approach
is not compatible with the goal of creating an integrated mixed-use
development which accommodates walking and bike riding. Walking
or riding up the grades caused by terraced pads would discourage these
activities. In addition, terraced pads would create obstacles to meeting
ADA requirements relative to pedestrian access. Although the proposed
grading would result in varying elevations across the property, much
of the grade changes would be located beneath the proposed buildings.
Rather than relying on differential pad elevations to create vertical
character, the proposed development includes architecture and variable
building heights across the site to provide the vertical diversity associated
with terraced pads.
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63.299 The Draft EIR recognized that the building heights, especially the 10-story
building conflicted with the surrounding neighborhood character. As
discussed in response to comment 5.6, the Revised Project would help
reduce the neighborhood character impacts by reducing the 10-story
building to 6 stories, and reducing the heights of the other buildings to
no more than 9 stories.

Sections 5.3.3 and 12.9 of the Final EIR, recognize that the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in significant
impacts to the neighborhood character of the area because proposed
buildings would substantially contrast with portions of the immediately
surrounding development. This finding is consistent with the determination
in the General Plan EIR (that villages could lead to character impacts).
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63300 This comment summarizes issues discussed in detail in the subsequent
comments 63.301 through 63.307. Specific responses pertaining to these
issues are individually discussed below.

63301 Refer to response to comment 63.78 regarding calculation of residential
density.

63302 Refer to response to comment 63.78 regarding calculation of residential
density.

63303 As discussed in responses to comment 63.80, FARs were correctly
calculated in accordance with a specified method provided in the City’s
Municipal Code.
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63.305

63.306

63.307

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

63304 As discussed in responses to comment 63.80, FARs were correctly

calculated in accordance with a specified method provided in the City’s
Municipal Code.

63305 The comment implies that the proposed zone classification for the project

site is CC-5-5, which is incorrect. The Originally Proposed Project and
the Revised Project propose to add the CVPD-MC zone to the Carmel
Valley PDO. While the comment correctly identifies a 100-foot height
limit of the CC-5-5 zone, the current zone for the project site, CVPD-EC,
does not have a maximum height limitation, as discussed in Section 5.1
of the Draft EIR.

The Final EIR, in Section 5.3.3 and 12.9, recognizes that the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in significant
impacts to the neighborhood character of the area. The proposed
buildings would, despite project design strategies to minimize apparent
height and mass of the structures, substantially contrast with portions of
the surrounding development in the community.

63306 Refer to response to comment 10.107 regarding the useable open space

within the project site.

63307 As discussed in responses to comments 63.301 through 63.306, there are

no inconsistencies in the methodology for calculating density, intensity,
or FAR.
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63308 This comment summarizes issues discussed in detail in the subsequent
comments 63.309 through 63.325. Specific comments pertaining to these
issues are individually discussed below.

63309 As discussed in responses to comments 63.35, and 10.158, the traffic
study does account for the potential future expansion of retail uses at the
Del Mar Highlands Town Center.

63310 The comment asserts that a variety of mixed-use reduction ratios have
been used during different phases of the project. In Table 3-1 of the traffic
study, commercial office and commercial retail reductions were applied.
As no residential use is planned in Phase 1 of the project, no residential
mixed-use reduction was applied. In Tables 3-2 and 3-3, commercial
office, commercial retail, and residential reductions were applied per
page 14 of the City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual. Refer to
response to comment 63.29 for further discussion of this issue.

63311 The comment incorrectly asserts that Phase 1 of the Originally Proposed
Projectincluded 515,000 square feet of corporate office and 25,000 square
feet of professional office. The correct square footage of professional
office was 21,000, as stated on page 1-3 and in Table 2-1 (Development
Summary Table) of the traffic study. The traffic study is consistent in the
breakdown of corporate office (245,000 square feet) and multi-tenant
office (291,000 square feet), which is a total of 536,000 square feet of
office; see Table 3-1 of the traffic study. Further, the comment suggests
an inconsistency between the trip generation for office use in Appendix
Q of the traffic study and Table 3-1 in the traffic study. Appendix Q
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63311 does assume more square feet of corporate office than identified in the

cont. traffic study (250,000 vs. 245,000 square feet). However, the difference
between these two assumptions amounts to 50 ADT which would not be
expected to change the conclusions of the traffic analysis.

The assumption of 250,000 square feet in Appendix Q is based on
development of the site under the existing land use designation while
the 291,000 square feet assumed in Table 3-3 is based on the Originally
Proposed Project. When calculating multi-tenant office ADT, a
logarithmic equation is used which would cause a slightly higher square
footage to generate a lower ADT. Therefore, there is no inconsistency
between Appendix Q and Table 3-1 in the traffic study.
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63.319

63.320

63.321

COMMENTS
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| 1l

63312 Refer to response to comment 63.29.

63313 Streets within the proposed development are considered private

driveways. First and Third Avenues as well as Main Street are designed
to accommodate traffic entering and exiting parking garages throughout
the site. The project has been designed so that drivers would not have
to search for surface parking but rather would be able to access parking
garages directly. Since curb-to-curb widths of the onsite drives are
designed differently than City streets, using the roadway classification/
level of service table from the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual for
streets on-site is not appropriate. If Main Street, with a projected volume
of 9,167 ADT at buildout, was evaluated in a manner similar to City
streets, it likely would be classified as a 2-lane Collector, with a two-way,
left-turn lane which would have a level of service E capacity of 15,000
ADT. Therefore, Main Street would operate at an acceptable level of
service.

63314 As discussed in response to comment 6.6, all of the interior drives include

Class Il bicycle routes which will be appropriately signed. These routes
connect with Class Il bicycle lanes associated with High Bluff Drive, Del
Mar Heights Road, and EI Camino Real.

63315 Refer to response to comment 63.36.

63316 Mitigation measure 5.2-13 states that the VTM shall require that project

construction be phased such that concurrent construction of Phases 1, 2
and 3 shall be prohibited, although Phases could overlap.
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63317 Asdiscussed in response to comment 63.38, the westbound right-turn lane

on Del Mar Heights Road would be installed within the City right-of-way
adjacent to the AT&T building. The proposed widening to accommodate
the right-turn lane extension is not anticipated to significantly impact
access to the service driveway.

63318 In some instances, such as the widening of Via de la Valle and EI Camino

Real south of Via de la Valle to San Dieguito Road, the improvements
are programmed City CIP projects and would be constructed by
others. With regard to fair share contributions to Caltrans facilities,
the City lacks jurisdiction over such improvements and cannot ensure
their implementation. Consequently, project impacts to such facilities,
notwithstanding the proposed mitigation, are considered significant and
less than fully mitigated.

63319 As discussed in response to comment 6.6, all of the interior drives include

Class 11 bicycle routes which will be appropriately signed. These routes
connect with Class Il bicycle lanes associated with High Bluff Drive, Del
Mar Heights Road, and El Camino Real.

63320 As discussed in response to comment 6.7, the proposed development

includes a comprehensive TDM Plan. As a part of this plan, the project
applicant would provide a future bus stop for Bus Route 473, which is
included in SANDAG’s 2050 RTP. The comment correctly indicates that
the provision of planned bus service is beyond the control of the project
applicant. Implementation is also beyond the control of the City. In
addition, it includes features to encourage the use of transit, including bus
service once it becomes available. These features include designating a
TDM Plan coordinator to promote alternative forms of transportation by
providing marketing and outreach for all TDM Plan programs including
presentations to tenants, staff, and community members at large and
provision of a private shuttle. The shuttle route at AM/PM peak times
would generally run from the project site to the Sorrento Valley transit
station.

63321 As discussed in response to comment 63.320, provision of planned bus

service is beyond the control of the project applicant.
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63322 Asshownin Attachment 7 of Appendix Q in the traffic study, the Year 2030
with- and without-project scenario intersection analysis for development
of the project site in accordance with the existing Employment Center
designation shows seven (7) significant cumulative intersection impacts.
All seven of those intersections are projected to fail by the Year 2030
without the project, so a small amount of project traffic would cause a
significant impact.

63323 The Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project each include a
shared parking plan that City staff have reviewed and approved. The
concept of the plan is the same for both projects with minor modifications
in the number of spaces indicated based on the lower demand for office
parking and reduced parking supply for the Revised Project. The shared
parking plan for the Revised Project is included in Appendix D.1 of the
Final EIR.

63324 Such a calculation could be made, but is not necessary as the scenario
would never actually occur. Stacking the peak parking demand for
those uses that occur on weekends and evenings with those that occur
on weekdays would not accurately reasonably demonstrate the actual
demand for parking on the site at any given time.

63325 Refer to response to comment 63.41 regarding parking fees.
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COMMENTS RESPONSES
From: Cynthia Dial
To: DSD EAS;
Subject: One Paseo Project No. 193036/SCH No. 2010051073
Date: Thursday, April 26, 2012 2:45:43 PM

Dear Councilmember Lightner,

Thank you for your email regarding the DEIR for One Paseo. After reviewing it | continue to support
the project which I think will bring vitality to the area, thereby not only increasing our property values
but additionally providing our community with its “heart.” To this extent, | agree with the finding that
One Paseo will result in a significant environmental impact to the visual effects and neighborhood
character — it will give Carmel Valley “character,” a quality | personally feel it lacks.

Sincerely,

Cynthia Dial

Cynthia Dial, author

Get Your Travel Writing Published
3656 Ruette DeVille

San Diego, CA 92130 USA
858-350-8658 ph

Web site: www.travelwritingbycynthiadial.com

Blog: http://travelingcynthia.blogspot.com/

Facebook: http://www.facebook.com/#!/profile.php?id=100001105273160

Twitter: http://twitter.com/#!/cynthiadial

LinkedIn: http://www.linkedin.com/profile/view?id=36245343&locale=en US&trk=tyah
You Tube: http://www.youtube.com/user/travelingcynthia?feature=mhee

64.1 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy

of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.
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From: Kent N. Dial

To: DSD EAS;

cc: kdial@coldwellbanker.com;

Subject: Project No. 193036/SCH No. 2010051073
Date: Friday, May 25, 2012 10:17:53 AM

May 25, 2012

Ms. Martha Blake

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Project No. 193036/SCH No. 2010051073
Dear Ms. Blake:

I am a long time resident of Carmel Valley. My business is real estate and as
a Consulting Realtor, one of the areas | specialize in is relocation. Families
migrate to Carmel Valley because of the schools and the convenient location
along the north San Diego coast. Frequently, when | begin working with a
prospective buyer, | take them on what | call my “Chamber of Commerce
tour.” | drive them throughout Carmel Valley to show then the various
neighborhoods, schools, churches, shopping, etc. However inevitably the
question is asked: where is downtown? The closest thing I have to offer
them is a drive through the parking lot of Del Mar Highlands. The response |
usually get is this is a shopping center, not a downtown.

While Carmel Valley is a beautiful community and its location is ideal for
many, the fact remains that we are without a central downtown or main street
that helps define so many our neighboring communities. One Paseo is a high
quality project with many attributes, amenities and benefits we currently
must find elsewhere and not always in just one location.

Many projects have been considered for this prime location in Carmel

65.1 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy

of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.
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Valley. Any project built here will have impacts as we grow but these
impacts are far outweighed by the community benefits we will reap in the
years to come.

| appreciate your thoughtful consideration of the DEIR and the One Paseo
project and urge you to support it for Carmel Valley.

Best personal regards,

Hent W Dt

Consulting Realtor,

Specializing in You!

858.336.2828
kdial@coldwellbanker.com
www.sandiegohomesbykentdial.com

CC:  Councilwoman Sheri Lightner, City of San Diego
Frisco White, Chairman, Carmel Valley Planning Group
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From: David Dilday

To: DSD EAS;

Subject: One Paseo Carmel Valley #193036
Date: Tuesday, May 22, 2012 8:53:54 AM

Attention: Martha Blake
Re: One Paseo

Dear Ms. Blake:

| am writing to voice my opposition to the One Paseo project in its current form.
The project is far too dense for the character of the neighborhood and the traffic
issues will be a total nightmare. The DEIR even state that the traffic and character
issues are not mitigatable. This site is approved for 500,000 sq. ft. of office and the
increase in density is just too great.

I am not opposed to the mixed use concept and an increase in density, but the
massive scale of the proposed project is too great for the character of the area. |
would suggest a project of closer to 750,000 sq. ft would be more in line and
character for the neighborhood.

Regards,

Dave Dilday

American Pacific Investments
11512 El Camino Real #370
San Diego, Ca 92130

Office- 858.461.1326
Cell-619.200.9787

66.1 The potential impacts of the Originally Proposed Project with respect to
traffic and neighborhood character are discussed in Sections 5.2 and 5.3
of the Draft EIR, respectively.

With respect to the suggestion that a reduced project be considered, as
discussed in response to comment 5.6, the project applicant is proposing
the Revised Project. In addition, as also discussed in response to comment
5.6, a Reduced Mixed-use Alternative is included in Section 12.10 of the
Final EIR.
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67.1

67.2

67.3[

67.1

67.2

67.3

In determining whether to approve the project, the City Council is
required to weigh the potential environmental impacts of the project
with the social, economic, and other benefits associated with the project.
Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines require the City Council to
put these factors into writing in the form of a Statement of Overriding
Considerations should the project be approved.

The potential impacts of the Originally Proposed Project with respect to
neighborhood character are discussed in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR. As
discussed in Section 12.9 of the Final EIR, the Revised Project would
reduce the impact on neighborhood character, but not to a level below
significance.

As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy
of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.
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From: Deborah Doyle
To: DSD EAS;
Subject: One Paseo, Project 193036
Date: Wednesday, May 30, 2012 9:44:03 AM

Dear City of San Diego,

One paseo project is much too dense for the area in which | live, not a family
friendly environment

and will ruin the neighborhood. The developers were very deceptive in changing
the density from the original plan.

Neighbors are demanding some compromise closer to the original design.

Deborah Doyle
Fallon circle

68.1

68.2

The discussion in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR identified the impacts of
the Originally Proposed Project on neighborhood character as significant
and not mitigated. As discussed in Section 12.9 of the Final EIR, the
Revised Project would reduce the impact on neighborhood character, but
not to a level below significance.

With respect to the suggestion that a reduced project be considered, as
discussed in response to comment 5.6, the project applicant is proposing
the Revised Project. In addition, as also discussed in response to comment
5.6, a Reduced Mixed-use Alternative is included in Section 12.10 of the
Final EIR.
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From: sidreyfuss@aol.com
To: DSD EAS;
Subject: One Paseo - NO
Date: Tuesday, May 29, 2012 6:12:49 PM

Hello Ms. Martha Blake,

| am opposed to the proposed ONE PASEO in Carmel Valley.

| am concerned about the Density of the project, which | find to be too dense.
The building heights do not match our community character.

We already have a problem with traffic in that area at times. This project would result in traffic
overwhelming Carmel Valley and neighboring communities.

| believe that One Paseo does not comply with community plans.
Thank you for your consideration.

All the best,
Silvia Dreyfuss

3860 Fallon Circle
San Diego CA 92130

69.1

69.2

69.3

69.4

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

The discussion in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR identified the impacts of
the Originally Proposed Project on neighborhood character as significant
and not mitigated. As discussed in Section 12.9 of the Final EIR, the
Revised Project would reduce the impact on neighborhood character, but
not to a level below significance.

The discussion in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR identified the impacts
of the Originally Proposed Project on traffic as being significant and
acknowledges that some of the traffic impacts cannot be mitigated to
below a level of significance. As discussed in Section 12.9 of the Final
EIR, the Revised Project would reduce the impact on traffic, but not to a
level below significance.

Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR acknowledged that the Originally Proposed
Project would be inconsistent with the current land use designation for
the property. However, this inconsistency would be eliminated with
approval of the amendments to the Carmel Valley Community Plan which
accompany the Originally Proposed Project. Approval of the Originally
Proposed Project is contingent on the approval of the community plan
amendments. Thus, the inconsistency would be eliminated. The same
circumstances would be associated with the Revised Project.
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From: Michael Dunham
To: DSD EAS;
Subject: DEIR Comments - Project Number 193036/SCH No. 2010051073
Date: Wednesday, May 16, 2012 4:16:25 PM

DEIR Comments - Project Number 193036/SCH No. 2010051073
Martha Blake:

| have watched the One Paseo project’s processing with personal and
professional interest. Although I live and work in surrounding communities, |
believe it is appropriate for community members in outlying areas to also
comment; | believe this to be the case because decisions made by all localities —
especially large projects like One Paseo — set precedence and a ‘tone’ for other
applications in the future.

| have reviewed substantially all of the Draft EIR and | offer the following
supportive comments:

1. Ifind the DEIR to be fully comprehensive.

2. The significant issues that will be strongly debated in the community — which
are the primary result of the density of the project — are traffic and visual
impact.

a. Traffic: | believe the project benefits outweigh the direct and
cumulative unmitigated impacts of the project. This merely highlights the need
for local, regional and state governments to become more fiscally responsible
and better prepare for the long term needs of all citizens.

b.  Visual Impact: | find it unsettling that the CEQA process has evolved
to the point where the finding for Visual Impact is that it is an unmitigated
impact. | consider it to be an enhancement, consistent with the retail center east
of El Camino Real and surrounding office buildings, and better for the community.

Thank you,

Michael Dunham

MJD Partners, Inc. | 3670 Camino Marglesa | Escondido, CA 92025-
7954

Direct Office & Cell 760-580-1708
Dunham Direct Fax 760-888-9247

cc:  follow-up file

70.1

70.2

70.3

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

As indicated in response to comment 67.1, the City Council will weigh
the benefits of the project with the environmental impacts prior to making
a decision to approve or deny the proposed development.

As visual impacts are a relatively subjective in nature, opinions on the
magnitude of the impact will differ between individuals.
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71.1 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy
of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.

71.1

RTC-493



72.1

72.2

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

MANFREDI

ARCHITECTS

May 17, 2012

Ms. Martha Blake, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Kilroy Main Street-Project 193036
Dear Ms. Blake:

As the master planner for Kilroy Realty’s proposed project One Paseo, | am pleased to submit
our technical comments for the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). For over 23 years
we have been designing vibrant, pedestrian-friendly destinations in which to live, work, shop,
and entertain. Many of our mixed-use planning projects have won Urban Land Institute
Awards of Excellence, CNU Charter Awards, and Smart Growth Awards. As master planner for
One Paseo, we believe the community benefits outweigh the impacts and the proposed plan
exhibits the qualities and characteristics Carmel Valley deserves.

Today, the location of One Paseo is zoned exclusively for the construction of office buildings
with unlimited height. This zoning is intended to result in a single-use office building
development surrounded by surface parking. In a prime location at the crossroads of two
major arterial streets and in close proximity to the I-5 freeway —this project should not be at
peril of becoming an auto-focused destination, but rather a pedestrian-friendly, carefully-
customized community village for Carmel Valley residents to come to live, shop, play, and
work.

One Paseo will serve the community by providing space for leisure, professional, and cultural
opportunities in a thoughtful and sustainable way, and will reinforce these uses by
introducing housing and bringing full-time residents to the center of the project. Consistent
with the goals and policies of the General Plan "City of Villages" concept, broader goals of the
Community Plan, and with the SANDAG Sustainable Communities Strategy, One Paseo will
be integrated with the multiple land uses surrounding the site to create a connected,
compatible, and context-sensitive village at the center of its region. This mixed-use model has
been proven a successful development pattern, having been tested all over the world — from

ELKUS MANFREDI ARCHITECTS LTD

[address] 300 A STREET BOSTON MASSACHUSETTS 02210 [tel] 617.426.1300 [web] WWW.ELKUS-MANFREDI.COM

72.1 Commented noted. As this comment does not raise any issues with
respect to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.

72.2 Commented noted. As this comment does not raise any issues with
respect to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.
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Ms. Martha Blake
May 17, 2012
Page 2 of 2

historic European villages and turn-of-the-century Main Streets to the newest town centers
that are currently arriving in suburban communities nationwide.

California is already home to a number of exemplary town center style developments
including Santana Row in San Jose - a 42-acre village of restaurants, shops, offices, hotels,
houses and condominiums organized around a vibrant street scene. Another example is The
Americana at Brand, located in Glendale, planned and designed by Elkus Manfredi -a 16-acre
destination that provides 475,000 square feet of stores and restaurants in addition to 338
residences. The Americana at Brand’s two-acre public park has become Glendale’s primary
gathering place for both everyday public use and a full variety of programmed events.

With floor area ratios (FAR) between 1.5 to 2.0, these two highly successful mixed-use
projects originated with similar densities to the FAR of approximately 1.75 proposed for One
Paseo. Currently, both of these developments are significantly adding additional housing,
office and retail to the original plan. Their sustained success and continuing growth suggests
that the target FAR proposed for One Paseo is the appropriate density with which to plan this
new core for the community. Depending on actual location, “town center developments that
feature mixed-use (residential/non-residential projects with active ground floor uses the
American Planning Association (APA) recommends FAR’s ranging from 3.0-5.0.” (Morris
2009 76).

The proposed project for One Paseo aims to create a meaningful, diverse, community-based
development which will provide Carmel Valley with something that it has been long missing:
a heart for the community. We feel strongly the proposed project exhibits a balance of uses
distributed among a hierarchy of public spaces which will create a vibrant sense of place,
opportunities to serve multiple needs, keep cars off the streets and increase day-to-day

convenience. All in all, we see One Paseo developing as a vibrant new heart for Carmel Valley.

Sincerely,
Elkus Manfredi Architects Ltd

Howard F Elkus FAIA RIBA LEED AP
Principal

72.3 Commented noted. As this comment does not raise any issues with
respect to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.

72.4 Commented noted. As this comment does not raise any issues with
respect to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.
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73.1 Commented noted. As this comment does not raise any issues with
respect to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.

73.1
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From: Mary Everline

To: DSD EAS;

Subject: Paseo One---DEIR Comments--Project # 193036 #2010051073
Date: Thursday, April 19, 2012 5:31:09 PM

Dear Friends,

At first | was very excited by the idea of the Main Street vision offered by
Paseo One. | have now really looked into this and find a very frightening
reality. The buildings are absolutely too large and out of scale with our
beautiful community! Please let me know what | can do to register my
disapproval with the scale of the project? At what point is the process? Are
residents really in favor of this? Is it too late to stop this? Can the plan be
greatly modified? This reminds me of "The Projects" in Chicago!!! Just look
at Crossroads Apartments at La Jolla Village Drive on hwy 805 to begin to
put this in perspective!

Please respond! | love the idea but this project is way, way too large and
out of proportion and scale with our community! | have a background in
Architecture and 30 years experience in Real Estate sales. | am for
progress but this is beyond over the top and there is no reason we should
stand for this invasion if out community. I live in and love in Carmel Valley
as do my children and their children. Please advise!

My best,
Mary Everline

Mary Everline
Real Estate
Professional
1.858.382.6300

maryeverlinel@gmail.com

www.maryeverline.com

Real Living Lifestyles Real Estate
Elegant Homes Director - Luxury Division
1312 Camino Del Mar

Del Mar, CA 92014

CA DRE #00842666

74.1 The discussion in Sections 5.3 and 12.9 of the Final EIR, identifies

the impacts of the Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project on
neighborhood character as significant and not mitigated. The best way to
register concerns about the project is to attend the public hearings where
the project will be considered for approval or denial. By virtue of the fact
that this comment has been submitted during the public review period,
the commenter will be added to a notification list that will provide notice
of upcoming hearing dates.

The applicant has the authority to modify the project during the hearing
process. In addition, it should be noted that, as discussed in response to
comment 5.6, the applicant has revised the project to reduce the overall
intensity including reducing building heights.
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Kenneth Farinsky
3404 Lady Hill Rd
San Diego, CA 92130

May 29, 2012

Martha Blake, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Report for One Paseo,
Category: Transportation and Transit.
Project No. 193036, SCH No. 2010051073

Dear Ms. Blake,

When considering traffic and transportation for any new development, one should go back to the initial
goals for that development. From the Carmel Valley Community Plan, page 50, we find that one of the
community goals is to have a balanced transportation network:

To establish a balanced transportation system which is used as a tool for shaping the urban
environment.

Additionally, this opening statement of the Community Plan goes on to say:

The attainment of these ideals should minimize transportation and traffic problems, the costly
extension of City services and utilities, and the generally monotonous and uniform quality of
development.

So, if we are developing properly, according to the ideals of the community, any new development will
minimize transportation and traffic problems.

Clearly One Paseo does not meet the goals when it comes to traffic, as, even with massive
mitigation and redirecting existing traffic down alternate streets like Carmel Country Road,
Carmel Creek Road, El Camino Real (both north and south), and Via de la Valle, even with these
changes the traffic impacts are still labeled as significant and unmitigatable.

How does the project help to create a balanced transportation plan, as called for in the Community Plan?
See the Community plan, Commercial Element, page 80:

In order to promote a balanced transportation network, development of an interior transportation
system for the town center, linkages from the town center to the residential areas and provision
for a transit station site are necessary. If a balanced transportation system is to be developed, an

alternative to the private automobile which is fast, cheap and convenient to use must be provided.

The town center is planned to be the focal point of transportation facilities as well as the
community shopping, cultural and social center. Therefore, provision of transportation facilities,
pedestrian walkways and people mover systems within the town center is mandatory to the
success of the overall balanced transportation goal for North City West.
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75.1 The Draft EIR concluded that the project will have significant traffic

impacts. The mixed-use nature of the Originally Proposed Project and
the Revised Project would reflect the goals of the community plan to
create a balanced transportation network. By combining employment,
housing, retail, and entertainment opportunities into one development,
the proposed development would enable access to these uses without
having to rely on the private automobile. In addition, the enhanced TDM
Plan, proposed as part of the Revised Project, would provide a number
of features to encourage people to not use their cars including providing
shuttle service to the Sorrento Valley transit station (Refer to response to
comment 6.7).
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While the commercial element, above may not totally relate to the Employment Center lots, if the
proposal is to convert the zone into uses more in line with the Town Center, then restrictions and
objectives of the Town Center Zone should apply. Specifically, the need for an “alternative to the
automobile which is fast, cheap and convenient to use” must be provided to ensure the success of the
overall community. A similar statement may be found in the Industrial Office Element of the
Community Plan, on p. 88:

In order to promote a balanced transportation network, development of a transportation system
linking to the community is necessary. A convenient system of public transportation serving the
industrial-office park is necessary if the goal of a balanced transportation network and therefore
reduced automotive traffic is to be achieved. Essentially, travel to the industrial-office park will
be at peak travel times, therefore, a system of public transportation could greatly relieve traffic
congestion in the community.

The Community Plan does not talk about rapid transit to distant locations outside of the
community, it is specifically concerned with the development of a transportation system linking
the employment center uses to the community, and it notes that this is necessary to the goal of a
balanced transportation network which provides for reduced automotive traffic.

The implication is that, without this internal network of public transportation, the traffic in the
community will suffer even without the construction of One Paseo! And, indeed, this is the result we
have seen in our community: Del Mar Heights Road is near capacity (this is noted within the DEIR), and
any additional trips will push the balance over the edge, causing gridlock and exponential increases in
wait times.

While the One Paseo marketing literature and DEIR hype the fact that there will be a single rapid bus
line serving the project, this, and the project itself, do not forward the goals of a balanced transportation
network as envisioned in the Community Plan. The Community Plan specifically defines a “balanced
transportation network” as something that operates within the community, and includes “fast,
cheap and convenient” service.

It is clear that the One Paseo development does nothing towards creating a “balanced
transportation network”, as defined in the Community Plan. In fact, the project does exactly the
opposite — making it significantly harder to get from the outlying areas of the community in to the
Town Center and to the Employment Center. One Paseo is NOT consistent with the transportation
goals in the Community Plan.

A rapid bus line by itself only serves to transport a limited group of people, largely serving outside
residents who are going to and from the project, and serving residents of the project itself going to and
from locations outside of the community. It is likely that this rapid bus line will only make one or two
stops within Carmel Valley, likely along El Camino Real. The implication is a single stop at the
proposed One Paseo transit station for the southbound bus, and a single stop across the street at some
location adjacent to the Del Mar Highland Town Center shopping area for the northbound bus. There
may also be a similar stop along El Camino Real near the Marriott Hotel and SR-56.

The proposed "rapid bus line" for this development would not actually help any local residents access
this project. Most likely, it would only help residents of the project access remote employment centers or

| shopping destinations.
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75.2

75.3

75.4

75.5

As noted in the previous response, the proposed TDM Plan would help
achieve the Community Plan’s goal of linking internal elements of the
community with each other.

As noted in response to comment 75.1, the proposed TDM Plan would
help achieve the Community Plan’s goal of linking internal elements of
the community with each other.

As noted in response to comment 75.1, the proposed TDM Plan would
help achieve the Community Plan’s goal of linking internal elements of
the community with each other.

The statement that the rapid bus system would primarily benefit regional
travel is correct. However, it should be noted that the conclusions of the
traffic analysis were not dependent on the rapid bus system serving the
project and the community.
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75.6

75.7

75.10

75.11

75.12

For these rapid bus stops, it should be noted that neither location is particularly near large
numbers of existing residences, nor are they near established park-and-ride locations, so the idea
that this bus will be “serving the community” is incorrect.

Instead, this bus will serve workers in the Employment Center who live north or south of Carmel Valley,
allowing them to commute into the area. While this may slightly reduce the number of cars on local
streets, it does nothing to provide the type of local transit envisioned by and required by the Community
Plan.

If the project included enough parking spaces to be considered a park-and-ride facility, then the transit
might actually allow Carmel Valley residents to park at the One Paseo development and use transit to
access their remote employment center. However, such an arrangement would require additional parking
and could substantially increase traffic at the site during rush-hour.

The traffic increase and parking requirements for a park-and-ride facility should be studied in the
DEIR.

The Community Plan doesn't even consider transportation like the “rapid bus”, because the
community is meant to be self-contained.

So, the important transportation goal of the Community Plan is internal public transportation, a means of
getting from the outlying residential areas to the Town Center or to the Employment Center. It is clear
that the provided transit does not meet the objectives of the Community Plan, and the One Paseo
development does nothing to forward these transit goals.

The Strategic Framework of the San Diego General Plan notes on page SF-3 that:

There are many factors to consider when designating village sites including the capacity for
growth, existing and future public facilities, transportation options, community character, and
environmental constraints.

Related to transit is the Policy LU-A.4, which states:

Policy LU-A.4: Locate village sites where they can be served by existing or planned public
facilities and services, including transit services.

Again, the DEIR claims that, since there will be a single, rapid bus line available to the community at
some point in the future (it's in the 2030 or 2050 plan!) The DEIR goes on to incorrectly assert that,
because of this single future line, the need is met and the project is consistent with the council policy.
However, the intent of the policy is that adequate transit be available at the site, not just any
transit. Other village centers in the City that have far less density and far fewer uses, such as the
Uptown District in Hillcrest, are served by more transit lines and more nearby freeways.

If the transit available to the Uptown District only supports a far lower intensity of development,
then why should the proposed location, with a single rapid bus line and no internal transit at all,
support a significantly greater intensification of village development?

When no current public transportation exists, and the planned services are inadequate for the
proposed development, and there is no internal transit network within the community, why does
the DEIR consider the One Paseo development consistent with LU-A.4?
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75.6

75.7

75.8

75.9

75.10

75.11

75.12

As noted in the previous response, the rapid bus system would benefit
regional rather than intra-community travel.

A park and ride facility is not proposed as a component of the Originally
Proposed Project, the Revised Project, or any of the project alternatives.
Therefore, the Draft or Final EIR does not evaluate this type of facility
and associated environmental impacts.

The Community Plan does not address rapid bus service because this
service was not envisioned by SANDAG at the time the Carmel Valley
Community Plan was prepared. Nevertheless, while serving regional
travel needs, rapid bus service to the Carmel Valley community would
benefit the community by reducing the number of automobile trips in
the community related to regional travel destinations and afford the
community the opportunity to use public transportation.

As noted in response to comment 75.1, the proposed TDM Plan would
help achieve the Community Plan’s goal of linking internal elements of
the community with each other.

As discussed in response to comment 10.40, the City of Villages Strategy
in the City’s General Plan does not require that regional transit service
be immediately available to proposed village developments. The General
Plan indicates that future transit service is acceptable as long as a source
of funding is assured. As discussed in response to comment 10.40, the
2050 RTP, the long-range transportation plan for the region, indicates that
funding for Bus Route 473, which would serve the Originally Proposed
Project, is anticipated to be available by the year 2030.

As indicated in response to comment 10.40, the Originally Proposed
Project is not dependent upon the availability of bus service and the
benefits attributed to mixed-use projects (e.g., reduced automobile trips)
would accrue from the Originally Proposed Project regardless of the
timing for bus service. The same situation would apply to the Revised
Project.

Refer to response to comment 63.258.
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[ In addition, the Community Plan states of the Town Center that, “The core area must also be
easily accessible by the automobile.” Given that one of the major impacts of the One Paseo
development is gridlock within the Del Mar Heights corridor, it is clear that the One Paseo project
breaks this requirement of the Community Plan and the implied covenant that the City has with
| the community to keep this area accessible.

[~ If the City approves this project and the development causes unacceptable delays throughout the Del
Mar Heights Road corridor, as is foreseen in the DEIR, then the City has broken an agreement between
residents and the City, where residents relied on the information available in the Community Plan when
purchasing their homes. It seems to me that, if the City breaks this core contract with local residents,
| then the City may be liable for any damages incurred.

[ One Paseo is inconsistent with the Community Plan when it comes to transportation.

This inconsistency has been reached before many additional off-site impacts are considered. For
example, the study does not include the additional 150,000 sq ft of retail space approved for
development at the Del Mar Highlands Town Center. Just because there is not a current project
associated with this development does not mean that the impact should not be considered. Since the
| additional retail space is already approved, it should be included in every traffic study.

[ Similarly, the traffic study does not include the significant loss of a parking lot at the Fairgrounds, where
the Fair Board has agreed to convert a parking lot into open space. This will cause the fair to rely more
on off site parking, likely the lots at CCA and Torrey Pines, creating additional trips as people drive to
and from these lots, and additional busses as the people are transported to the fair. The study does
consider additional parking at the fairgrounds due to the 2008 Master Plan changes, but not the new

| reality at the fairgrounds parking lots.

[ Kilroy talks about having a shuttle to various neighborhood office buildings to ease vehicular traffic at
the center at lunch (perhaps?). The details of this shuttle are not set, but it is included in the discussions
within the DEIR. Does this change the current traffic estimates?

If this shuttle is an important part of their traffic mitigation, then an exact route should be set, along with
times of operation. Additionally, if the shuttle impacts any of the traffic estimates, then it should be a
required element of the project approval, with routes, stops and schedules adopted along with the project
approval. Additionally, Kilroy should be required to pay for the shuttle's operations for as long as the

|___ center remains operational.

Traffic impacts on surrounding neighborhoods

In discussing the selection of Alternative “A” as the preferred plan, the Carmel Valley Community Plan
makes this statement about traffic and transportation:

The creation of a balanced transportation system can also be best accomplished by Alternative
"A". The land use arrangement best encourages the development of a public transit system to
decrease dependence upon the major street network. In addition, the major street pattern allows
for the creation of identifiable neighborhood units which are not penetrated by large amounts of
vehicular traffic.
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75.13 This comment seems to imply that “easily accessible” requires that
roadways serving future development be free of congestion. The City
believes the term is referencing the proximity of future development
to the regional roadway network. The site’s proximity to 1-5, Del Mar
Heights Road, and EI Camino Real fulfill the intent of “easily accessible.”

Furthermore, although Table 5.2-34 of the Draft EIR concluded that the
section of Del Mar Heights Road between I-5 and High Bluffs Drive
would operate at an acceptable level of service in the future without the
project, Table 5.2-35 of the Draft EIR indicated that level of service at
the intersections of Del Mar Heights Road with High Bluff Drive and the
I-5 northbound ramps would be unacceptable. As intersections normally
determine flow of traffic, portions of Del Mar Heights Road will be
congested whether or not the Originally Proposed Project or the Revised
Project is approved.

75.14 Asdiscussed in the previous response, congestion along Del Mar Heights
Road is anticipated with or without the proposed development.

75.15 As discussed in responses to comments 10.158, the potential future
expansion of the Del Mar Highlands Town Center was analyzed in the
traffic study.

75.16 The traffic study for the Originally Proposed Project and the Revised
Project considered and included traffic generated by the 22nd District
Agricultural Association 2008 Master Plan (Del Mar Fairgrounds/
Racetrack) as a cumulative project (refer to page 7-8 of the traffic
study). Traffic potentially created by Fairgrounds overflow to off-site
parking locations is not expected to be significant. Although the Fair
Board agreed in late 2012 to convert the south dirt parking lot on Jimmy
Durante Boulevard to open space, this overflow lot is only used during
the San Diego Fair and peak horse racing days. While the lot has been
used in the past for employees during the horse racing season, there
is surplus parking elsewhere on the Fairgrounds site to accommodate
employee parking. Shuttles are only used on weekends during the 24-
day San Diego County Fair. Therefore, off-site parking lots would only
experience increased usage on weekends and only a few days per year. In
addition, Canyon Crest Academy and Torrey Pines High School are only
two of the many off-site lots utilized by the Fairgrounds, thus increased
shuttle usage traffic to these off-site lots is not expected to be significant.
Peak-period weekday traffic would not increase due to the Fairgrounds
parking lot closure, since the parking lot closures do not generate traffic.
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75.16 Therefore, no change to the traffic study results would result from the
cont. recent decision to close the south dirt parking lot.

75.17 The proposed shuttle does not change the traffic estimates. The shuttle
is not proposed as mitigation, but rather a service for on-site residents,
employees, and patrons to provide connections to nearby activity centers
and transit services.
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[ One should note the concern about “identifiable neighborhood units which are not penetrated by
large amounts of vehicular traffic”, because One Paseo does not meet this goal, either internally or
through its impact on the rest of the community.

One Paseo creates a community where the main street itself will be subject to traffic jams, with major
internal streets supporting many thousands of trips per day. Continual traffic and auto exhaust will not
make for a pleasant experience when shopping or dining on Main Street, and the excessive traftic will
back up onto surrounding major streets, causing traffic headaches that extend into the surrounding
|___neighborhoods.

[ This traffic that extends out to Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real will cause back ups for long
distances, forcing people to search for alternative routes through the community. The impacts can be
indirectly seen in the DEIR, where additional traffic impacts are shown on far-away streets like Carmel
Creek Road, Via de la Valle, and even down to SR-56. Additionally, further impacts are hinted at (but
not studied) in surrounding communities and neighborhoods. For instance, the Neighborhood 3 entrance
at the corner of Del Mar Heights Road and High Bluf Drive will suddenly be faced with an additional
left turn lane from eastbound Del Mar Heights Road onto northbound High Bluff Drive, and a narrowing
L of the center median of northbound High Bluff Drive.

[ If the One Paseo project includes a mitigation measure to widen the eastbound left turn lane on
Del Mar Heights Road at High Bluff Drive, and to widen the entrance on High Bluff Drive into
Carmel Valley Neighborhood 3 (High Bluff northbound), why is there no traffic study to

| determine the traffic impact on Neighborhood 3?

[ Also, if the One Paseo project includes a mitigation measure to widen the entrance on High Bluff
Drive into Carmel Valley Neighborhood 3, where the center median is considered community open
space in the Neighborhood 3 precise plan, why is there no proposed amendment to the

L Neighborhood 3 precise plan?

[ If the One Paseo project mitigation requires taking open space from Carmel Valley Neighborhood
3, where the center median is considered community open space, is this action considered a
condemnation action and should the Neighborhood 3 homeowners groups have been notified

| ___about the action before the mitigation was considered?

[ Changes to traffic moving northbound onto Hartfield Ave. from Del Mar Heights Road and from
Carmel Country Road should also be studied. Additional trips cutting through this residential
neighborhood and their impact on local residents should be included in the DEIR. People already
cut through side streets to Quarter Mile Road and Half Mile road to avoid Del Mar Heights Road,

L One Paseo should make this impact worse, both from High Bluff and from Hartfield.
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75.18 Intersections along Main Street internal to the project have been analyzed
and are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service (refer to Figure
14-8 of the traffic study). In addition, the project has been designed to
locate parking structures directly off First and Third Avenue as well as El
Camino Real. This would allow vehicles direct access to parking so they
would not have to circulate on Main Street.

A queuing analysis for Del Mar Heights Road at First Avenue and Third
Avenue is included in Section 14.2 on page 14-12 of the traffic study. The
analysis shows adequate storage capacity for vehicles entering the site
from Del Mar Heights Road.

75.19 The proposed development would add traffic to Del Mar Heights Road
and other streets within the community, as well as freeways. In addition,
cumulative growth in the area over time would contribute additional
trips onto local streets. The proposed development includes mitigation
improvements on Del Mar Heights Road as well as other locations in the
community, as detailed in Table 1-29 of the traffic study.

Further, the proposed eastbound to northbound dual left-turn lane
improvement onto High Bluff Drive from Del Mar Heights Road,
referenced in this comment, is proposed to maximize the efficiency
of the signalized intersection. The eastbound dual left-turn lanes on
Del Mar Heights Road would also provide additional storage so that
vehicles turning left do not block through traffic on Del Mar Heights
Road. The existing traffic volume on High Bluff Drive just north of Del
Mar Heights Road is 7,050 ADT. With a capacity of 10,000 ADT on this
roadway, the volume to capacity ratio (v/c) would be 0.71 with level of
service D. The Originally Proposed Project would have added 808 ADT
on High Bluff Drive. When this traffic (808) is added to 7,050 ADT, the
total traffic would be 7,858 ADT. This represents a v/c ratio of 0.78 with
level of service D, an acceptable level of service. Thus, this segment
would not be expected to significantly impacted as a result of project
traffic because the segment level of service would remain at LOS D. The
Revised Project would contribute approximately eleven percent fewer
daily trips to this segment.

75.20 Refer to response to comment 5.2.
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75.21 A landscaped ornamental median is considered part of a street section
rather than being classified as open space by the Carmel Valley Land Use
Plan (see Figure 5.1-1 in the Draft EIR). Consequently, an amendment to
the Neighborhood Three Precise Plan is not required.

75.22 The area referenced in the comment was previously deeded to the City
with the construction of Del Mar Heights Road. No condemnation is
necessary, and a condemnation process involving Neighborhood Three
residents is not required.

75.23 Refer to response to comment 5.2.
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75.24

75.26

[~ Carmel Valley is meant to be a self-contained community

The Community Plan's top two goals are:

1. To establish a physical, social, and economically balanced community.
2. To establish self-containment and feeling of community identity among the future residents of
North City West.

That is, the community desires a self-contained community with its own identity, where there is balance
in the development.

To this point, Carmel Valley has done fairly well meeting this vision. The area has established its own
identity, independent of Del Mar and the other surrounding neighborhoods. While the surrounding
neighborhoods depend on Carmel Valley for certain amenities and services, the community has not
become a regional shopping attraction. We are fairly self-contained, with our own shopping, dining,
recreation and government services, largely serving only the immediate area. And, the community is
reasonably balanced, with a number of independent retail and office centers, and diverse recreational
opportunities.

The One Paseo development promises to undo all of these goals with a single project approval.
Suddenly, a massive weight of regional growth will be thrown into a single location, throwing off the
balance by cramming too much development in too small of an area. Adjacent schools and parks will be
overloaded, and streets will cease to function, throwing additional burden on remote locations. Drawing
in remote shoppers with the regional center will break the notion of self-containment, and the
community's identity will be forever changed.

One Paseo trashes the vision of the community, and breaks all of the community goals. The notion that
this is somehow “good” for Carmel Valley is laughable.

One of the major goals of the community is to be self-contained, so that the developments in the
community are designed to serve the community. The Community Plan itself opens with this vision
statement:

The ideal of new community development is that it provides economic and cultural activities to
serve the residential population, and that this population be provided a living choice in a variety
of housing types within all social and economic ranges.

Specifically, the statement notes that community development provides economic and cultural activities
to serve the residential population. The vision is that development should serve the population of the
local community, it is not meant to be a regional draw. Again, looking at point 2 of the community
goals, we see the same statement, “To establish self-containment and feeling of community identity
among the future residents of North City West.”

Self-containment. Economic and cultural activities to serve the residential population.

So, why is Kilroy proposing to build a development where the traffic studies show nearly 15,000 of
the 26,000 overall automobile trips generated are to and from locations outside the community?

Here is a map that shows the information. There are only a few roads leading in and out of the traffic
study area, so counting traffic from outside of the Carmel Valley Community is fairly simple. If this
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75.24 The Draft EIR acknowledged that the Originally Proposed Project would
have significant impacts on local traffic and neighborhood character.
However, as discussed in responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170,
the Originally Proposed Project would not have a significant impact on
local parks. Similarly, the payment of school fees would avoid significant
impacts to local schools. As discussed in Section 12.9 of the Final EIR,
this same conclusion would apply to the Revised Project.

While the retail and employment elements of the project would attract
trips from the region and the local community, these trips would primarily
access the site via I-5 and, thus, not generally penetrate into the Carmel
Valley community. Although regional access would, to a lesser degree,
also occur along El Camino Real, the traffic would not occur on the local
streets within the Carmel Valley community.

With respect to the issue of self-containment, it is important to consider
the fact that the commercial office development along the western
portion of the community draws employees from outside the community.
Similarly, the Del Mar Highlands Town Center shopping center attracts
trips from outside the community. Thus, these attributes associated with
the proposed development would not be without precedent in the Carmel
Valley community.

75.25 As this comment does not raise any issues with respect to the adequacy
of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.

75.26 Project traffic leaving the Carmel Valley community would consist of
approximately 12,100 ADT, based on Figure 3-4 of the traffic study
for the Originally Proposed Project. The traffic study analyzes traffic
within the community as well as outside the community, based on the
study area defined by the City guidelines. The City’s Municipal Code
(Land Development Code) characterizes the type of shopping center
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project was serving mainly the local population, then the majority of the trips generated would stay
within the community. However, it is clear that the majority of trips are related to outside sources:

If this is the case, and nearly 60 percent of the traffic generated by this project is from outside of the
community, then we must call this center a “regional draw” or “regional facility.” A regional facility, by
definition, is not focused on the community residents, it is not adding to Carmel Valley's goal of self-
—— containment.

[ This development violates the spirit and vision of the Community Plan, and goes against the plan's
goal of self-containment.

[ Traffic mitigation does not move additional traffic

The traffic mitigation proposed by One Paseo often does nothing towards actually moving more traffic
out of the area. Instead, extended and widened ramps are uses to queue up additional cars, much as the
lines at Disneyland. For example, the Ramp Meters mitigation consists of enlarging the ramps so that
more cars can be stored in the space. That is, they're not doing anything to improve traffic, they're just
L stacking more cars on the freeway ramps.

[ This additional stacking of cars will leave increasing number of vehicles idling near residential
locations, creating additional air pollution. While the DEIR studied air quality impacts from within the
project, it did not study impacts outside of One Paseo, such as all of these additional cars queued up on
Del Mar Heights Road, El Camino Real and the freeway ramps (both on ramps and off ramps) of I-5.
This additional pollution could be significant, given the large increase in wait time predicted by the

| DERR.
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75.26 (community or regional) by the amount of gross leasable floor area, type

cont. of commercial land uses within a shopping center, and overall land area
for the shopping center, as well as expected market radius, not by trip
generation characteristics.

75.27 Asdiscussed inresponse to comment 75.24, the Carmel Valley community
already has land uses which attract regional trips. Thus, the proposed
development would not conflict with the goals of the Community Plan
with respect to the relationship of the Carmel Valley community with
surrounding communities.

75.28 The addition of a lane on an on-ramp does improve traffic in that queues
are more maintained on the ramp and are less likely to back-up onto
the bridge and negatively impact through traffic on the bridge. It is
acknowledged that for a ramp meter, the only way to move traffic more
quickly is to increase meter rates. However, only Caltrans can change
meter rates.

75.29 As discussed in response to comment 15a.155, the Draft EIR evaluated
air quality impacts that could occur off-site. The only potential localized
source of air pollution related to the project that could occur off-site is
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75.29 associated with carbon monoxide (CO) hot spots, which can result from

cont. increased engine idling in slow or stopped traffic. As identified in Table
5.5-14 and 5.5-15 in the Draft EIR, the CO concentrations in the vicinity
of the project, including the increase in traffic from the Originally
Proposed Project, would not exceed established threshold levels. Thus,
the Originally Proposed Project would not have a significant localized air
quality impact. Due to the fact that traffic congestion would not increase,
the Revised Project would also not have a significant impact on local
levels of CO.
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il
[

Why does the DEIR not study the additional pollution and impacts to air quality caused by the
additional queuing of cars on the I-5 ramps, and the impacts of this pollution on the adjacent
residents?

Note that Carmel Valley is a planned community, with streets, parks, commercial & residential uses
designed to support each other. However, we already find our streets, parks, and library can't handle the
existing development. Adding significant traffic to the area will not help.

Walkability
Returning to the Strategic Framework on page SF-3:

The [City of Villages] strategy calls for redevelopment, infill, and new growth to be targeted into
compact, mixed-use, and walkable villages that are connected to a regional transit system.

While the Community Plan calls for a local transit system, serving the community and providing
connections between the immediate neighborhoods and the village center, this definition is discussing a
regional transportation system. One can only assume that the idea here is for people to walk to the
village so that they can use the regional transit system, which implies that the term “walkable villages”
means something more than just being able to walk around within the village itself.

When considering walking distance to the development from surrounding residential units, one
must specifically consider the actual distance using local streets, trails and paths. One must never
use a simple half-mile circle from the development, as pedestrians are not able to follow such a
simple path, and it understates the actual distance.

How does Carmel Valley stand on the ability to walk to this proposed development? To determine this,
one would have to study the number of people in the community that were able to walk to this location,
but the DEIR is silent on this important fact.

Why doesn't the DEIR study the number of people in the community who will be able to walk to
this new One Paseo center?

Given the accepted standard of one-half mile as being the limits of “walking distance”, you might find
that about 1,500 units were within walking distance, or about 4,100 people. This is a bit over 10% of the
population, leaving over 30,000 people in their cars.

However, even this statistic distorts the reality of the situation. When considering who is going to walk
to a given store, theater or restaurant, one must consider that people living closer are more likely to
walk, and people living farther are less likely. So, one is most likely to walk if the distance is under a
quarter mile, or perhaps one third of a mile. As you approach the half-mile mark, the percentage of
people who will walk falls off dramatically.

The fact is, almost no people in Carmel Valley live within a one-third mile walk from the center of
One Paseo! Certainly no one lives within a quarter-mile walk. The people who do live within that
half-mile “walking distance” are almost all are near the limits of that magical half-mile cut-off, so
a large percentage of them will choose to drive.
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75.30 Asdiscussed in response to comment 15a.155, the Draft EIR did consider
localized air quality impacts resulting from increases in traffic in the form
of CO, and determined that CO levels with traffic related to the Originally
Proposed Project would not exceed allowable levels. Motor vehicles in
California will be subject to regional emissions control strategies. As
discussed on page 6-7 of the Draft EIR, the Originally Proposed Project
would not result in cumulative air quality impacts with respect to other
criteria pollutants for which the SDAB is out of compliance. Due to the
fact that traffic volumes would decrease, the Revised Project would also
not have a significant cumulative impact on air quality. The SDAB is
considered to be a nonattainment area for the 8-hour NAAQS for ozone
and a nonattainment area for the CAAQS for both ozone and PM, .
Section 5.5, Air Quality, analyzed operational air quality impacts under
buildout conditions. Based on the analysis in that section, the Originally
Proposed Project would not generate operational emissions that would
exceed the thresholds for criteria pollutants, including ozone precursors
(VOCs and NOx) and PM,  (refer to Table 5.5 10 in the Draft EIR).
Therefore, contribution to tjhe increase of these criteria pollutants from
the proposed development, in combination with the cumulative projects,
would not be cumulatively considerable.

75.31 The effects of the proposed development on traffic in the area are
discussed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR. The results of the analysis
in the EIR confirm the comment that the Originally Proposed Project
would affect traffic congestion in the community. However, the only
segment that would be significantly impacted after mitigation would be

that portion of Del Mar Heights Road between High Bluff Drive and I-5.

75.32 The goal of the proposed development is to encourage residents, patrons
and employees within the proposed development to walk or ride to
components within the proposed development. It need not facilitate the
ability of the surrounding neighborhood to walk or bike to the Originally

Proposed Project.
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75.32 | Since there is no available transit, driving becomes the only option.

cont.

75.33

75.34

75.35

75.36

75.37

How does the proposed One Paseo development contribute to the walkability of the existing
residents and existing development in Carmel Valley? It doesn't. Not at all.

Sure, the project is walkable internally, and the new residents will be able to easily access all of the
facilities without having to use a car. This will provide some reduction of automobile trips caused by the
1,666 new residents, but the benefit to the existing 36,000 residents of Carmel Valley is almost zero.

Given that the intent of the walkability of villages in the Strategic Framework is to make the
village more walkable from the rest of the community, and that One Paseo is not walkable from
almost anywhere within Carmel Valley, how can this project be considered walkable?

The DEIR notes on page 5.1-10 that the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan seeks to, “...guide the San
Diego region toward a more sustainable future by integrating land use, housing, and transportation
planning to create communities that are more sustainable, walkable, transit-oriented, and compact...”
However, One Paseo does nothing to make Carmel Valley more walkable, its really is only walkable
within the project, not outside the project (much as the Del Mar Highlands Town Center is walkable
within the boundaries of the center.) The vast majority of people who visit this project, both from within
Carmel Valley and from the Region (as it is a regional development) will have to drive in.

Since the DEIR makes claims about the walkability of the project, it should include a survey of
how many existing residents will find this within “walkable distance” as defined by a standards
organization such as the EPA or SANDAG, generally one-half mile by existing streets or paths.

Walkability and Safe Routes to School

Many of the children within the One Paseo development will find themselves walking to nearby public
schools in the Solana Beach School District and the San Dieguito Union High School District. Solana
Pacific, a 5-6 grade elementary school, is within one-half mile of the project, and Solana Highlands, a
K-4 elementary school is right at the one-half mile “walkable” distance. Just outside of that one-half
mile range are additional schools, such as Carmel Creek elementary, Carmel Valley Middle School
(which covers 7-8 grade) and Torrey Pines High School. To round out the various school levels, the Del
Mar Highlands Town Center, located just across the busy El Camino Real, also has a pre-school.

It should be noted that walking to any of these schools requires children to cross one or more busy
streets, and “busy streets” doesn't mean a simple four-lane connector with average traffic, it means six-
lane major arterials that are at or over capacity! For instance, the Del Mar Heights Road corridor around
the I-5 freeway intersection is considered one of the busier streets in San Diego. By 2030, Del Mar
Heights Road and many other streets in Carmel Valley are projected to be significantly busier than the
current conditions, and depending on the approved development in One Paseo and on the connector
design of the I-5 to SR-56 freeways, the streets crossed by students could be exponentially busier than
they are now.

The assumption is that there will be a large number of children living in the One Paseo residential units,
perhaps 400 to 500 children, of which, many will be school aged and walking to school. Unfortunately,
the developer chose to omit any study of how many school children might be generated from the One
Paseo development, or any impact to schools. The reasoning behind this is that state law allows the
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75.33 As discussed in response to comment 75.32, the Originally Proposed
Project need not facilitate the ability of the surrounding neighborhood to
walk or bike to the Originally Proposed Project.

75.34 As discussed in response to comment 75.32, the Originally Proposed
Project need not facilitate the ability of the surrounding neighborhood to
walk or bike to the Originally Proposed Project.

75.35 As discussed in response to comment 75.32, the Originally Proposed
Project need not facilitate the ability of the surrounding neighborhood to
walk or bike to the Originally Proposed Project.

75.36 As discussed in response to comment 7.4, the Originally Proposed
Project would not result in a significant safety hazard to school children
attending the schools serving the project area.

75.37 Detailed information on the number of school-aged children generated
by the Originally Proposed Project, local school capacity, and expected
enrollment is included in response to comment 7.11.
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developer to pay a school fee to mitigate any impact to schools, therefore they felt safe not even
studying the issue.

However, just because you can mitigate a situation does not remove the requirement to study the
impact. Kilroy must provide a complete study of the number of school children generated by their
project and their impact on local schools. Why does the DEIR not include this study of impact to
local schools?

Given the fact that these students will be walking to school across streets that are busier because of
impacts caused by the project itself, the study of school aged children should include the number of
children that might be in pre-school. This will help determine if there will be an impact to these children
and parents walking to nearby pre-schools.

Once the number of children walking to school are known, the DEIR should then study how safe it
is for these children to walk to school. This should include studies by grade-level: pre-school,
elementary, middle school and high school. The study should include information on safe routes to
school for each possible destination, including likely crossing points on busy streets.

Such studies should be comprehensive, including information on traffic safety, air quality, etc.

One should note that the Torrey Pines High School Falconer magazine already has an article about
Torrey kids heading to lunch at the new One Paseo center. Given the limited time they have for lunch
and the increased distance they would have to travel compared with the Town Center, what additional
traffic and safety issues will arise based on Torrey Pines High School students heading to the center for
lunch? There is already an impact when this happens at the Town Center, has it been studied or
considered at One Paseo?

Impact of Additional Pedestrians on Nearby Traffic

While creating walkable communities is a laudable goal, one must remember that additional pedestrian
traffic can have a large impact on automobile traffic. For instance, all these students walking to and from
school, crossing busy intersections, can cause traffic nightmares. Pedestrians change signal timing,
pressing the walk button and causing delays in signal cycles. This impact can already be seen around
Torrey Pines High School in the mornings and afternoons, with hundreds of children crossing busy
streets to access the school, their homes and the local shopping plazas.

The DEIR needs to study these impacts, much as a traffic study would evaluate the impacts of
automobile trips. The studies should remember that a parent walking their child to school will generate
two “walking trips” for each direction of the walk — the parent walks the child to school and returns
home. Later, the parent returns to the school and returns home with the child. This is for trips per day for
a single child walking to elementary school. Additionally, a parent walking a child to school may choose
to later return to the school to volunteer in the classroom, generating more “trips”. Similary, there should
be studies of nearby residents walking to shop, dine, work or attend the theater. Other reasons for
walking might include children and adult sports teams, people walking from One Paseo to the Town
Center, and residents just walking to the plaza to mingle.

Such studies should include time-of-day information, so that the impact on traffic can be readily

calculated. For instance, some of the busiest times on Del Mar Heights Road are morning rush-hour,
lunch, and after-school. Unfortunately, these are also the times that many people might consider
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75.38 As discussed in response to comment 7.4, the Originally Proposed
Project would not result in a significant safety hazard to school children
attending the schools serving the project area.

75.39 As discussed in response to comment 7.4, the Originally Proposed
Project would not result in a significant safety hazard to school children
attending the schools serving the project area.

7540 A detailed pedestrian study is not warranted. The traffic study takes
into account the effect of pedestrian activity on traffic flow by utilizing
assumptions for the anticipated number of future pedestrians crossing
area streets. As referenced in the methodology discussion on page 4-4 of
the traffic study, the Synchro 7 program was used to analyze intersection
operations, taking into account pedestrian crossing times. This computer
program facilitates analysis of intersection operation consistent with the
industry standard Highway Capacity Manual methodology. Signal timing
values used in the intersection analysis take into account the effects of
pedestrians of all types. Specifically, the pedestrian “walk” and “flashing
don’twalk” timings are included as a default value in the Synchro settings
when completing an intersection analysis. These timings are accounted
for in the calculation of green times for each intersection phase. If a
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walking. Children walk to school during morning rush hour, requiring them to cross Del Mar Heights
Road or El Camino Real could make the rush hour traffic significantly worse.

The DEIR should include a "traffic map" of pedestrians. That is, since this is supposed to create a more
walkable community, there should be estimates made of how many people will be walking to the center
at various times of the day, especially during heavy use periods like morning rush hour, lunch, and
evening rush hour.

Why doesn't the DEIR include a complete walking study for the One Paseo development, and the
impact of this additional pedestrian traffic on the surrounding automobile traffic?

Traffic inside the One Paseo development

In the DEIR traffic appendix Apps_Part 2.pdf on page 4-10, Table 4-3 is a table of roadway
classifications and levels of service given various daily trips. For a multifamily collector or a
commercial collector, 2 lanes, the trip count for Level of Service “E” is 8,000 trips per day. Inside One
Paseo, at least one of the internal collectors that includes the assumption of lots of pedestrian foot-
traffic, signals or stop signs at the end of each segment, parallel parking on both sides of the roadway, is
only 2 lanes wide. I assume this road will operate similar to this 2 lane collector, if not worse.

Given that the trips per day on this small internal collector is over 9,000, and LOS “E” is at 8,000,
how can this roadway possibly handle the traffic?

Why doesn't the DEIR give Level of Service values to the interior intersections of One Paseo,
especially given the fact that Main Street appears to be beyond capacity in traffic projections?

I-5 & SR-56 Connector Project

The One Paseo 2030 projections assume that the direct connectors between I-5 and SR-56 will be built.
If this assumption turns out to be wrong, then traffic figures will be significantly worse. For instance,
9,000 additional trips could be added to Del Mar Heights Road between High Bluff and I-5. This would
take the daily trips on this segment, assuming build-out of One Paseo, to 71,300 trips, on a roadway with
a capacity of 60,000 trips. This is more than 10 percent worse than the case considered in the One Paseo
traffic study, which chose the best-case result of the SR-56 traffic study.

Similarly, the traffic mid-block at One Paseo jumps from 54,902 to 62,000, and the traffic at Signature
Point jumps from 46,189 to 53,000 trips.

How can the City allow the One Paseo DEIR to only show the 2030 Traffic Counts from the best-
case SR-56 Connector scenario (direct connector), when the other options for the SR-56
Connectors show significantly worse traffic on Del Mar Heights Road, with increases between
4,000 and 10,000 cars per day?

Shouldn't the One Paseo DEIR be required to include all the possible impacts from the SR-56

Traffic Study, as this information was available before the scoping documents for the One Paseo
DEIR were developed.
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7540 pedestrian phase is activated in Synchro, the minimum “split” (i.e. the

cont. minimum time that the signal would be green) is defined as either the
minimum green plus yellow plus all red or the minimum “walk” plus
“flashing don’t walk” plus yellow plus red (whichever is greater).

In most cases, the pedestrian crossing time controls the green time for
each direction of traffic, and is longer than the vehicle timing assumption
because pedestrian crossings slow the operation of the intersection. In
the project analysis, the minimum green time accounts for a pedestrian
crossing in every cycle for every roadway leg at the intersection. This is
a conservative assumption. In most cases, pedestrian crossings would not
occur during every signal cycle for every leg. Nevertheless, to address
a potential increase in pedestrian activity as a result of the proposed
development the analytical assumptions accounted for increased
pedestrian traffic in the future as suggested in the comment.

7541 Main Street is considered and referenced in the traffic study as a driveway
rather than a two-lane Collector because it would be a private roadway,
not a public street. Main Street would have a curb-to-curb width of 52
feet, and would be similar to a two-lane Collector with a two-way left-
turn lane, which has a LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT. At project build-
out for the Originally Proposed Project, Main Street between First and
Second Avenue was projected to carry 9,167 ADT, as shown on Figure
14-7 in the traffic study. This volume would decrease with the Revised
Project. Based on Table 4-3 in the traffic study, Main Street at buildout
would operate at an acceptable LOS C. The internal intersections along
Main Street were analyzed and results included in Figure 14-8 of the
traffic study.

75.42 The proposed I-5/SR-56 interchange project was initially studied in the
1980s by Caltrans. At thattime, Caltrans concluded that the project was not
warranted, based on forecasted usage and costs. With subsequent changes
to the City of San Diego’s General Plan in 1998, allowing development
of the area known as North City Future Urbanizing Area, the City asked
Caltrans to revisit the need for freeway-to-freeway connections based
on the updated traffic forecasts associated with greater development in
the area. As a consequence, in 2007 SANDAG included the 1-5/SR-56
interchange project in its 2030 San Diego RTP, anticipating funding and
construction of the project by year 2020. The interchange project was
included in the 2010 Regional Transportation Improvement Program
(RTIP), a five-year program of major highway, transit arterial, and non-
motorized projects funded by federal, state, TransNet local sales tax, and
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75.42 other local and private funding sources. The southbound connectors were
cont. approved and constructed.

The interchange project is sponsored by Caltrans, SANDAG, and the
Federal Highway Administration. The City is an interchange project
proponent. In May 2012, Caltrans published a Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement addressing the
interchange project. The interchange project is proposed to maintain or
improve the existing and future traffic operations along the I-5 and SR-
56 corridors, including major arterials and local streets within the Carmel
Valley community.

In assessing the long-term cumulative impacts of the proposed
development, the City would exercise its discretion to consider
foreseeable changes and expected future conditions in order to
intelligently understand the project’s impacts over time. The CEQA
Guidelines provide for consideration of such potential future conditions.
The traffic study for the proposed development used the traffic volumes
from the 1-5/SR-56 Northbound Connector study to maintain consistency
with other studies, such as the 1-5 North Coast Corridor Project. Refer
to Appendix S of the traffic study for a Year 2030 volume comparison
between the three traffic studies.

75.43 Main Street is considered and referenced in the traffic study as a driveway
rather than a two-lane Collector because it would be a private roadway,
not a public street. Main Street would have a curb-to-curb width of 52
feet, and would be similar to a two-lane Collector with a two-way left-
turn lane, which has a LOS E capacity of 15,000 ADT. At project build-
out for the Originally Proposed Project, Main Street between First and
Second Avenue was projected to carry 9,167 ADT, as shown on Figure
14-7 in the traffic study. This volume would decrease with the Revised
Project. Based on Table 4-3 in the traffic study, Main Street at buildout
would operate at an acceptable LOS C. The internal intersections along
Main Street were analyzed and results included in Figure 14-8 of the
traffic study.
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Bicycles and One Paseo

The One Paseo DEIR makes it seems like it will provide some magical bicycle facility or connection
within Carmel Valley, something that will complete the connections and make the community whole:

An internal bicycle route would be provided along Third Avenue, Main Street, First Avenue, and
Market Street. This bicycle route would connect to existing Class II bicycle lanes along Del Mar
Heights Road and El Camino Real. The proposed bicycle route would allow for connection to an
existing paved trail that currently runs through the middle of the business park uses west of the
project site. The project also would include on-site bicycle racks to support bicycle circulation.

The idea that there is some sort of bike route through the project is absurd. There is no dedicated lane or
path, bikers are simply left on the street with the vehicular traffic. Sure, it is possible that a few bikers
will be able to traverse Main Street to arrive at their destination or to leave the facility and enter the
main bike lanes within the community, but its not like a large number of cyclists will use the internal
connections. The fact is, this bike “route” doesn't go anywhere. It is not a good shortcut through the
community. Bikers riding on Del Mar Heights Road or El Camino Real will continue on these streets
rather than cutting through the busy shopping center, unless One Paseo is their destination. If it is their
destination, they don't need a special bike route within the development.

Think about this — Main Street in One Paseo is supposed to have over 9,000 cars per day traversing the
street, pedestrians will be continually crossing at the intersections, and cars will be parallel parking and
opening doors into the street, a nightmare for cyclists. Rather than being the proposed nirvana, this
street would be fairly dangerous for cyclists.

Why would anyone use this road on a bicycle? It would be like riding on the private driveways of the
Del Mar Highlands Town Center. In fact, while I have seen many hundreds of bicycles riding on El
Camino Real, I have never seen a single cyclist ride into the Town Center. Giving the internal private
driveways of One Paseo any special designation as a "bike route" doesn't make any sense. This simply
sounds like a marketing ploy, a check mark designed to earn the project “Smart Growth” credibility.

Even the landscape plan, Fig 3-3d, shows only a single bike rack, hidden behind the office buildings,
near the token “transit stop.” This location is out in the open, relatively unmonitored, and inconvenient
to any shopping.

Why does the City accept the language that makes this project sound bike friendly, when in
actuality the roadways and facilities are anything but?

Additional Issues

Kilroy makes a big deal out of the fact that they're going to provide “adaptive traffic control” signal
timing to Del Mar Heights Road, yet this is not listed as a mitigation measure in the DEIR. If the feature
is going to be used to sell the project to the public, then a complete study should be included in the

DEIR showing the benefits of the signal timing.

Why is signal timing not listed as a mitigation feature in the DEIR, and why is their no study of its
benefits?
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7544

7545

75.46

7547

The goal of the proposed development is to accommodate residents and
employees within the project who would like to ride bikes to destinations
within the proposed development as well as provide access to regional
bike routes along Del Mar Heights Road and EI Camino Real. The
internal bike routes are also intended to accommodate bicyclists in
the community desiring to reach destinations within the proposed
development. The bike routes through the proposed development are not
intended to accommodate regional bicycle traffic. Thus, as noted in the
comment, it is anticipated that these bike trips would continue to use bike
routes along Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real for trips which
do not have the proposed development as their ultimate destination.

The Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project propose several
internal bicycle routes that would connect to the existing Class 1l bike
lanes on Del Mar Heights Road, EI Camino Real, High Bluff Drive, as
well as a paved trail to the west. Refer to response to comment 6.7 for
additional information related to the proposed improvements. Although
the proposed development does not include designated bicycle lanes on
internal roads, it would include appropriately signed Class |1l bicycle
routes to accommodate bicycle use and improve access and connectivity
between activity centers within the project area. Primary bicycle parking
areas would be concentrated along major building entrances, and public
plazas adjacent to existing or proposed bicycle paths. Furthermore,
internal intersections would be stop-controlled to calm traffic along
internal streets to improve bicyclist safety. As discussed in Section 5.2.5
of the Draft EIR, no significant vehicular/pedestrian/bicycle conflicts are
anticipated.

As indicated in response to comment 75.45, the proposed bicycle
facilities within the proposed development are appropriate.

The Adaptive Traffic Central Systems (ATCS) is not relied upon as
project mitigation. Although the system has been used successfully in
other jurisdictions, it is not currently deployed in the City. For more
information on ATCS proposed by the project applicant, refer to Chapter
15.0 and Appendix P in the traffic study.
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7548 The traffic analysis did not assume benefits associated with ATCS.
However, as discussed on pages 15-2 and 15-3 as well as Appendix P
of the TIA, it is generally accepted that ACTS improves traffic flow on
congested roadways. As installation of ATCS was not assumed in the
TIA nor would it adversely affect traffic flow on Del Mar Heights Road,
a detailed analysis of the specific effects of ACTS on Del Mar Heights
Road is not required.
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While the horizontal component of the project may be "pedestrian-scaled" or “human scaled”, the
vertical component is not. Within One Paseo, the shorter residential blocks are over 70 feet tall, with
towers that extend to 150 feet and higher (limited only at 199 feet!) Placing such tall buildings within
such a small site leads to sudden transitions in height that are jarring to pedestrians on the ground. The
idea that a 150 foot tall tower adjacent to a shopping street is “human scaled” is not correct. This is a
project where you will always have very tall buildings looming over pedestrian walkways. While the
horizontal distances across the project may be scaled for people, the vertical distances will make for a
— very uncomfortable environment.

One Paseo is not “human scaled.”

[~ On page 5-3 of the DEIR, it says of High bluff Drive, "On-street parking is not allowed along both sides
of the roadway" This is not true. One lane on this roadway has been removed to provide additional
parking in the area. This should be considered in the study, especially since the additional on-street
parking was added because the office parking proved inadequate when all of the office buildings were
| fully occupied.

— Given the fact that the parking provided in the office buildings on High Bluff for their tenants and
visitors has NOT been sufficient, why is the City allowing the One Paseo to provide less parking
than what is required by City Standards? The experience of the community, both within the Del
Mar Highlands Town Center and on High Bluff Drive, shows that additional parking should be
| required, beyond the City Standard.

[ The DEIR corrupts the notion of a “Village”

In the DEIR around page 5.1-15, Kilroy keeps hammering away at this "project would provide a village
center unique to the Carmel Valley community" concept. I don't think they really understand that
“unique to the community” really means “is designed for and fits into the community.” See page SF-3:

A “village” is defined as the mixed-use heart of a community where residential, commercial,
employment, and civic uses are all present and integrated. Each village will be unique to the
community in which it is located. All villages will be pedestrian-friendly and characterized by
inviting, accessible and attractive streets and public spaces. Public spaces will vary from village
to village, consisting of well-designed public parks or plazas that bring people together.
Individual villages will offer a variety of housing types affordable for people with different
incomes and needs. Over time, villages will connect to each other via an expanded regional
transit system.

When I read this, I picture a village that is unique to the location, in that it's built to fit into the
environment at the specific location. Kilroy has twisted the meaning to mean that the project is different
from everything else. See the DEIR, p. 5.1-13:

The General Plan specifies that each village is intended to be unique to the community in which
it is located. As a result, a village could visually appear different than its surrounding uses in
terms of both integration of land uses and density, bulk and scale. By definition, the very nature
of a village would result in an intensification of land uses, as well as distinctive/unique
development types that are different from existing development patterns.

So, we've gone from creating a unique design specific to the community where it will be built, to
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75.49 The project applicant intends to implement ATCS on Del Mar Heights
Road as a part of the project. As a result, it is not listed as a mitigation
measure.

7550 The comment correctly notes that the TIA incorrectly indicates that
parking is not available on the west side of High Bluff Drive, south of Del
Mar Heights Road. Although available for public parking including the
Originally Proposed Project, it is unlikely that the parking would be used
by the proposed development due to its distance from the project and
the adequacy of the proposed parking to meet the needs of the proposed
development.

7551 With respect to the other office developments referenced in this
comment, it is important to note that, unlike the Originally Proposed
Project and Revised Project, the other referenced developments have no
opportunities for shared parking as they have no significant additional
component such as retail with which to share parking.

75.52 The General Plan recognizes the attributes of a Community Villages will
often be unique to the community rather than an extension of existing
development patterns. The General Plan anticipated that, for this reason,
community plan amendments/updates would be required for Community
Villages. As stated in the General Plan, “There are many factors to
consider when designating village sites including the capacity for growth,
existing and future public facilities, transportation options, community
character, and environmental constraints. Precise village boundaries, the
specific mix of uses, architectural form, needed public facilities, and the
type of public space within proposed village areas will be determined
through community plan updates or amendments (SF-3).”

The City of Villages Strategy section of the General Plan Land Use and
Community Planning Element states on page LU-6 that “Each village
will be unique to the community to which it is located.” The intent of the
General Plan is to convey that there is not a homogeneous village design
that would fit into any community, but rather, each village is intended to
be unique, drawing upon elements and uses within its community. Such
is the case for the proposed development. The proposed development
would be unique to Carmel Valley, as the community does not currently
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creating a design that is unique firom the community itself! 1 don't think they really understand that
"unique to the community in which it is located" really means "is designed for and fits into the
community where it's built."

They then use this “uniqueness” to rationalize a development that differs from the surrounding
development in therms of integration of land uses and density, bulk and scale, resulting in significant
impacts related to community character:

The proposed project would serve as a village uniquely suited for the Carmel Valley community.
The project proposes to create a “Main Street” and village center for the Carmel Valley
community on a 23.6-acre graded and vacant site in a high-activity urbanized area at a transition
point between land uses. Multi-family residential development exists to the north, commercial
office uses are located to the west and south, and retail uses exist to the east. The project site is
centrally located within Carmel Valley and along two major roadways that provide access within
the community, Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real. The topographic grade changes and
alignments of Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real expose the project site to public view
from multiple vantage points. As a result, the project site is at a prominent and highly visible
location within Carmel Valley. The site’s prominent location at this transition point lends itself to
function as a unique and distinctive, unifying, mixed-use village center with a defined
pedestrian-oriented Main Street. The proposed Main Street would be a central, pedestrian
friendly corridor lined with street-level retail uses, restaurants, plazas, and streetscape
landscaping. The project would integrate land uses on a single site and introduce building forms
that are characteristic of a village that would be unique and distinctive to Carmel Valley. As
discussed above, implementation of a mix of different uses on one site could result in
development patterns that are different from the immediately surrounding environs. Such is the
case for the proposed project. While the project would mirror the surrounding land uses, the
product type that would be introduced in the neighborhood would differ from existing
surrounding development in terms of integration of land uses and density, bulk and scale.
Therefore, although the project would be consistent with General Plan policies and implements
the City of Villages strategy with no associated land use impacts, the project would result in
significant impacts related to community character. Project impacts on community character are
analyzed in detail in Section 5.3, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character.

This type of creative writing should be discouraged, as it is clear in the General Plan that “unique to the
community” means “is similar to” and “relates to” the local community.

Any reference within the DEIR that implies that the phrase “unique to the community” means
“different from the community” is incorrect and should be stricken from the DEIR.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Farinsky
Carmel Valley, San Diego

cc: Councilwoman Sherri Lightner
Bernie Turgeon, Senior Planner
Chairman Frisco White, Carmel Valley Community Planning Board
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75.52 have a pedestrian-oriented, vertically-integrated, mixed-use community.
cont. As discussed in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed development

would serve as a village uniquely suited for Carmel Valley and would
include land uses and design elements/features already located within
the community. Further, its central location at a transition point between
land uses lends itself to function as a unifying, mixed-use village unique
to Carmel Valley.
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Kenneth Farinsky
3404 Lady Hill Rd
San Diego, CA 92130

May 29, 2012

Martha Blake, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Report for One Paseo,
Project Benefits
Project No. 193036, SCH No. 2010051073

Dear Ms. Blake,
The Land Use and Community Planning Element of the General Plan states on page LU-23:

Public Facilities Planning

The City must carefully balance how to accommodate growth while also requiring the timely
provision of public facilities. Each community must have the opportunity to establish, through its
adopted community plan and public facilities financing plan, a specific framework to prioritize
the provision of needed public facilities and services. Additionally, each new development
proposal must be carefully evaluated to determine both its benefit to, and impact upon the
community to ensure that it contributes to public facilities commensurate with the level of
impact. More information on providing facilities and services can be found under the Public
Facilities, Services, and Safety Element.

land, has not been met by a commensurate contribution. One Paseo must include either the required park

6.1 [ Clearly this policy has not been followed, as the proposed impact on public facilities, specifically park

76.2

76.3

land on-site, or provide facilities financing to purchase and construct the required park land off-site.
The Land Use and Community Planning Element of the General Plan states on page LU-28:

LU-D.12. Evaluate specific issues that were identified through the initiation process, whether the
proposed amendment helps achieve long term community goals, as well as any additional
community-specific amendment evaluation factors.

[ Some of the long term community goals are self-containment and a balanced transportation system. The
project is totally inadequate in meeting these goals, creating a regional center that overloads the existing
roadway system and reduces the self-containment of Carmel Valley, and not providing internal transit as
required by the Community Plan's definition of a balanced transportation system. One Paseo is a

|___complete failure in its handling of the long term community goals.

[ Issues included in the initiation process included traffic, neighborhood character and density. Clearly, the
project does not successfully mitigate any of these identified issues, and the project alternatives were
inadequate in identifying reasonable alternative projects that dealt with these same issues. The developer
should be required to withdraw the current DEIR and return with more reasonable alternatives that

|___actually address some of these issues in a way that is satisfactory to the community.
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76.1

76.2

Refer to responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170 and 11.5 for a
discussion of the adequacy of existing parks to serve the Carmel Valley
community with development of the Revised Project.

By offering opportunities for residents to work, live, and recreate in the
same development, the project does reflect the goal of the Community
Plan to encourage the community to be “self-contained.” In addition to
offering these opportunities to future residents of the development, the
project offers employment and entertainment opportunities to community
residents which allow local residents to obtain these opportunities
without traveling outside their community. Although the project would
contribute to anticipated congestion along Del Mar Heights Road, the
mixed-use nature of the proposed development would enable future
residents and employees associated with the proposed development to
obtain goods and services by walking or biking rather than having to rely
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76.2 on the automobile. In addition , as discussed in response to comment 5.6,
cont. the project applicant is proposing a shuttle as part of the project’s TDM.

76.3 Asdiscussed in response to comment 5.6, the project applicant has revised
the Originally Proposed Project to reduce the size of the project. Refer
to Section 12.9 of the Final EIR for information regarding the Revised
Project and the reduction in traffic and neighborhood character impacts
which would result from the Revised Project. In addition, Section 12.10
of the Final EIR includes an additional alternative that addresses a mixed-
use development which would reduce the land use intensity beyond that
associated with the Revised Project.
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76.6

76.7

76.8
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The Land Use and Community Planning Element of the General Plan states on page LU-28:

LU-D.13. Address the following standard plan amendment issues prior to the Planning
Commission decision at a public hearing related to: level and diversity of community
support; appropriate size and boundary for the amendment site; provision of
additional benefit to the community; implementation of major General Plan and
community plan goals, especially as related to the vision, values and City of Villages
strategy; and provision of public facilities.

On the level and diversity of community support: Kilroy has instituted a massive marketing campaign to
attempt to show that the community supports this project, but that has been a total failure. At best they
have shown that there is support for the vision of One Paseo, for the idea of creating a Town Center or
Main Street. However, Kilroy is not building a vision, they are building a project, and the difference
between the vision and the project implementation is so vast that one would have a hard time
recognizing them as the same idea. Carmel Valley does not support this specific project, nor does it
support the density or zoning changes associated with it.

On the appropriate size and boundary for the amendment site: While the project boundaries may be the
appropriate boundaries for the amendment, the specific zoning boundaries within that site are not
appropriate. That is, the idea of creating a single zone over the entire project boundary is unnecessary,
and simply done to increase the density of the entitlement. There is no reason that the residential areas
need be in the same zone as the office areas, etc.

On the provision for additional benefit to the community: While One Paseo does add additional
shopping and restaurant space to the community, it is clear from the DEIR that this space is being added
as a regional amenity, and is not for the benefit of the community. The community does desire a
community village that is scaled for the community's use, helping to create the self-containment that is a
goal of the Community Plan. While the regional center envisioned in One Paseo has some of the
properties desired by the community, the additional impacts of traffic, loss of community character and
additional load on community facilities is not offset by the benefit of the project.

On the implementation of General Plan and Community Plan goals: While creative writing has allowed
the developer to make One Paseo appear to be consistent with these goals, in reality the goals require
that the village relate to the development within the community where it is sited. Kilroy has taken this
vision and turned it upside down, changing the meaning and intent of the vision, saying that placing a
development that is totally out of character with the surrounding community is somehow in line with the
idea of creating villages scaled to the local area.

We must keep that idea at the forefront of our thoughts while reading the DEIR: the intent of the City of
Villages policy is not to place massive, out-of-scale developments into suburban neighborhoods. Instead,
it is to create villages that fit with our communities, villages that are of the correct size and scale for
their surroundings.
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764

76.5

76.6

76.7

76.8

The amount and nature of communications between the project applicant
and the local community is not an issue required to be addressed under
CEQA.

This comment raises no issues related to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR; however, a single zone that considers the wide variety of unique
circumstances associated with mixed-use is preferable to fragmenting
the site with a variety of zones. At present, the Carmel Valley Planned
District Ordinance does not include regulations providing for vertical
mixed-use development (such as housing over commercial uses). The use
of multiple zones would not automatically result in lower densities. The
use of multiple zones creates the potential for conflicts and duplication
of regulatory standards.

The Revised Project is reduced in scope consistent with this comment.
The Draft EIR concluded that the Originally Proposed Project would
result in significant traffic and neighborhood character impacts. The
Revised Project would reduce but not eliminate these impacts.

Refer to response to comment 10.57 regarding the difference between land
use and neighborhood character impacts. The Final EIR acknowledges
that the proposed development would result in significant neighborhood
character impacts.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, the mixed-use character of the project does
reflect the objectives of the City of Villages. Furthermore, the project
would lie adjacent to a large employment area and across the street from
an existing shopping center.

RTC-519



76.9

76.10

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

One should note the following policy:

LU-D.10. Require that the recommendation of approval or denial to the Planning Commission be
based upon compliance with all of the three initiation criteria as follows: a) the amendment
request appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan and community
plan and any community plan specific amendment criteria; b) the proposed amendment provides
additional public benefit to the community as compared to the existing land use designation,
density/intensity range, plan policy or site design; and c) public facilities appear to be available
to serve the proposed increase in density/intensity, or their provision will be addressed as a
component of the amendment process.

It is clear that the proposal is not consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan and
community plan, and should be rejected on that point alone. Looking at the second point, while there is
some community benefit, the benefits are not commensurate with the level of impact on Carmel Valley.
Finally, the DEIR makes it very clear that the public facilities are not adequate. At the very least, roads
and parks will not be able to handle the demand, and these impacts will not be mitigated.

The City must mark this project as inconsistent with the General Plan goals and policies, and
inconsistent with the goals and visions of the Carmel Valley Community Plan. This project should be

rejected and the developer sent back to the community to develop an appropriate plan.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Farinsky

cc: Councilwoman Sherri Lightner
Bernie Turgeon, Senior Planner
Chairman Frisco White, Carmel Valley Community Planning Board
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76.9 As discussed in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR, the proposed development

is considered consistent with the General Plan and Community Plan once
the Plans have been formally amended to apply the appropriate land use
designations. The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed development
would result in a significant traffic impact on the local roadways.
However, the comment misstates the conclusion of the Draft EIR with
respect to the adequacy of community parks. As described in responses
to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the proposed development would
not cause a significant impact with respect to parks and recreational
facilities in Carmel Valley.

76.10 The decision whether to approve or deny the project lies with the City

Council.
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Kenneth Farinsky
3404 Lady Hill Rd
San Diego, CA 92130

May 29, 2012

Martha Blake, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Report for One Paseo,
Project Alternatives
Project No. 193036, SCH No. 2010051073

Dear Ms. Blake,

1. Kilroy has misrepresented One Paseo to the public.

[ Ifyou look at what Kilroy has shown to the community to garner support for One Paseo, it significantly 77.1 The amount and nature of communications between the project applicant
misrepresents the true nature of the complete project. Sure, building sizes are called out in overhead and the local Community is not an issue required to be addressed in the
views, and there is an occasional rendering that includes a large tower in the distance, but the majority of EIR process.

the imagery provided to the community consists of marketing views of low-rise buildings and idealized
street scenes.

Why does it matter if Kilroy has misrepresented the project to the community? Because the Community
Plan Amendment Process requires significant support from the community to justify approval of the
amendment. If Kilroy is really misrepresenting the project to the community, shouldn't any support
for One Paseo be considered suspect? After all, support for One Paseo should be based on a realistic
representation of the entire project.

Here's a typical view that Kilroy shows of the project side-by-side with a view of what the residential
blocks might actually look like, taken of the La Jolla Crossroads development near UTC:

77.1

While Kilroy's rendering may be technically correct for this part of the central plaza, the vast majority of

the project doesn't look anything like it. From Kilroy's picture, we get the feeling of a two-story

development with an occasional tower in the distance. In reality, this central block has the only two story

buildings in the development, yet most of the pictures show views of this central core, leaving out the
L residential blocks and the residential tower.

Page 1 of 6
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[

The picture of La Jolla Crossroads is more like what Del Mar Heights Road will look like with the
completion of One Paseo. The picture shows a 5 story residential block, similar to the 4, 5 and 6 story
buildings that will line Del Mar Heights Road.

Even in the DEIR, Kilroy has managed to provide views that minimize the scale of the project. The one
rendering that might have realistically shown the impact of the 10 story residential tower, taken from the
corner of Del Mar Heights Road and High Bluff Drive, conveniently crops out the 10 story tower!

The reality of One Paseo is acres of tall residential blocks that loom over the adjacent streets and block
the views of nearby residents. The reality is a 10 story residential tower at the highest point on the
property, where the top of the tower is the highest point in the development. The reality is a development
that is totally out of scale with the surrounding community.

Page 2 of 6

772

71.3

The 10-story building is not cropped from the simulation included as
Figure 5.3 11 of the Draft EIR as this comment suggests. The 10-story
building is visible above the most distant buildings depicted along Del
Mar Heights Road. Great care was taken to make sure that the simulations
were proportionately correct. The minimum visibility is a function of
the location from where the simulation was made. Also, the primary
goal of the simulation in Figure 5.3-11 was to illustrate views of the
project along Del Mar Heights Road. Furthermore, it should be noted
that the 10-story building would be replaced with a 6-story building in
the Revised Project.

Refer to response to comment 77.2 regarding building heights. The Final
EIR acknowledges that the Originally Proposed Project and the Revised
Project would have significant impacts with respect to neighborhood
character.
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2. The General Plan's Vision of a Community Village

San Diego has a complete plan for villages, designed to have a hierarchy of different sized centers for
different places: Metropolitan for Downtown, Urban for UTC, Community for Carmel Valley, etc. If you
look at other locations that are supposed to be on the same scale as Carmel Valley, you'll find references
to places with a smaller scale, a lower intensity than One Paseo.

Yet, Kilroy tells us that One Paseo is in line with the “Community Village” type in the General Plan.
Let's look at some examples of Community Villages to see if this is the case. From a draft of the General
Plan Land Use Element, we see that the Uptown District in Hillcrest and downtown La Jolla were
considered to be examples of Community Villages:

http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/genplan/pdf/generalplan/landuseelement.pdf

Community Village Centers are similar to Neighborhood Village Centers, but serve a larger area.
Community Village Centers may also have a more significant employment component than a
neighborhood village. The Uptown District in Hillcrest and downtown La Jolla are examples
of existing Community Village Centers.

Similarly, the SANDAG Smart Growth Concept Map identifies Carmel Valley as being the same type of
village as the Uptown District, and the downtowns of La Mesa, Oceanside and Encinitas.

So, the Uptown District in Hillcrest seems like a reasonable example. It looks like this:

Looking at the EPA website (http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/case/updis.htm), we see that they
consider this to be a successful, high-density development:

...The project, a successful 14-acre mixed-use, high-density development in the city's Hillcrest
neighborhood, ... combines a mix of uses, including 318 homes, 145,000 square feet of
commercial and retail space, and a 3,000-square-foot community center. The residential density
is over 20 units per acre, far more than the city average of less than 3 units per acre...

This village has everything we want and meets all the requirements of Smart Growth! 1 believe we
should demand a village that looks more like the other areas designated with the same village type: the

— Uptown District in Hillcrest, or the downtowns of La Jolla, Encinitas or La Mesa.
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774 This comment provides general information regarding mixed-use

development, but does not include a specific issues related to the Draft
EIR. Thus, no response is required.

775 The proposed “Main Street” portion of the proposed development will

include design elements similar to the Hillcrest project identified in this
comment.

RTC-523



77.6

7.7

77.8

77.9

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

3. Alternatives

The alternatives proposed for One Paseo in the DEIR are both terrible and incomplete. When developing
alternatives, planners should note that the community has never asked for a “village” that included
“office, retail, hotel and residential uses.” Instead, the desire in Carmel Valley is twofold:

1. To have a “Main Street” for the community, possibly with restaurants and shops, and
2. To have a community gathering space.

The developer has taken this far beyond the desires of the community, and instead turned it into a
massive project that is out-of-line with the community vision. On top of that, the developer has also
chosen bad alternative projects intended to simplify their analysis and, perhaps, to make the full project
look more reasonable.

Good project alternatives would make the full One Paseo project seem ridiculous.

Project alternatives have been unreasonably limited in scope to facilitate easy analysis by the applicant.
While it is convenient for them to not provide additional studies for more complex development
patterns, this is a project that will impact the surrounding community forever, and, as such, they should
take the time to be complete in their examination of reasonable alternatives, instead of focusing on
unreasonable alternatives.

The alternatives discussed in the DEIR are nowhere near exhaustive or reasonable.

1. There should be discussion of the same project with the residential component vastly reduced but
not eliminated, perhaps limited to 2 stories at the west end of the project, and 2 to 3 stories to the
east. Other uses (commercial, retail, hotel) should be included here, but at a reduced intensity to
lower the traffic volumes. In this example, reducing the residential and lowering the office
towers would serve to mitigate community character issues, while reducing the retail would
mitigate traffic issues.

2. There should be a reduced option similar to point 1 that also includes a park. For instance, a 4 to
5 acre park could replace some of the retail/residential, providing adequate space for the new
residents and a benefit to the community. This could include the hotel, commercial, retail and
residential uses.

When examining alternatives, one should note that in the DEIR (Part-09.pdf p249/267, page 12-24), the
problem is that most of the traffic comes from the retail use, and most of the "community character"
problems come from the residential use. However, none of the options consider a smaller retail use (with
less traffic) and a smaller residential use (with less community impact.) Making these two changes
would significantly improve the project in the eyes of the community, while still retaining the mixed-use
and village components.

Note that the DEIR says that only 15% of the traffic impacts come from the residential. That is, it says
"The Commercial Only Alternative would result in a net ADT reduction of approximately 15 percent
compared to the proposed project". Similarly, it says that 61% of the traffic comes from the retail
component: "The No Retail Alternative would result in a net ADT reduction of approximately 61 percent
compared to the proposed project".
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777

As discussed in response to comment 5.6, the project applicant has revised
the Originally Proposed Project to reduce the size of the project. Refer
to Section 12.9 of the Final EIR for information regarding the Revised
Project. In addition, Section 12.10 of the Final EIR includes an additional
alternative that addresses a mixed-use development which would reduce
the land use intensity beyond that associated with the Revised Project.

As discussed in response to comment 5.6, the project applicant has
revised the Originally Proposed Project to reduce the size of the project.
Refer Section 12.9 of the Final EIR for information regarding the
Revised Project. The Revised Project reflects the desire expressed in the
comment to reduce retail and office uses but maintains the same number
of residential units. A substantial reduction in the number of residential
units would diminish the mixed-use attributes of the project. With the
proposed number of residential units, the project is able to capitalize on
the automobile trip reductions associated with the ability of residents to
walk or bike to fulfill their shopping, entertainment, employment, and
recreation needs. It also increases the housing stock within the City of
San Diego, helping meet the City’s housing goals, particularly true in
light of the fact that raw land in the City for new residential development
is in relatively short supply.

As described in responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the City
considers payment of FBA fees to ensure that no significant impacts to
parkland would occur. In addition, it should be noted that the Revised
Project has eliminated the hotel, as suggested in the comment, and
created more open space adjacent to Del Mar Heights Road including a
1.1-acre passive recreation area and 0.41-acre children’s play area which
would be available to the community.
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77.8 The Final EIR (Section 12) includes a discussion of two reduced mixed-
use alternatives which evaluate the change in traffic and neighborhood
character impacts which would result from reducing the various
components of the Originally Proposed Project. As concluded in this
discussion, the effects of the reduced mixed-use alternatives in these two
areas would be lessened, but not to a less than significant level.

779 Comment noted. As this comment does not raise any issues with respect
to the adequacy of the Draft EIR, no specific response is required.
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3. A Lower Density Alternative to One Paseo

[ It is possible to create an alternative project to One Paseo that maintains all the uses and the village core,

but significantly reduces the density and is more in line with the surrounding community. Here is one
possible example:

This village envisions a reduced development, more like the Uptown District, but with a
neighborhood park and added office towers. The project is a low-rise neighborhood that includes park
space, housing, retail and restaurant, with two office towers. Benefits include:

* Maintain many of the One Paseo uses with lower impacts to traffic and community character.
¢ Only the two office buildings would be taller than 3 stories.
¢ Views from Del Mar Heights Road and the adjacent residential units are preserved.

The blocks have the following characteristics:

¢ Section A — A neighborhood park. This could include elements such as a multi-use field, tot-lot,

off-leash area, or passive space. The pictured field and tot-lot are copied from Ashley Falls to
show scale, the actual park would require a reorientation of uses.

¢ Section B — Mixed-use housing AND retail. On the scale of the Uptown District in Hillcrest
(up to 3 story, residential over retail).

¢ Section C — Housing ONLY. On the scale of the Uptown District in Hillcrest (up to 3 story).

* Section D — Mixed-use Office towers. Office with retail and restaurant, 8 story maximum.
Similar to the original One Paseo design, but slightly reduced in height.

¢ Section E — Retail and restaurant. As in the original One Paseo design.
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77.10 As discussed in detail in response to comment 5.6, two reduced mixed-

use alternatives have been added to the Final EIR. These alternative
contain the same land use mix as the Originally Proposed Project, but at
a substantially reduced density and intensity. The Reduced Main Street
Alternative, which would reduce the intensity of use by approximately
22 percent, is being pursued by the project applicant as the Revised
Project (see Section 12.9). The Reduced Mixed-use Alternative would
reduce the Project by approximately 50 percent (see Section 12.10 of the
Final EIR).

The Reduced Mixed-use Alternative is considered infeasible. The
substantial reduction in retail square footage would result in a more
traditional suburban shopping center design, and preclude the vertically
integrated “Main Street” concept envisioned by the proposed project.
It would not advance sustainable development principles, and would
instead result in an automobile-oriented destination inconsistent with the
project objectives and smart-growth development goals. As a result, this
alternative is not considered feasible.
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Of course, designing all of this without adequate community input would lead us right back to our
current situation, with an inappropriate project and no community support.

Any project designed for this location that requires a plan amendment must begin with
community input to develop the vision, then with continued community input to create a
development plan that includes proper restrictions on buildings (height, scale, mass), open space
and community facilities so that the final project fits into the fabric of the Carmel Valley
Community.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Farinsky

cc: Councilwoman Sherri Lightner
Bernie Turgeon, Senior Planner
Chairman Frisco White, Carmel Valley Community Planning Board
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77.11 The Final EIR acknowledges that the project would result in a significant

neighborhood character impact.
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Kenneth W. Farinsky
3404 Lady Hill Rd
San Diego, CA 92130

May 11,2012

Martha Blake, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Report for One Paseo,
Category: Density and Zoning
Project No. 193036, SCH No. 2010051073

Dear Ms. Blake,
The Strategic Framework of San Diego's General Plan begins with the paragraph:

San Diego is a city in a region with unique and varied landscapes — ocean and beaches, estuaries
and river valleys, canyons and mesas, hills and mountains, and desert. These landscapes and the
City’s transportation networks define San Diego’s communities, each with their own character,
history, and scale. These communities, and the landscapes and transportation networks that frame
and link them, are the City’s basic building blocks.

That is, the basic framework of the City's General Plan begins with a statement on how each community
is unique, with its own character, history and scale. The framework goes on to tell us how the City of
Villages strategy “draws upon the character and strengths of San Diego’s natural environment,
neighborhoods, commercial centers, institutions, and employment centers.” Given this background,
where each village has it's own unique character and scale that the City of Villages strategy can draw on,
basing decisions on the character and strengths of the surrounding natural environment, neighborhoods
and employment centers, the Strategic Framework defines a village as:

A “village” is defined as the mixed-use heart of a community where residential, commercial,
employment, and civic uses are all present and integrated. Each village will be unique to the
community in which it is located.

Given the background leading to this statement, the only possible interpretation of this village definition
is that of a mixed-use development near the center of a community that is designed to relate to that
community in the character and scale of development, drawing ideas from the strengths of what has
come before.

Simply based on this analysis of the values and vision of the Strategic Framework, the proposed
One Paseo development has failed miserably. There has been no attempt to draw from the
surroundings, and even the DEIR notes that the project is totally out of line with the character
and scale of the community.
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78.1 As this comment raises no issues related to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR, no response is necessary.
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In looking at a proper density for the proposed development on the One Paseo site, I went back to the
initial goals for the community. From the Carmel Valley Community Plan, page 50:

Goals for North City West

In order to carry out the planning principles adopted to guide the planning program for the entire
North City area, a series of goals specifically developed for the North City West Community
were necessary. These goals, set forth in a very broad nature, simply state the framework that
future urbanization should follow. They are expressed as follows:

1. To establish a physical, social, and economically balanced community.

2. To establish self-containment and feeling of community identity among the future
residents of North City West.

3. To preserve the natural, environment.

4. To establish a balanced transportation system which is used as a tool for shaping the
urban environment.

5. To establish realistic phasing of development within the community based on maximum
utilization of the privately financed public facilities.

In addition to these overall goals more precise planning objectives are set forth for each land use
element of the Plan. The planning objectives more clearly define the actions that will be
necessary to carry out the broadly stated planning goals for North City West.

In addition to these goals, the Community Plan itself opens with this vision statement:

The ideal of new community development is that it provides economic and cultural activities to
serve the residential population, and that this population be provided a living choice in a variety
of housing types within all social and economic ranges.

While Kilroy has latched onto the “variety of housing types”, claiming that their development provides
lots of new housing types. While it is true that the proposed development does add more housing units, it
is not the case that it provides new housing types. Carmel Valley is a planned community that, even
before One Paseo is built, contains all the housing types that One Paseo would add, and more! We have
single family homes, zero lot line homes, low density condominiums, condominium towers, apartments,
senior residences and low-income housing. We have a variety of densities to serve different economic,
social and demographic groups. The idea that One Paseo adds something new to the mix is wrong.

Given that One Paseo does not add any new housing types to Carmel Valley, why does the DEIR

L repeatedly make that claim?

However, that is not my point. I would like to concentrate on the more important statement that comes
before. That is, community development provides economic and cultural activities to serve the
residential population. The vision is that development is to serve the population of the community, not to
be a regional draw. Again, looking at point 2 of the community goals, we see the same statement, “To
establish self-containment and feeling of community identity among the future residents of North City
West.”
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782 The Draft EIR’s reference to additional housing types was not meant
to infer that there would be “new” housing types but rather different
configurations. As stated in the comment, the community already includes
multi-family development. However, this development is typically
associated with 1- to 2-story buildings in the vicinity of the project.
The proposed development would include multi-family development in
buildings which would reach a height of 5 stories in the context of a
mixed-use development.
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Even the Industrial-Office Park Land Use Element of the Community Plan emphasizes self-containment,
see page 87:

However, the success of the new communities concept is directly related to the establishment of
an employment base in the area in order to create not only a land use balance but to emphasize
the desired qualities of self containment.

Self-containment. Economic and cultural activities to serve the residential population. The same themes
appear over and over throughout the Community Plan.

So, why is Kilroy proposing to build a development where the traffic studies show nearly 15,000 of
the 26,000 overall automobile trips generated are to and from locations outside the community?

If this is the case, and nearly 60 percent of the traffic generated by this project is from outside of the
community, then we must call this center a “regional draw” or “regional facility.” A regional facility, by
definition, is not focused on the community residents, it is not adding to Carmel Valley's goal of self-
containment.

This development violates the spirit and vision of the Community Plan, and goes against the plan's
goal of self-containment.

Objectives for commercial development includes the need for recreational opportunities. See the
Community plan, Commercial Element, page 80:

In order to promote North City West as a balanced community, development of the town center
to provide social, cultural and recreational needs as well as the shopping function must be
emphasized,

Commercial development should be designed to complement the natural environment. See the
Community plan, Commercial Element, page 80:

Through coordinated planning, each commercial area can be developed to complement the
natural environment. In this respect special features such as views, trees and rock outcroppings
should be preserved and incorporated in the total design.

Again, this passage specifically calls out that it is important to the Community Plan to maintain
views within Carmel Valley, while the DEIR states that there are no views and their maintenance
is unimportant. The DEIR must show impacts on local views, be the impact be from adjacent
streets, residential areas both within Carmel Valley and from Torrey Pines, and from other
commercial and retail areas.

Zoning

The Carmel Valley Community Plan objectives for the Industrial Office Element lands, see page 88 of
the Carmel Valley Community Plan, include the following objective:

In order to promote self-containment and community identity, development of an industrial-
office park which emphasizes the area as a unique and permanent feature of North City West is
desirable. The industrial-office park must be designed so as to relate to the community and the
adjacent town center rather than as a separate industrial development which does not
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78.3 Self-containment is a goal of the community plan intended to establish
a balance of land uses within the community, but realistically, is often
difficult to achieve.

784 The Draft EIR drew an appropriate distinction between visual and
neighborhood character impacts by concluding that the Originally
Proposed Project would have a significant impact on neighborhood
character but not visual quality. As indicated in the Draft EIR, there
are no significant visual qualities associated with the project site or the
immediate surroundings. Furthermore, the proposed development would
include extensive landscaping to soften the appearance of the proposed
development.
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complement the area. Due to the high visibility of the industrial office area from Interstate 5 and
because of its location at the major entrance to the North City West community, it is extremely
important that an outstanding example of an industrial-office park design is developed.

The Community Plan objective is to provide development that is unique to the community, and
relates to both the community and the adjacent town center. Developments that do not
complement the area and relate to existing development are not allowed.

The General Plan Strategic Framework takes a similar approach to Village design, see page SF-3:

A “village” is defined as the mixed-use heart of a community where residential, commercial,
employment, and civic uses are all present and integrated. Each village will be unique to the
community in which it is located. All villages will be pedestrian-friendly and characterized by
inviting, accessible and attractive streets and public spaces. Public spaces will vary from village
to village, consisting of well-designed public parks or plazas that bring people together.
Individual villages will offer a variety of housing types affordable for people with different
incomes and needs. Over time, villages will connect to each other via an expanded regional
transit system.

Again, villages are meant to be unique to the community in which it is located. Any rational
person would conclude that this means the village should be designed specifically for the
individual community, that it should be massed and scaled based on its surroundings. That, as is
said in the Carmel Valley Community Plan, it should relate to the surrounding development.

Kilroy, in the One Paseo DEIR, has taken the bizarre stance that “unique”, in this usage, means
“different from.” Therefore, they are supposed to be building something different from the surrounding
community, from the DEIR page 5.1-13:

The General Plan specifies that each village is intended to be unique to the community in which
it is located. As a result, a village could visually appear different than its surrounding uses in
terms of both integration of land uses and density, bulk and scale. By definition, the very nature
of a village would result in an intensification of land uses, as well as distinctive/unique
development types that are different from existing development patterns.

I have a hard time telling if Kilroy is being serious here or if they are making a mockery of the entire
process. I cannot, for the life of me, understand how anyone could make this mental leap. Perhaps they
see the fallacy of their argument, because they try a different tack:

The proposed project would serve as a village uniquely suited for the Carmel Valley community.
They also note that the project is in a highly prominent location within Carmel Valley:

The project site is centrally located within Carmel Valley and along two major roadways that
provide access within the community, Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real. The
topographic grade changes and alignments of Del Mar Heights Road and El Camino Real expose
the project site to public view from multiple vantage points. As a result, the project site is at a
prominent and highly visible location within Carmel Valley. The site’s prominent location at this
transition point lends itself to function as a unique and distinctive, unifying, mixed-use village
center with a defined pedestrian-oriented Main Street.
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785 As this comment does not raise any issues related to the adequacy of the
Draft EIR, no response is necessary.

78.6 The Draft EIR confirmed the commenter’s belief that the bulk and
scale of the proposed development would conflict with the surrounding
neighborhood character. However, this does not negate the fact that the
proposed development would create a pedestrian-oriented mixed-use
development which would be unique to the Carmel Valley Community
Plan area.
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While most people would say that such a prominent location should require more sensitive zoning and
more concern about how this project relates to the community, Kilroy doubles-down and states that this
is desirable, even though it results in significant impacts to community character:

The project would integrate land uses on a single site and introduce building forms that are
characteristic of a village that would be unique and distinctive to Carmel Valley. As discussed
above, implementation of a mix of different uses on one site could result in development patterns
that are different from the immediately surrounding environs. Such is the case for the proposed
project. While the project would mirror the surrounding land uses, the product type that would be
introduced in the neighborhood would differ from existing surrounding development in terms of
integration of land uses and density, bulk and scale. Therefore, although the project would be
consistent with General Plan policies and implements the City of Villages strategy with no
associated land use impacts, the project would result in significant impacts related to community
character.

Again, the above paragraph uses “unique and distinctive to Carmel Valley” as meaning “different from
the surrounding community” to come to the conclusion that their massively out-of-scale development
actually is consistent with the General Plan and the City of Villages strategy!

The City must not allow the One Paseo DEIR to include such obvious twisting of meaning as is
being done here to support the idea that this totally incompatible project should somehow be
considered appropriate to the Community, and that it's somehow consistent to the meaning of the
General Plan.

Any reasonable interpretation of these passages in the General Plan, the City of Villages strategy, the
Community Plan or the Precise Plan will come to the conclusion that this project is meant to “relate to”
or “be similar to” the surrounding development, not only in land use, but in mass, scale and intensity.
There is no way to consider One Paseo as being unique to the Carmel Valley community or relating to
the surrounding development. I encourage City staff to remove any usage of the term “unique” as
being used with the definition “different from” throughout the DEIR. This includes the discussion
on Land Use, and many references in tables that show how One Paseo meets with City Policies
related to Land Use and Village Character.

Siting a village in this location
The Strategic Framework of the San Diego General Plan notes on page SF-3 that:

There are many factors to consider when designating village sites including the capacity for
growth, existing and future public facilities, transportation options, community character, and
environmental constraints.

In many ways, this location is the perfect location, situated in the center of Carmel Valley, adjacent to
office, commercial and residential. Additionally, it sits along two major roads that connect to a major
freeway. However, such an analysis totally overlooks the many negative aspects and problems with this
location, and with the same factors that make it a good choice! For instance:

¢ While it is in the center of the community, very few of the existing residences are within walking
distance. Why didn't the DEIR do a study to determine how many residences are within

walking distance, and what percentage of the total this is?
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78.7 The proposed development is largely designed to be an internally
integrated project to provide residential, employment and entertainment
opportunities within easy walking distance of the people associated
with the future development. The employment and entertainment
opportunities will be available to surrounding community through
walking, biking or driving, depending on the proximity of the people to
the proposed development. It is likely that local residents will walk to
the project site. For example, there is a residential neighborhood north of
Del Mar Heights Road adjacent to the project. There is no requirement to
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78.7 quantify the number of existing homes adjacent to the project. For more
cont. information regarding adjacent land uses, see Sections 5.1 and 5.3 of the
Draft EIR.
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78.11

78.12

78.13

78.14

* While it is on two major streets, one of them (Del Mar Heights Road) is nearing capacity, and the
DEIR tells us that, even with every possible mitigation, this road will be far over capacity after
the completion of the One Paseo project. Other local roads show similar problems, such as El
Camino Real as it approaches SR-56. When the Strategic Framework explicitly cites
“capacity for growth” as a factor in choosing village sites, why has this site been chosen
given there is no growth capacity available in the adjacent roads?

* The transportation options for the local community to access this site are very limited. There are

no existing or proposed transit lines that will take local residents to and from the site, and it is

largely too far for walking. Even the proposed, future rapid bus line will only serve residents
outside of the community. Given the lack of available transit options to serve this site, why
has the site bee chosen?

On community character, even the DEIR can't hide the fact that the proposed project would have

a significant impact on community character.

Given that so many of the factors that the Strategic Framework notes as important to consider for
siting a village show this site to be unsuitable, why is the City still considering this project?

While a project that was appropriately sized for the community, one that actually considered the scale
and character of the surrounding neighborhoods, could be appropriate to this site and meet many of the
factors specified in the Strategic Framework, the existing project is so out-of-line with the local
developments and demands so much of local facilities as to be unworkable.

Choosing a zone that relates to the community

I was looking into the zone chosen for this project to see how appropriate it was to the given location
and the needs of the community. While the land use mix of residential, retail and office may be
appropriate given the current Carmel Valley PDO language and adjacent land use, the densities and
heights proposed are totally inappropriate for this site. Additionally, the idea that recreational
elements are prohibited from the zoning goes against the Community Plan and the General Plan's City of
Villages concept.

My first issue with the proposed zone in the PDO Amendment (onepaseo _pdomarch2012.pdf p. 3), is
that Kilroy has redefined the density calculation to allow the project to base densities on the acreage of
the entire zone:

Density and Intensity - The number of dwelling units or total gross floor area shall not exceed
that set forth by the applicable zone and the applicable land use plan, and shall be based on the
area of the entire zone. The dwelling units or gross floor area may be distributed without regard
to the proposed lot boundaries provided the distribution is consistent with the land use transfer
provisions of the Carmel Valley Employment Center Unit 2 Precise Plan.

Which allows them to turn 80 or 90 du/ac into 26 du/ac.
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78.8

78.9

78.10

78.11

78.12

78.13

Traffic congestion is common in urban areas where mixed-use projects
are being encouraged to be developed. Mixed-use projects are encouraged
because they help alleviate traffic congestion by reducing reliance on the
private automobile.

The site has been chosen because it is of sufficient size and is located
within an area which already exhibits a variety of residential and
employment uses. Furthermore, as discussed in response to comment
10.40, regional bus service is expected to be available to the site and
community by the year 2030. In the meantime, as discussed in response
to comment 6.7, the project will offer a shuttle service to the Sorrento
Valley transit station.

As this comment raises no issues related to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR, no response is necessary.

The City is required to process development applications. The City
Council will act upon the proposal.

As this comment raises no issues related to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR, no response is necessary.

The Final EIR, in Section 5.3.3 and 12.9, recognize that the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result in significant
impacts to the neighborhood character of the area. The proposed
buildings would, despite project design strategies to minimize apparent
height and mass of the structures, substantially contrast with portions
of the surrounding development in the community. However, this
finding is consistent with the determination in the General Plan EIR that
intensification associated with implementation of the City of Villages
concept, consistent with smart growth principles, could be expected to
result in impacts to community character.

Contrary to the comment, recreation is allowed as an accessory use to the
mixed-use development in the proposed zone.
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This can be seen by starting from the San Diego Municipal Code Chapter 11: Land Development
Procedures (2-2012), Article 3: Land Development Procedures, Division 2: Rules for Calculation and
Measurement (Added 12-9-1997 by O-18451 N.S.; effective 1-1-2000.), which is designed to normalize
the density calculations City-wide so that all development may be judged by the same standard:

§113.0201 Purpose of Rules for Calculation and Measurement

The purpose of this division is to clarify and define the manner in which specific land
development terms and development regulations are applied. The intent is to provide the rules for
calculating, determining, establishing, and measuring those aspects of the natural and built
environment that are regulated by the Land Development Code. (Added 12-9-1997 by O-18451
N.S.; effective 1-1-2000.)

Section 113.0222 has a very specific discussion of calculating densities for residential developments.

§113.0222 Calculating Density

(a) Multiple Dwelling Unit Development For multiple dwelling unit development, the maximum
number of units that may be permitted on any premises is determined by dividing the lot area of
the premises by the number of square feet required for each dwelling unit (maximum permitted
density), as prescribed by the applicable base zone.

(1) If the quotient resulting from this calculation exceeds a whole number by 0.50 or more, the
number of dwelling units may be increased to the next whole number.

(2) The maximum number of dwelling units permitted on any premises that is located in more
than one zone shall be the sum of the number of units permitted in each of the zones based on the
area of the premises in each zone. The dwelling units may be located on the premises without
regard to the zone boundaries.

Conveniently, Kilroy has subdivided the property into a large number of lots, so the calculation by this
standard becomes very simple. If you take the actual number of units and calculate the density using the
City Standard “per-lot” method, you get:

Building |Description No. Units | No. Acres Units per Acre

Bldg 3 Block A, residential bldg, 4 over retail. 194 2.465 78.70
Bldg 5 Block B, residential bldg, 5 over retail. 181 2.267 79.84
Bldg 6 Block C, residential bldg, 5 over retail. 133 1.692 78.61
Bldg 7 Block A, residential bldg, 10 over retail. 100 0.647 154.56
Total All residential buildings in the project 608 7.071 85.99

That's roughly 80 du/ac for the “small” buildings, and over 150 du/ac for the residential tower! Using
the special One Paseo “entire zone” method, you get something like this:

Building | Description No. Units  |No. Acres Units per Acre

All All residential buildings in the project 608 23.700 25.65

So, just by adding a small change to the density calculation, One Paseo goes from residential densities
that range from 79 to 155 du/ac, with an overall density of 86 du/ac on the residential lots, to the much

— lower figure of 26 du/ac!
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78.14 The City of San Diego Municipal Code includes several different methods
of calculating residential densities. The proposed CVPD-MC zone
includes language that is based on Municipal Code Section 143.0410(3)
(b)(1), which allows the number of dwelling units or total gross floor
area to be based on the entire premises and distributed without regard
to lot lines. The other code sections referenced in the comment are not
applicable. The General Plan Land Use Element (Table LU-4) states that
Community Villages have a maximum density limit of 70 dwelling units
per acre.
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How does the proposed zone relate to adjacent land use, designed to create a development that is
unique to the location and relates to the surrounding uses, when the adjacent land use is mostly
low densitity residential with 5 to 15 du/acre, and the proposed residential ranges from 78 to 155
du/acre?

Yes, through gimmicks and fancy accounting tricks, Kilroy has made the density appear to be only 26
du/acre, at least on paper. Yet, using the standard methods for calculating density as specified in the
City's Municipal Code, the figure is six-times as large, at over 155 du/acre! Even the average density for
all of the lots that have any residential development is over 85 du/acre!

Given the large areas of this property not used for residential use (roughly 70% has no residential
component!), why has the City allowed Kilroy to change the method of density calculation for this
zone when there is no reason to do so?

If you think about the adjacent residential units, which are roughly 30 feet tall with between 5 and 15
units per acre, the One Paseo residential buildings with heights of 70 feet, 85 feet and 150 feet tall can in
no way be considered as “relating to” their surroundings.

If the One Paseo residential buildings do not relate to their surroundings and are not designed to
fit in to the Carmel Valley Community (to be “unique to” Carmel Valley), why has the DEIR
found that the project does blend with the character of the community (see reference to
consistency with LU-A.2 on page 5.1-36 in the DEIR), and why has this statement been allowed to
stand as true when it should be changed to “No”, this project is not consistent?

This point needs to be highlighted. When the DEIR addresses One Paseo's consistency with this policy
point:

Policy LU-A.2: Identify sites suitable for mixed-use village development that will complement
the existing community fabric or help achieve desired community character, with input from
recognized community planning groups and the general public.

It is marked as consistent, with this explanation:

The project site is proposed to be designated as a village site and developed as a Community
Village. The project site is currently identified in the General Plan (Figure LU-1 in the Land Use
and Community Planning Element) as having moderate village propensity. The project was
designed to blend with the character of the community. The proposed uses of the project site are
similar to surrounding uses, and have been sited so that the uses mirror adjacent off-site uses.

Ongoing coordination with community planning groups and community residents has occurred
through community planning group presentations, workshops, and public meetings. The intent of
these public outreach efforts is to solicit input from key stakeholders. Additional opportunities
for community input will be provided during the plan review and environmental review
processes.

How bizarre is that? It comes right out and says that “The project was designed to blend with the
character of the community.” And, then it says that it blends with the character of the community
because the adjacent land uses are the same! That's like saying that it fits within the community because
they use the same color paint! In fact, this misses the entire point of “fitting into the community!” The

Page 8 of 13

78.15 As discussed above in response to comment 78.14, residential densities

were calculated in accordance with a specified method provided in the
City’s Municipal Code.

78.16 While the Final EIR recognizes that both the Originally Proposed

78.17

Project and Revised Project would result in significant impacts to the
neighborhood character of the area, the proposed mixed-use development
would be consistent with Land Use and Community Planning Policy LU-
A.2 for the reasons discussed in response to comment 63.92.

The issue of visual effects/neighborhood character is different from
land use policy consistency. As is the case here, it is possible for a
project to result in a significant neighborhood character impact while
remaining consistent with General Plan policies that include the words
“neighborhood character” or “community fabric.” The project’s
significant neighborhood character impacts are the result of the difference
in height and scale of the proposed buildings in relation to those in the
immediately surrounding properties. This, in and of itself, does not
automatically mean that the project is inconsistent with General Plan
policies. The intent of the policy is to identify suitable sites for village
centers while factoring in the existing community fabric as a whole, not
just a specific element that contributes to neighborhood character (such
as building height).

As discussed in response to comment 78.16, the proposed development
would be consistent with Land Use and Community Planning Policy LU-
A2
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problem is NOT that the land uses are the same, the problem is the density, height, massing, and
intensity are totally different from anything in the neighborhood, or anything for miles around!

‘Why has the City accepted the DEIR's statement that “One Paseo is consistent with LU-A.2”
when it clearly is not: differing in height, mass, and intensity, and incompatible with the
community character as noted in the DEIR?

My second issue with the zone is that Kilroy has taken the base CC-5-5 zone, which is considered a
HIGH INTENSITY commercial zone (and has a 100 foot height limit), then increased the allowable
height to add buildings unheard of in a suburban village.

Why are we starting from such a high-intensity zone in the first place, given that the adjacent uses
are very-low, low and low-medium densities? Shouldn't we be starting from a lower-intensity base
zone?

Kilroy will answer that before this amendment, there was no building height limit. So, in theory, they
could build a 400 foot tall tower under the existing zone. While this may be technically true, it turns out
that all the parcels between I-5 and El Camino Real have this same zoning, and almost all of them are
between 2 and 4 stories tall. From the existing PDO, §103.0612 Employment Center (EC):

(3) Maximum Structure Height.
(A) East of El Camino Real Road - 50 feet.
(B) West of El Camino Real Road - none.

Looking at the Employment Center, you can see a progression of building heights from north to south,
where the tallest buildings in the community are to the far south, away from residential development.

The trick here is that the current language of the Neighborhood 2 Precise plan does not allow single,
massive towers to be built. From the current Precise Plan, page 2:

The grading of lots is unique to this type of development. Each lot will be graded into multiple
pads with only 10' to 15' grade differential between pads. This will create a rolling natural feel to
the land forms and encourage multi-level structures that will have a more refined scale than
typical industrial parks. The grading will be minimal for a project of this scale and will echo
existing land forms.

Minimal grading. Rolling, natural feel. Encourage multi-level structures that will have a more refined
scale. The One Paseo proposal could not be more counter to the intent of the Employment Center
Precise Plan.

Similarly, the precise plan continues:
The general tendency in large business industrial parks is to mass grade the site into large simple
building pads. This accepted norm was discarded in favor of terraced grading. The contouring of
the property to create building sites will establish a natural character and reduce earth moving by

one-third.

Isn't One Paseo exactly the opposite of this? Increasing the earth moving, destroying the natural
character, mass grading into large, simple building pads?
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78.18 The Employment Center Precise Plan and CVPD-EC zone provide
policy guidance and regulations for the development of office parks/
light industrial uses. These planning documents do not regulate vertical
mixed-use development and therefore, the Originally Proposed Project
and Revised Project would require that amendments to the Precise Plan
and Carmel Valley Planned District Ordinance. As the comment states,
there is currently no building height limitation for the project site. The
fact that nearby development with similar zoning has lower building
heights does not imply a height limit for development on the project site.

However, as discussed in response to comment 5.6 and Section 12.9 of
the Final EIR, the Revised Project substantially reduces the building
heights in comparison with the Originally Proposed Project. With the
Revised Project, no building would exceed 9 stories. Nevertheless, as
described in Section 12.9 of the Final EIR, impacts related community
character would remain significant and unmitigable under the Revised
Project.

The project site, which has been mass graded for several decades, does not
contain natural landforms. While additional grading would be required
to construct the Revised Project, most of the grading is associated with
excavation for the proposed subsurface parking garages.

78.19 As indicated in Figure 3-6 of the Draft EIR, the proposed grading plan
would generally retain the three terraces which currently exist on the
site. The grading quantities are largely associated with the excavation
required to construct the proposed subterranean parking.
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— Looking at the current Precise Plan, page 10, you can see the area that was zoned with no height limit. In

fact, there is only a single building in the entire Employment Center zone that is over 4 stories, but it
should be noted that building (the AMN Building at the corner of High Bluff Drive and El Camino Real)
was built on a difficult lot to the south, where the lot contains steep slopes, inadequate useable street
frontage, and a large detention basin:

For reference, and since I'm making the claim that the AMN Building is the only current building in the
Employment Center taller than 4 stories, and someone is sure to bring up the Marriott Hotel and the
adjacent 8 story office building, I will point out that those two buildings are on land zoned VC or Visitor
Commercial. Again, just for reference, the VC property is based on the underlying CV-1-1 zone
(see the CV PDO page 16.) This is confusing to me, since the San Diego Municipal Code (ch 13, art
1, div 5, p 32) lists the height limit for CV-1-1 as 60 feet with a max FAR of 2.0, and I'm fairly
certain that these two buildings are taller than 60 feet.
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78.20 The history behind the development approvals of the Marriott and office

building are beyond the purview of the Draft EIR.
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How did the Marriott Hotel and the adjacent 8 story office building in the Carmel Valley Visitor
Commercial Zone (VC) get to be taller than 60 feet without an adjustment to the PDO?

From the above map of the Employment Center, it should also be noted that the densities around the
employment center largely consist of low density housing. The proposal by Kilroy to insert densities of
80 to 150 du/ac simply are not compatible with the adjacent densities. A scale comparison is useful at
this point. Below is a scale comparison of the existing houses to the north with the proposed residential
tower in One Paseo:

The houses directly along Del Mar Heights Road, while they are multi-family, have similar
measurements, largely consisting of 1 and two story attached condominium units with green space
between the buildings. It's hard to imagine how anyone could possibly consider this proposed use to be
in any way compatible with the existing development.

While Kilroy can correctly say that the “land use is the same” (after all, it is residential adjacent to
residential!), the idea that this new building somehow fits into the community could not be more wrong.

A note at this point on building heights and the DEIR. The contents of the DEIR inconsistently show
different heights, uses and number of stories for the buildings in the project. For instance, a
building that is really 4 residential stories over retail is described as only having 4 stories of
residential, with no retail below. Similarly, the 10 story residential tower is really 10 stories over
retail, or 11 stories. Sometimes the document refers to the building as 10 and sometimes 11 stories.
This is also true of the office towers, where the 8 story tower is really 8 over retail, and the 10 story
office tower is really 11.
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78.21

78.22

The exhibit provided in the comment does not represent an accurate
comparison in terms of residential type, scale, and building form. It shows
one single-family home directly adjacent to a large rectangular residential
building form. In actuality, the houses across Del Mar Heights Road (a
102-foot-wide prime arterial roadway) include numerous attached multi-
family townhouse buildings that are grouped together within a complex
that extends several blocks between Interstate 5 and El Camino Real.
This residential complex, as a whole, is at a substantially different scale
than portrayed in the comments’ exhibit of a lone single-family home.

Additionally, the exhibit shows the proposed residential building as a
simple block building with no articulation or design elements that would
be incorporated into the design of the proposed buildings, as discussed
in Section 5.3 in the Draft EIR. The exhibits and cross-sections provided
in the Draft EIR illustrated existing and proposed topography, the actual
location of existing and proposed development, roads, open space, and
vertical and horizontal separations (including actual distance and grade
differential between existing and proposed residential uses). None of
these factors are accurately reflected in the sketch provided with the
comment letter.

Nevertheless, Sections 5.3.3 and 12.9 of the Final EIR recognize that
the Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project would result
in significant impacts to the neighborhood character of the area. The
proposed buildings would, despite project design strategies to minimize
apparent height and mass of the structures including landscaping,
substantially contrast with portions of the surrounding development in
the community.

The discussion of buildings in Section 3, Project Description, of the
Draft EIR did not identify the total number of stories for buildings
which included a mixture of uses (e.g., retail and residential). However,
the reader was able to determine the total number of stories within a
specific building height by adding the number of stories devoted to each
use. Because the total number of stories was critical to the analysis of
neighborhood character, the discussion in Section 5.3, Visual Effects
and Neighborhood Character, does identify the total number of stories in
buildings, regardless of the number of stories devoted to each use type. In
addition, the commenter is mistaken in the assertion that the Originally
Proposed Project included buildings which consisted of 11 stories. No
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A hierarchy of villages

The General plan calls for a hierarchy of villages. This means that more dense, urban areas should get
more dense, urban villages; while smaller, more suburban locations should get smaller, less dense
villages. This is noted in the DEIR on page 5.1-35:

Policy LU-A.1: Designate a hierarchy of village sites for citywide implementation.

¢. Designate Neighborhood, Community, and Urban Village Centers, as appropriate, in
community plans throughout the City, where consistent with public facilities adequacy and other
goals of the General Plan.

The DEIR notes that this site has a moderate village propensity, and that they have proposed the
designation of Community Village:

The project site is proposed to be designated as a village site and developed as a Community
Village. The project site is currently identified in the General Plan (Figure LU-1 in the Land Use
and Community Planning Element) as having moderate village propensity. Village locations will
be designated in community plans with input from the community planning groups and based on
the criteria and consistency with General Plan policies pertaining to the City of Villages Strategy.
As shown in this table, the project would be consistent with City of Villages Strategy policies,
Sfacility adequacy requirements, and other applicable General Plan goals.

The problem with this analysis is not that the site is consistent with the City of Villages strategy, it's that
they make the leap from, “we have provided an appropriate village designation” to “this project is
consistent with all City of Villages Strategy policies, facility adequacy requirements, and other
applicable General Plan Goals.”

Holy cow, that's not true! The DEIR itself shows that the local facilities are not adequate to support
the development in One Paseo.

The hierarchy of villages consistency should be analyzed as to how this project fits with in a hierarchy
of different size and scale villages!

The DEIR goes on to show this policy

Policy LU-A.6: Recognize that various villages or individual projects within village areas may
serve specific functions in the community and City; some villages may have an employment
orientation, while others may be major shopping destinations, or primarily residential in nature.

The DEIR notes that the community wants a “main street”, but somehow makes a logical leap from a
simple “main street” to a need to provide every possible use imaginable:

The project proposes to serve as a “Main Street” village center area for the Carmel Valley
community, providing a diversity of uses including residential retail, commercial, and public
space uses within a walkable, pedestrian-scaled environment.

However, the community has shown no need for additional residential, a hotel, a theater, etc. There is

simply a desire within the community for a main street, a community gathering place, and possibly a
“Trader Joes”. How Kilroy made the leap to the One Paseo style development is unknown.

Page 12 of 13

78.22 such statement was made in the Draft EIR, nor are there any buildings
cont. with 11 stories contained in the plans for the Originally Proposed Project
or Revised Project.

78.23 The Draft EIR did not conclude that the facilities needed to serve the
proposed development are inadequate. Adequate utilities (sewer, storm
water, and water) are available as are adequate police and fire protection
facilities. The development would pay school fees to mitigate for the
additional students generated by the proposed residential development.
Lastly, the City considers payment of FBA fees to ensure that no
significant impacts to parkland would occur.

78.24 As this comment raises no issues related to the adequacy of the Draft
EIR, no response is necessary.
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[ Finally, Policy LU-A.7 addresses if the appropriate density, intensity and mix of uses have been

provided through the plan:

Policy LU-A.7: Determine the appropriate mix and densities/intensities of village land uses at the
community plan level, or at the project level when adequate direction is not provided in the
community plan. a. Consider the role of the village in the City and region; surrounding
neighborhood uses; uses that are lacking in the community; community character and
preferences; and balanced community goals (see also Section H).

Somehow they, through the magic of creative writing, again determine that this is consistent with the
Policy, and that this “village” is reflective of the goal of having a hierarchy of villages throughout the
City of San Diego!

The project proposes to create a “Main Street” and village center for the Carmel Valley
community on a 23.6-acre graded and vacant site in a high-activity urbanized area at a transition
point between land uses. The site’s location at this transition point lends itself to function as a
unifying, mixed-use village center with a defined pedestrian-oriented Main Street. The project
would include a mixed-use development encompassing a maximum of 1,857,440 gross sf, and
would consist of approximately 270,000 gross sf of commercial retail; approximately 557,440
gross sf of commercial office; an approximately 100,000-gross sf, 150-room hotel; and an
approximately 930,000-gross sf, maximum of 608 multi-family residential area. The proposed
project would be compatible with land use types and development patterns of the surrounding
areas (refer to Figure 2-2). Multi-family residential units (condominiums and apartments) are
located to the north and northeast of the project site. A commercial retail center (Del Mar
Highlands Town Center) is located immediately east of the project site. Office buildings are
located to the west and south of the project site. The proposed project also would integrate with
the surrounding community in that the proposed layout of the project would match proposed uses
with existing uses along the site perimeter. For example, residential uses would be placed
adjacent to residential uses, office uses adjacent to office uses, and commercial uses adjacent to
commercial uses. Additionally, the project would be consistent with community goals of
providing a balance of planned land uses within the Carmel Valley community (refer to the
section in this table addressing consistency with the Carmel Valley Community Plan).

While I could spend many pages on every point in this paragraph, I would simply note that such
“creative writing” should not be allowed within a technical document, and should be stricken entirely.
Placing a long string of unrelated sentences together does not create an actual argument for their point
that they meet any goals of the General Plan or Community Plan.

Sincerely,

Kenneth W. Farinsky
Carmel Valley, San Diego

cc: Councilwoman Sherri Lightner
Bernie Turgeon, Senior Planner
Chairman Frisco White, Carmel Valley Community Planning Board
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7825 The City believes that the narrative identified in this comment is
accurate. Discussions of the relationship of the proposed development
to the surrounding uses relies on a descriptive narrative which involves a
certain degree of qualitative analysis.
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Kenneth Farinsky
3404 Lady Hill Rd
San Diego, CA 92130

May 29, 2012

Martha Blake, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Report for One Paseo,
Additional Concerns on One Paseo
Project No. 193036, SCH No. 2010051073

Dear Ms. Blake,

I am concerned that the electronic distribution of the One Paseo DEIR was inadequate, making
accessing the information unreasonably difficult for the general public. To show the issues with
accessing the documents in the DEIR, first start with a different governmental agency's handling of a
similar document just a few weeks after the One Paseo DEIR was released to the public. Looking at the
CALTRANS publication for the I-5/SR-56 Interchange Project:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist1 1/Env_docs/[5_SR56/DEIR.html

then comparing that to the City of San Diego's equivalent web page for locating the One Paseo DEIR
documents:

http://google.sannet.gov/search?basequery=One+Paseo&partialfields=&advancedfields=&startdate=&enddate=&
show_results=true&proxyreload=1&num=100&sort=&requiredfields=STARTED%3ATRUE.ENDED%3AFALSE.PATH
%3ACEQA&layout_type=datetitlelink&getfields=TITLE.DOC_DATE&site=documents&config=ceqa.js&output=xml_no_d
td&ie=UTF-8&client=scs_ocd&filter=0&proxystylesheet=scs_ocd&fulltext search_results=true&q=One+Paseo

one finds the following web pages (One Paseo is on the right) :

Page 1 of 21

79.1 The City will strive to improve website organization of such materials
in the future. However, the availability of documents over the internet is
in addition to the availability of hardcopies at the Carmel Valley Library
and at the Development Services Department of the City. Moreover, a
hardcopy would have been distributed to any member of the public if
requested. Moreover, the public review period was extended from 45 to
60 days in order to allow additional time for public review and comment.
In all, more than 300 public comment letters were received consisting of
a total of 2033 comments.
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79.5

79.6
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It almost appears as if the One Paseo page is designed to confuse the user, with no structure, confusing
names and a single category of documents. The SR-56 Connector page, on the other hand, is very clear
in its organization and users can easily find the documents they need.

In this day and age of electronic documents, there is no excuse for the organizational structure
provided for the One Paseo DEIR. This alone should force a longer comment period, as the intent
is to make the documents available to as wide an audience as possible, not to obscure the
documents in a way that limits readership.

So, we start with an incredibly flawed presentation of the DEIR documents. From there, we discover
that the One Paseo DEIR is so flawed that any understanding of the existing project is impossible.
Building descriptions are inconsistent, pictures misrepresent the scale of the project, building heights
change with different references in the document. Anyone trying to understand the project would have to
piece together numerous views to average out what is being proposed.

And then, the Precise Plan Amendment allows significant changes to the development without any
additional environmental review!

Given the fact that everything is so disorganized, that so much information contained in the DEIR
is inconsistent or incorrect, that the project is repeatedly misrepresented, and that the project
could significantly change scale without additional environmental review, the DEIR should be
updated to accurately represent the worst-case (most impactful to the community) project that
could be built given the proposed plans, Precise Plan Amendment, and PDO Amendment. Once
the DEIR is properly updated to this level (including impacts to schools, correct park impacts,
traffic that includes alternative SR-56 connectors, etc.), the new DEIR should be recirculated to
allow the community to actually understand the scope of what is being proposed.

Views

In the Neighborhood 2 Precise Plan on page 24, the overall massing of landscape and buildings is
discussed, including the desire for screening the views of existing residential views using building scale,
slope layout and tree height. While the One Paseo landscape plan does provide trees between existing
residents and the proposed development, the mass and scale of the new buildings will prevent any
softening through any possible landscape design. There are no street trees that will adequately soften the
mass of 75 foot, 85 foot or 150 foot residential towers placed directly across the street from existing
residences.

In fact, these new buildings will block views of existing residences located to the east of the One Paseo
property, who currently have views to the west, into the Del Mar Hills. Additionally, these new buildings
will also block views of existing residences located to the north of the One Paseo property, who
currently have views of Carmel Mountain to the south.

Given the desire in the Neighborhood 2 Precise Plan to screen the visibility of buildings in the

employment center, to soften the structures and to maintain views, why has the DEIR not noted
that the One Paseo project is inconsistent with the vision of the Precise Plan?

Page 2 of 21

79.2

79.3

Contrary to the comment, the Draft EIR and the associated appendices
meet or exceed the requirements established by CEQA. The document
contains a project description which accurately represents the elements
of the proposed development, to the degree to which they are known.
As a Precise Plan, there are details about the proposed development
which are not required to be described. For example, specific building
architecture and design features were not available, nor are they required
at the Precise Plan level. However, the design guidelines included in
the Precise Plan provide sufficient information to evaluate the potential
impacts of the project pursuant to CEQA and will be used by the City
when reviewing subsequent building permit requests.

The analysis of environmental impacts contained in the Draft EIR has
been prepared by highly qualified experts and independently reviewed
by experienced City staff to assure that the document is accurately
identifying potentially significant impacts, identifying potential
mitigation measures, and, eventually, the ability of those measures to
reduce impacts.

Any changes to the Revised Project proposed subsequently to approval
of the Revised Project would be reviewed against adopted planning
documents and entitlements, as required by CEQA. The Revised Project
could not exceed adopted maximum structure heights of the zone,
transfer square feet between different types of land uses without regard
to trips or minimum land use thresholds of the zone, or exceed limits
established by the Final EIR, Precise Plan, traffic study, parking study
or Planned District Ordinance without the discretionary approval of the
City of San Diego through a Substantial Conformance Review-Process
2 (SCR-2), as well as CEQA review. If the proposed project is not found
to be in substantial conformance with the Precise Plan, an amendment
to the Precise Plan would be required pursuant to City of San Diego
Bulletin 500. As stated in the Implementation section of the Precise Plan
Amendment, an SCR-2 is presented to the Planning Group and the City’s
decision would be appealed to the Planning Commission. The transfer
provisions included in the Precise Plan Amendment are consistent with
City policy and other long-range planning documents for comparably
phased projects.
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794

79.5

79.6

As discussed in response to comment 79.2, the City considers the Draft
EIR to be an accurate, consistent, and comprehensive evaluation of the
potential environmental impacts and mitigation opportunities associated
with the proposed development. As suggested in the comment, the
Draft EIR did evaluate a “worst-case” condition by assuming that the
maximum amount of development would be constructed.

The Draft EIR did accurately reflect potential project impacts to schools,
parks and traffic. As discussed in response to comment 7.11, the analysis
of the schools in the Draft EIR is adequate.

As described in responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the City
considers payment of FBA fees to ensure that no significant impacts to
parkland would occur.

Consequently, the City does not consider it necessary that the Draft EIR
be recirculated. However, the analysis of three additional alternatives
included in the Final EIR was circulated for additional public review.

The Draft EIR, in Section 5.3.3, recognized that the construction of
the Originally Proposed Project would result in significant impacts to
the neighborhood character of the area. The proposed buildings would,
despite project design strategies to minimize apparent height and mass
of the structures, substantially contrast with portions of the surrounding
development in the community. As this comment reiterates information
and conclusions already contained in the Draft EIR, it does not raise any
specific issues with respect to the adequacy of the Draft EIR.

Additionally, it is important to note that the project applicant has revised
the project from the version evaluated in the Draft EIR. As discussed in
response to comment 5.6, and Section 12.9 of the Final EIR, the Revised
Project would reduce the impact on neighborhood character but not to a
level below significance.

Although the proposed development would interrupt views from
residential areas to the north and east, the impact is not considered
significant for several reasons. First, the City does not consider effects
on views from private residences to be subject to CEQA. Rather, as
discussed in the Draft EIR, the focus is appropriately placed on public
views. Second, the views from these residences are not considered
particularly scenic as they already have the office buildings to the south of
the site and 1-5 within their viewsheds. Lastly, the eventual development
of the site under the current land use designation would result in a similar
disruption in the views from these residences.
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79.7 The impact of the building heights associated with the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project on the neighborhood character
is considered to be significant in the Draft EIR, despite the extensive
landscaping proposed. However, as discussed in response to comment
79.8, the Draft EIR appropriately determined that the proposed
development would not have significant impacts on existing views.
It should be noted that, as discussed in response to comment 5.6 and
Section 12.9 of the Final EIR, the reduced building height and more
open site plan associated with the Revised Project would reduce potential
neighborhood character impacts but not to a level below significance.
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In fact, views and viewshed are specifically mentioned in the plan rationale on page 17:

The overall design concept of the North City West Employment Center has been developed by an
evolutionary design process. The solutions of various issues, objectives and constraints were
overlaid to create a total end product. Views, viewshed, grading, traffic, drainage landscape and
land use were all considered and resolved in addition to the previously stated criteria and
objectives.

With page 19 specifically calling out the views to the south, across Carmel Valley to Carmel Mountain.

While there may not be any requirement for developers to preserve views over private land, this is
a discretionary project that proposes massive increases in density, creating a situation that could
not have been reasonably expected by local residents when they purchased their properties. Since
this is a discretionary project causing unexpected impacts on adjacent views, the Planning
Commission and the City Council should take these views into account, and their loss should be
noted as an impact in the DEIR.

When Carmel Valley was originally planned, there was great concern from the existing Torrey Pines
community to the west of [-5 about the visibility of the new development and the destruction of their
viewshed to the east. Because of this, language was placed into the precise plan to hide development and
screen buildings, keeping them out of the sight lines of the neighbors to the west.

On page 23, the Precise Plan also shows specific concern about the visibility of buildings on the One
Paseo lot from the existing residences to the west, in the Torrey Pines Community of San Diego:

The landscaping of the mound separating the Zone 1 and Zone 2 properties will screen these
facilities from view from the west and define that area that concludes at the Town Center to the
east.

The idea is that the buildings in zone 2 would be built at a lower level, with the landscaping at the top of
the slope hiding the buildings from the houses to the west of the project. However, given the extreme
height of the residential tower placed at the top of the slope, and the even taller buildings placed below,
this new project will clearly project into the view of the residents to the west.

Given the specific concern in the DEIR about the visibility of Employment Center building from
the existing residences in the Torrey Pines community to the west, why is the City allowing these
massive buildings to be built, in a way that is inconsistent with the Master Plan in the
Neighborhood 2 Precise Plan, and that breaks the covenant with the older community to the west
of Carmel Valley?

On the scale of the new development, the Neighborhood 2 Precise Plan, in its Conformance with the
North City West Community Plan on page 5, talks about how the urban design of the infra-structure will
ensure a “rolling, low scale and natural result”, and how the “controls on development will reinforce
these concepts and guide the building design and site development.”

The urban design infra-structure will control all common landscaping, streetscape, property
entrances and public facilities. The controls inherent in the design element of this plan will
ensure natural grading and landscaping. This plan is unique in that each property will be graded
with multiple pads instead of singular flat pads. The existing high and low points of the site will
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79.8 As discussed in response to comment 79.6, the eventual development of
the site under the current land use designation would result in a similar
disruption in the views from these residences.

The Draft EIR, in Section 5.3.3, recognized that the construction of
the Originally Proposed Project would result in significant impacts to
the neighborhood character of the area. The proposed buildings would,
despite project design strategies to minimize apparent height and mass
of the structures, substantially contrast with portions of the surrounding
development in the community. As discussed in Section 12.9 of the Final
EIR, the Revised Project would reduce the impact on neighborhood
character but not to a level below significance.

With respect to the question regarding justification for the City approving
the project, it is important to note that the decision to approve or deny
the project ultimately rests with the City Council, which will take a
number of considerations into account including the environmental
impacts identified in the Final EIR as well as social, economic, and other
considerations.

79.9 As discussed in response to comment 79.6, impact of the proposed
development on views from residential development to the west is not
considered significant.

79.10 The site has already been mass-graded. Furthermore, the footprints of
the larger buildings required to accommodate the proposed development
are not conducive to variable topography, nor would the employment
development type currently allowed on the subject property. Lastly, the
proposed development does include two general pad levels. Blocks B, C,
D, and E would all of pad elevations around 181 feet amsl, while Block
A would be located at around 168 feet amsl.
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remain, the balance will echo that which now exists. This will ensure a rolling, low scale and
natural result. The controls on development will reinforce these concepts and guide the building
design and site development.

The One Paseo grading and it's building design violate every aspect of this statement. There is no natural
grading, or rolling, natural result. Instead, the lot is graded nearly flat, 2 or 3 stories below the existing
grade. It is then filled in with buildings that are the antitheses of “rolling, low scale and natural”,
creating a massive block of development that is a monument to concrete, steel, glass and stucco. The
result totally forgets the natural environment from which it came, leaving behind an urban block that
would better fit into downtown San Diego or Los Angeles.

Why has the size, scale, grading, and structure been allowed given their inconsistencies with the
vision of the Precise Plan to create a “rolling, low scale, natural result”?

When looking at adjacent development, it should be noted that there are no residential buildings in
Carmel Valley that even match the scale of the lowest residential structure in One Paseo. In fact, most of
the office buildings in Carmel Valley are shorter than the lowest office 4 story office building in One
Paseo. Yet, One Paseo proposes a 10 story residential tower and multiple office towers that are
significantly taller than anything in the Carmel Valley Employment Center!
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79.10 It is important to note that the applicant, not the City, has proposed the

cont. project. The decision to approve or deny the project ultimately rests
with the City Council, which will take a number of considerations into
account including the environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR,
as well as social, economic, and other considerations.

79.11 The Draft EIR, in Section 5.3.3, recognized that the construction of
the Originally Proposed Project, and the 10-story residential building,
in particular, would result in significant impacts to the neighborhood
character of the area. As discussed in Section 12.9 of in the Final EIR,
the Revised Project would reduce the impact on neighborhood character,
including elimination of the 10-story residential building, but not to a

level below significance.
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Kilroy's misrepresentation of the project

Kilroy has consistently misrepresented One Paseo to the public in their marketing information and
within the DEIR itself. For instance, most of the marketing views of One Paseo show the central retail
building on the main plaza, a building that is only 33 feet tall. Nearby buildings are 50 feet, 70 feet, 85
feet, 150 feet tall and taller! Limiting views to one of the smallest buildings in the project does not
adequately inform local residents as to what is being proposed.

For instance, here is some information on Kilroy's marketing images vs. reality:
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79.12 The applicant’s marketing materials were not used by the City to evaluate

the environmental effects of the project.

RTC-548



79.13

79.14

79.15

79.16

79.17

79.18

79.19

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

This misrepresentation can similarly be seen in photo simulations included in the DEIR, such as Figure
5.3-9, Figure 5.3-10 and Figure 5.3-11. It is clear from the 3D views in the plans associated with the
DEIR, such as the Fire Plan that includes a number of 3D representations of the project from various
angles, that the developer has fairly accurate 3D models of One Paseo and could provide views from any
vantage point. However, the developer has chosen to restrict views to locations with the lowest buildings
and least impact, showing the project in the best possible light.

Starting with Figure 5.3-9, the view uses a very wide angle, which makes the height of distant buildings
fall off very rapidly. They have placed the “camera” in the gap between the buildings, concentrating the
view on the lowest buildings in the project and the central plaza. The taller office buildings recede into
the distance, making them look much smaller than they will appear in “real life”. Note that the
residential buildings are shown without any mechanical structures on the top, although the cross
sections, such as Figure 5.3-7b (zoom in for detail), clearly show a full story of mechanical structure on
the top of these residential blocks.

Moving to Figure 5.3-10, we again find that the residential buildings are missing the top mechanical
structures, making them appear to be a full story shorter than they will appear. And the angle has been
turned to concentrate on the roadway rather than the buildings themselves (with a tree conveniently
placed to block distant views — note that the trees must be very tall, as the adjacent buildings are close to
50 ft. tall along Del Mar Heights Road.) Also note that the developer has failed to show the additional
left turn lane from Del Mar Heights Road to High Bluff northbound (mitigation requires them to add a
second left-turn lane into the residential neighborhood on the left), replacing it with a planted center
median.

Given the fact that the project will require removal of all the plants in the center median along Del
Mar Heights Road, adding them to this picture in place of a widened street seems like an extreme
misrepresentation of reality.

How can local residents judge the impact of One Paseo if it is NOT properly represented in the
DEIR?

Again on Figure 5.3-10, the developer has chosen to turn the view so that the 10 story residential tower
is not in the picture, but is immediately off-screen to the right. Given that the top of this tower represents
the highest point in the development, how could it have been omitted from this view?

Finally, on figure 5.3-11, the developer has again chosen a wide view of the street, again with a
representation that minimizes the heights of distant buildings. Additionally, in this view they have
shaded the lower floor of the residential block to make it look like part of the landscaping.

Given the obvious attempts to obscure the true nature of the project through images placed in the DEIR
and marketing brochures widely distributed to the public, how can the developer's representation of One
Paseo be considered anything but misleading?

Since one of the major impacts to the community is the visual and community character impact,
shouldn't the DEIR contain more images that accurately represent the impact of the project on the
community, and clearly show the difference in scale of adjacent development?

Given the direct impact to the local community and the lack of accurate information on the
project, the DEIR should be corrected and re-circulated with an additional 60 day comment

period.
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79.13

79.14

79.15

79.16

79.17

The views along Del Mar Heights Road were taken at both ends of
the project to capture as much of the project as possible. As a result,
the 10-story building is not readily apparent in the view to the west.
Nevertheless, the Draft EIR acknowledged the neighborhood character
impact of this building along with the other taller buildings within the
proposed development. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 12.9 of the
Final EIR, the 10-story building is reduced to 6 stories with the Revised
Project.

The visual simulations included in the Draft EIR were produced from
an AutoCAD model which maintains a true scale for all of the buildings
depicted in the simulation from the point at which the view is taken. No
adjustments were made to make buildings in the distance appear smaller.
The view angle for Figure 5.3-9 was specifically selected to allow a view
into the inner portion of the project to provide perspective. Mechanical
equipment does not represent the equivalent of a full story. Furthermore,
mechanical equipment on top of the buildings would not normally be
visible from the street level views depicted in the visual simulations
included in the Draft EIR.

As indicated in response to comment 79.14, the mechanical equipment
would not normally be visible from street level views. The view angle
was selected to represent the view of motorists on Del Mar Heights Road
which would generally involve oblique views of the buildings rather than
straight-on frontal views. While efforts were taken to accurately depict
the visual elements such as buildings and landscaping, less attention was
paid to the roadway striping. Furthermore, the absence of the future left-
turn lane does not substantially alter the visual elements that would be
most important to motorists on Del Mar Heights Road. The landscaping,
including the noted tree, was added to depict the full number of visual
elements expected to be visible from Del Mar Heights Road which, as
indicated in the simulation, will selectively screen certain buildings when
viewed from the roadway.

No more than three mature trees in the median would be removed to create
the median openings needed to accommaodate the proposed development.

As discussed in response to comment 79.13, the easterly view along Del
Mar Heights Road was selected to capture as much of the project as
possible. As a result, the 10-story building is not readily apparent because
it is located in the most westerly portion of the project. Nevertheless,
the Draft EIR acknowledged the neighborhood character impact of
this building along with the other taller buildings within the Originally

RTC-549



COMMENTS RESPONSES

79.17 Proposed Project. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 12.9 of the Final
cont. EIR, the 10-story residential building would be reduced to 6 stories with
the Revised Project.

79.18 As discussed in response to comment 79.14, the visual simulations
are designed to be a realistic, to-scale representation of the proposed
development. The green shading at the base of the buildings is intended
to represent the perimeter shrubs which would be planted beneath the
street trees, as depicted on landscape plan in Figure 3-3b of the Draft
EIR.

79.19 As discussed in response to comment 79.14, the visual simulations are
designed to be arealistic, to-scale representation of proposed development
and are adequate to serve as the basis for the analysis of visual and
neighborhood character impacts included in the Draft EIR. The analysis
concluded that the Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project
would result in a significant neighborhood character impact.
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In addition to photo simulations and artist renderings that misrepresent the public as to the true scale of
the buildings in One Paseo, the two cross-sections (Figure 5.3-7a and Figure 5.3-7b) are also misleading
to residents of the adjacent residential area. By turning the angle at a 45 degree offset from Del Mar
Heights Road, residents of the adjacent East Bluff development cannot get an accurate view of what will
be placed across the street from their homes.

The DEIR should provide a cross-section that follows Del Mar Heights Road, and a second cross-
section that roughly follows El Camino Real between One Paseo and the Del Mar Highlands Town
Center.

Additionally, a number of detailed sections of these cross-sections should be provided, as the detail
is very hard to see given the long length of the cross-section compared with the size of the paper.

On the discussion of Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

The DEIR discusses FAR on page 5.3-22, making it seem that the One Paseo development has a similar
FAR to other development in Carmel Valley. However, these are misleading statistics, as the One Paseo
development calculates FAR based on the entire zone, whereas other areas calculate it based on lot size.
A good example would be the 10 story residential tower, with a lot size around 29,000 sq ft and a total
floor area close to 200,000 sq ft. For this building, the FAR is closer to 6.5, which is an unreasonable
density increase compared to the nearby East Bluff multifamily units.

One Paseo should only be allowed to calculate FAR and density (residential units per acre) using
the same formula used by the adjacent office and residential units. These calculations must not use
the entire zone for the square footage basis.

Additionally, in the discussion of Bulk and Scale, the DEIR assumes that the development is consistent
with the community plan because it assumes the approval of the new zone in the PDO Amendment.
However, the scale allowed by the new zone is so different from the existing community fabric, that the
PDO Amendment should never be allowed.

The DEIR consistently assumes that numerous beneficial approvals will be made to allow this project to
fit within the new, vastly enlarged zoning or traffic envelopes. For instance, the project assumes that the
1-5 to SR-56 connectors project will choose the direct connector alternative, which drastically reduces
traffic on Del Mar Heights Road. If this alternative is not chosen, then the results could be catastrophic.
Similarly, they assume the adoption of a new zone that is so out-of-line with the existing community that
its adoption would create massive changes to community character.

On Community Benefit

When looking at a project like One Paseo that requires a massive change to existing plans, including a
Community Plan Amendment, to get a discretionary project approval, the City should consider the actual
benefit to the community. Such a project should provide an extraordinary benefit to the community
commensurate with the level of impact of the project itself. Simply providing amenities that benefit the
developer by allowing them to sell the newly entitled land for a higher price should not be construed as
community benefit.
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The location of the cross-section was selected to intersect both the
residential uses to the north and commercial to the east. The cross-section
is but one of the graphic tools utilized in the Draft EIR to depict the
appearance of the project. Figures 5.3-8- 10 provided a more localized
depiction of the appearance of the proposed development from adjacent
streets. As discussed in response to comment 63.63, focusing on the
street view rather than nearby residences is considered appropriate.

The two cross-sections included in the Draft EIR are considered adequate
for the purposes of evaluating the visual and neighborhood character
impacts of the proposed development. More detailed cross-sections are
not considered necessary. This is particularly true since the analysis
concludes that the Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project
would result in a significant neighborhood character impact.

As discussed in responses to comment 63.80, FARs were correctly
calculated in accordance with a specified method provided in the City’s
Municipal Code.

The Draft EIR acknowledged that the proposed FAR is not consistent
with the existing zone. The Draft EIR addressed the related impacts of
increasing the FAR in areas such as traffic and neighborhood character.
However, the approval of the proposed land use designation and zone
classification would remedy the land use policy consistency issue.

The appropriateness of land use designation and zone changes will
be evaluated by the City Council based on the Final EIR and social,
economic, and other considerations. The proposed development will
not be approved without a concurrent action to modify the land use
designation and zoning as requested. The long-term traffic analysis is
based upon SANDAG’s projections for the installation of regional
infrastructure such as the SR-56/1-5 connector ramps. Recognition
of regional infrastructure projects is standard practice in long-range
transportation impact study scenarios.

The City Council will weigh the benefits of the proposed development
with the potential environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR,
and must identify specific economic, social or other factors which were
considered if the project is approved despite unmitigated environmental
impacts.
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For example, the One Paseo project contains a retail Main Street and a retail plaza. These features
benefit the developer because they draw the community to the plaza, increasing the value of the retail
area to the developer. Similarly, the plaza is filled with commercial kiosks and outdoor restaurant dining
areas. These areas directly benefit the developer, providing them a way to increase the shopping area and
return on the land.

While these areas do have community benefit, that benefit is not commensurate with the level of impact
caused to the community. And the developer is not giving anything up to the community in exchange for
the extreme impact.

Why should the City consider a deal to approve a discretionary project for a developer if that
developer is unwilling to provide an extraordinary benefit to the City and to the Community?

Community and Neighborhood Character

A large number of elements may define the visual character of an area including, but not limited
to, land use patterns, lot size and configuration, circulation, open space, physical features, site
grading, building placement, bulk and scale, architectural style, material and colors, signage, and
lighting. Depending on the circumstances, a specific element or elements may create a
recognizable identity.

So, the DEIR has a specific list of items that define neighborhood character:

* land use patterns,

* lot size and configuration,
e circulation,

* open space,

* physical features,

* site grading,

* building placement,
e bulk and scale,

* architectural style,
e material and colors,
* signage, and

* lighting.

While the land use, signage and lighting might be consistent with the nearby community character, all
the other items in the list are inconsistent! Lots have been subdivided, with the new sizes significantly
smaller than adjacent developments. Circulation will be discussed below. Open space is not in keeping
with Carmel Valley, where the Precise Plans define open space as being outside of the building footprint,
a natural part of the environment designed to break up development and provide a calming influence on
the busy, urban development. In One Paseo, open space consists of hardscaped plazas, decks and pool
areas contained within buildings, and developed paseos totally inconsistent with the surrounding natural
open space.

Where the Precise Plan calls for natural, rolling site grading that follows the existing topography, the

One Paseo plan levels the entire lot, multi-stories deep, to create a nearly level “Main Street”, then the
slope is filled in with 20 foot tall retail stores and parking garages to make up for the change in
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79.26 The City Council will weigh the benefits of the proposed development
with the potential environmental impacts identified in the Final EIR,
and must identify specific economic, social or other factors which were
considered if the project is approved despite unmitigated environmental
impacts.

79.27 While the property would be divided from 3 to 26 lots, the size of the
lots in a mixed-use project is not as detectable as it would be with a
single-family or other single use development. Thus, the number or size
of lots was not considered a critical factor with respect to neighborhood
character. The emphasis was more appropriately focused on bulk and
scale issues.

As discussed in response to comment 5.6, additional open space is
included in the Revised Project, including a 1.1-acre passive recreation
area and 0.41-acre children’s play area, would be available for use by the
surrounding community.
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elevation. Once the new concrete “terraces” are in place and all semblance of natural topography gone,
the new buildings are constructed on top, creating massive walls that block views of the natural
environment for all adjacent buildings.

On building placement and bulk & scale, it's hard to imagine a development that is more at odds with
the surroundings or with the proposed development in the existing precise plan. Instead of a low, rolling
development with space between the buildings and sight-lines retained, there is a massive, rectangular
block of buildings with drastic transitions in elevation and angular lines. Trees and landscaping is
relegated to street buffers, with nature contained in concrete planters over multi-story garages. Adjacent
buildings, on the other hand, are low density structures with trees and breaks between the buildings,
placed at a variety of angles on their lots. This contrasts with the towering rectangular buildings placed

| square on their lots in a sea of concrete.

The architectural style, materials and colors are hard to judge given the lack of information provided by
the developer, but from presentations made to the community, there is little in common with the
surrounding architecture.

One cannot imagine how any part of this development could be considered “consistent” with the
surrounding area.

On Circulation as Community Character

The One Paseo DEIR on page 5.3-20 states that, “Circulation also defines community character.” It then
goes on to say, “The existing travel patterns, which are part of the community fabric, would not be
changed as a result of the project.” This statement is false. The additional traffic generated by the One
Paseo project will back up throughout the community, forcing people to search for faster alternative
routes by cutting through neighborhoods and other community roadways.

While the physical roadways in the community will not change, the travel patterns within Carmel
Valley will be changed by One Paseo, and this is a significant unmitigated impact on the
community.

Existing Public Views

DEIR page 5.3-9. While the City can't regulate views over public property for entitled
development, they certainly may force the developer to maintain those views as a condition of a
discretionary project approval.

There are numerous views throughout the area that look over this property. For instance, the adjacent
East Bluff residences look to the south to views of Carmel Mountain. The Del Mar Highlands Town
Center looks to the west to views of the Del Mar hills. And, the Torrey Pines residents look to the east to
views of Carmel Valley and the distant canyons, hills and mountains.

Views from these locations are very important to those residents and views from public streets,
walkways and parks are very important to the community character. As much as possible, these views

should be preserved.

Page 5.3-17 states that, “Adjacent off-site properties that would be impacted by the project do not
contain significant visual resources.” In this statement, Kilroy does not consider distant visual resources
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79.28 As discussed in response to comment 79.10, the project site is not in a
natural topographic condition having been mass graded in the past. Thus,
there is no “natural, rolling terrain” to be accommodated.

79.29 The Final EIR recognizes the issues identified in this comment and
concludes that the Originally Proposed Project and the Revised Project
would, as a consequence, result in significant, unmitigated neighborhood
character impacts.

79.30 The architecture need not be specifically defined at the Precise Plan
stage of a project. The City will review the architecture and design when
individual building and landscape plans are submitted for each phase of
the development. During this review process, the City will determine
the appropriateness of the architecture and design based on the design
guidelines contained in Chapter 4 of the Precise Plan Amendment
document and in the context of the surrounding development.

79.31 As discussed in the Draft EIR on page 5.1-22, the proposed development
would be compatible with surrounding land uses and land use
designations. The areas immediately surrounding the project site include
existing office, residential, and retail uses. The proposed uses of the
project site would mirror these surrounding uses, and have been sited to
be an extension of existing adjacent off-site uses.

79.32 The Draft EIR acknowledges that traffic on local roadways would
increase due to the proposed development. But, as discussed in response
to comment 5.2, the travel patterns within the community are not expected
to change as a result of the proposed development.

79.33 As discussed in response to comment 79.6, the City does not consider
effects on views from private residences to be subject to CEQA.
Furthermore, the views from these residences are not considered
particularly scenic as they already have the office buildings to the south of
the site and 1-5 within their viewsheds. Lastly, the eventual development
of the site under the current land use designation would result in a similar
disruption in the views from these residences.

79.34 As discussed in response to comment 79.6, the eventual development of
the site under the current land use designation would result in a similar
disruption in the views from these residences.
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blocked by the massive buildings of One Paseo, only that there are no “adjacent” visual resources. The
community of Carmel Valley considers the views over Carmel Valley, both to the east looking from the

Torrey Pines Community and to the south looking from the East Bluff development, to be significant

visual resources. Additionally, the views from the east looking back towards the Del Mar hills are also

part of our community character.

A complete study of these views and possible ways to maintain them should be included in the DEIR.
This should include alternative projects with significant view corridors. The current project has no view

corridors, with the existing streets, walkways and paseos all ending in tall buildings that block the
continued view through the project.

A few locations to consider for important views:

1. From the East Bluff residences looking south.

2. From Del Mar Heights Road in the Torrey Pines Community to the west, looking back to the east

over Carmel Valley.

From the homes along I-5 in the Torrey Pines Community.

From the Del Mar Heights Town Center looking west.

From the fire station at the corner of Del Mar Heights Road and Hartfield Ave. looking west.
From the homes east of Solana Pacific school looking west.

From the Carmel Valley Recreation Center looking northwest.

From EI Camino Real, south of the project, looking northwest.

PN AW

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

This section at the bottom of page 5.3-29 continuing to the top of page 5.3.30 is very confusing. It
begins with a discussion of “highly visible areas”, but somehow turns to signage, concluding:

Based on the analysis above, visual and neighborhood character impacts resulting from the
proposed project would be less than significant.

Clearly the Highly Visible Areas discussion is never concluded, as it should state that the project is

inconsistent with the community. A large, out-of-place development like this should not be placed into a

highly visible area, with a 10 story residential tower placed at the high point of the community!

Additionally, the “Proposed Views” section of the DEIR starting on page 5.3.26, totally ignores the 10

story residential tower and the height of the other residential buildings along Del Mar Heights Road.
There is much discussion of proposed project elements that “reduce the visual scale and bulk of the
proposed buildings”, but these seem more wishful thinking than actual features.

Specifically, the discussion at the bottom of page 5.3-27 talks about the views from the west, and how
the development will be careful to screen rooftop equipment. There is no mention that the base of these

very tall buildings will be elevated almost to street level, with the buildings extending up from that

point, nor is their any mention of the 10 story building at the corner. The discussion simply talks about
“screening rooftop equipment”, which makes it seem like you'll be looking down at the new One Paseo

buildings.

This section should include detailed information as to how tall the buildings will be at this
location, and exactly what will be seen by area residents, and people driving on the local streets.
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79.35 As the City does not consider effects on private views under CEQA,

additional visual analysis and site design modifications are not warranted.

79.36 The discussion of signage on page 5.3-30 of the Draft EIR was unrelated

79.37

to the discussion of the visibility of the project site, and should have
been included in the earlier discussion under the subheading “Proposed
Views,” which starts on page 5.3-26. However, this situation does not
affect the conclusions of the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the discussion
under the subheading “Highly Visible Areas” was intended to document
the visibility of the project site from surrounding areas, and not to draw
a conclusion as to the ultimate impact of the project on aesthetics and
neighborhood character. This discussion is included under the subheading
“Bulk and Scale,” which starts on page 5.3-20 of the Draft EIR, where it
was concluded that the bulk and scale of the project would significantly
conflict with the existing neighborhood character of the project area.

The discussion in the Draft EIR, referenced in this comment, was general
in nature and not intended to provide a building-by-building evaluation.
The conclusion is that the overall bulk and scale of the Originally
Proposed Project and the Revised Project would be inconsistent with the
local neighborhood character.

The discussion of project elements to reduce the bulk and scale of the
project is not “wishful thinking.” Chapter 4.1 of the revised Precise
Plan Amendment document identifies specific policies and objectives
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79.37 intended to deal with bulk and scale issues. For example, Policy 4.1-
cont. 16, encourages location of buildings to help breakup building mass and

include architectural scaling elements. Policy 4.1-20 encourages designs
that are sensitive to the scale, form, rhythm, proportions and materials
proximate to commercial areas and residential neighborhoods that have
a well-established and distinctive character. Policy 4.1-23 encourages
breaking up large buildings into smaller masses and reducing the
buildings apparent bulk. Policy 4.1-24 encourages the establishment
of scale relationships between taller and lower buildings. The City will
evaluate future building plans to confirm that they comply with these
and other related policies and objectives contained in the Precise Plan
Amendment document.

79.38 The discussion of rooftop equipment referenced in this comment was

focused on how the proposed development would be perceived from the
land uses to the west. As noted in the discussion, these areas are located
at higher elevation than the proposed development. As a result, they
would have the potential to see the building roofs. In light of the fact that
HVAC equipment is traditionally located on the roofs, the discussion
acknowledges the potential for this equipment to be seen from land uses
to the west, and appropriately includes a discussion that screening is a
common practice used to minimize the visual impact of HVAC equipment
on rooftops.

79.39 The discussion of potential visual and neighborhood character impacts

contained in Sections 5.3 and 12.9 of the Final EIR is considered adequate,
and no additional information is necessary to support the analysis and
conclusions drawn in this section.

RTC-555



79.40

79.41

79.42

79.43

79.44

79.45

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Community Landmarks

The grove of trees at the corner of Del Mar Heights Road and High Bluff Drive is never identified as a
community landmark, but it should be. In some passages of the DEIR, this grove is stated for
preservation, while other locations show it gone. The DEIR should show consistent treatment of this
landmark.

Visual Analysis

The visual analysis section on page 5.3-24 starts with a discussion that makes it seem like there are
numerous tall buildings in the local Employment Center zone, saying:

Existing commercial buildings in Carmel Valley range from 2 to 12 stories and are concentrated
within the Employment Center generally bound by I-5, Del Mar Heights Road, El Camino Real,
and Valley Centre Drive.

In reality, the only two tall buildings are not even in the Employment Center zone, they're in an adjacent
Visitors Center zone, which is far to the south of the project location. Within the Employment Center
zone, there is only a single building taller than 4 stories, the 6 story AMN Building, which is well down
the street from the project location. The majority of buildings in the Employment Center zone are
between 1 and 4 stories tall (yes, there is a one story building, located just one lot away from the One
Paseo property.) A reasonable analysis of the adjacent buildings shows mostly 2 and 3 story office, with
1 and 2 story retail and 1 and 2 story residential.

Additionally, the office buildings described as “eight to ten stories tall” are really nine to eleven stories
tall, with the downbhill side (on El Camino Real) being one story taller. This error should be corrected
throughout the DEIR.

The description of the 10 story residential building is buried in the second paragraph, even though the
top of this building will be the highest point in the project. That is, Kilroy tells us that the tall office
buildings will be placed at the lowest point on the lot, making them seem less tall, but they don't say that
the 10 story residential tower will be placed at the highest point, making it stand out. Instead, they point
out that the 10 story residential tower will be hidden behind a 4 story building, and some landscaping
will buffer the view. I am absolutely certain that the 4 story building and some trees will not hide the
new 10 story residential tower.

Similarly, the discussion of the residential blocks along Del Mar Heights Road mentions that the
building pads of the adjacent East Bluff units are 15 to 20 feet higher than the One Paseo pads, but the
One Paseo buildings will be approximately 50 feet taller!

When discussing the development of the 5 lots in the northeast corner of the zone (i.e. the lots upon
which One Paseo is proposed), the existing Neighborhood 2 Precise Plan states on page 11 that:

These lots have the further requirement that a full EIR containing specific, archaeological and
biological information on the properties will be required in addition to the present EIR which
inventories the resources for only those lots shown as numbered. No discretionary action other
than the adoption of the Precise Plan will take place on these unsurveyed properties until the
resources have been property inventoried and their significance established.
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The discussion of these trees in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR referred
to them as “mature” trees but does not describe them as a community
landmark, nor does the City consider them to be a community landmark.
Thus, the Draft EIR correctly interprets the potential loss of the trees at the
intersection Del Mar Heights Road and High Bluff Drive as insignificant.

The statement referenced in the EIR was intended to address the overall
community, and indicate that a number of the buildings over 2 stories
in height occur within the Employment Center zone to the south. The
statement was not intended to suggest that the tallest buildings were near
the subject property.

As discussed in response to comment 78.22, the number of stories for the
proposed buildings are accurately described in the Draft EIR. Although
the total number of stories for buildings was not included in Section 3,
the number of stories was not misrepresented.

The discussion of the visual impact of the 10-story building in the Draft
EIR did not indicate that the intervening buildings and landscaping would
“hide” the building. Rather, the Draft EIR indicated that the landscaping,
setbacks and topography would serve to diminish the scale differences of
the building with the surrounding development. Furthermore, it is noted
that the Revised Project would reduce the 10-story building to 6 stories.

The Draft EIR accurately disclosed that the proposed buildings along
Del Mar Heights Road would be taller than those within the East Bluffs
development.

The property has been previously mass-graded and no biological
resources occurred on the site at the time the NOP was issued. Thus, no
formal biological study was required. Due to the disturbance which has
occurred over the surface of the entire site, no archaeological resources
would exist on the surface of the site which could be detected by a
field survey. However, in light of the potential, albeit low, for buried
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79.45
cont.
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79.47

79.48
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This requires that a specific archaeological and biological inventory of the property be done, with the
resources inventoried and significance established, before any discretionary action is taken on these lots.

Has the applicant completed these archaeological and biological inventories, as required by the
existing precise plan?

High Bluff

The DEIR discusses High Bluff Drive south of Del Mar Heights Road as having 2 lanes of travel in each
direction, using this information to calculate capacity of the road for the traffic studies. However, the
Neighborhood 2 precise plan states on page 9 that:

Bicycle travel on El Camino Real, Del Mar Heights Road and Street "A" will be accommodated
by a "free lane" within the roadway. The nature of expected bicycle travel in the area and the
steep terrain encountered, suggest that roadway travel is preferred over parkway travel. This
system is a continuation of the system used in the First Neighborhood on Del Mar Heights Road.

Where “Street A” was the planning name for High Bluff Drive. This “free lane” was intended to
accommodate bicycle and transit traffic, with the capacity of the roadway being determined by a single
lane in each direction. Since the initial plan, overflow parking at the nearby office buildings has forced
the City to convert the southbound “free lane” into on-street parking, thus narrowing the roadway even
further. High Bluff was never intended to be a 4 lane traffic handling roadway.

Why did the traffic analysis consider High Bluff Drive as a 4 lane street, when it was never meant
to be and its current configuration is narrower?

In discussing transit options, the DEIR only includes information on a regional, rapid bus line that
connects the One Paseo project with locations outside of the Carmel Valley area. For instance,
commuters may be able to catch the bus at One Paseo and take it to Encinitas or Oceanside to the north,
or to UTC to the south. There is no discussion of providing local service between existing residences
within Carmel Valley and the regional transit service originating from this One Paseo location. For the
regional link to function effectively within the community, it must not only be accessible to One
Paseo residents, but also be accessible to a large number of existing residents. Such access could be
provided through walking, local transit, or automobile.

If residents are expected to walk, they should be located within a reasonable walking distance, as
defined by the Mobility Element of the General Plan. This distance, one-half mile, defines the outside
range for expected walkers. Using existing pedestrian routes, this distances could include up to half the
units in the Town Center zone, plus most of the signature point apartments. The total number of units is
likely greater than 500, but less than 1000, which is less than 7 percent of the total community
residences.

Given the small percentage of residences within walking distance, the next option would be transit
within the community that could bring people to this central hub, connecting them to distant

regional centers along the coast. However, there is no existing or planned local transit.

Finally, the automobile could be used to bring people to this central point, where they could catch
regional transit. This would require a “park and ride” facility at One Paseo, which would require
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79.45
cont.

79.46

79.47

79.48

79.49

archaeological deposits to occur on the property, the Draft EIR included
a mitigation measure which requires a qualified archaeologist to monitor
excavation into native soil to confirm that no subsurface deposits occur on
the property. If archaeological resources are encountered, the mitigation
measure would require the recovery of any significant information
associated with the materials.

As indicated in response to comment 79.45, no archaeological or
biological surveys were necessary, due to the grading and ground clearing
that has occurred at the project site.

In addition to the proposed bus route planned in the future to serve the
Carmel Valley area, the project applicant is proposing to incorporate
a private shuttle to connect the project with activity centers in the
surrounding Carmel Valley area. As described in response to comment
4.7, the project applicant also plans to encourage carpooling, bicycling,
and alternative modes of transportation to tenants which would help
reduce auto trips. The City disagrees with the comment that the project
is not within walking or biking distance from existing Carmel Valley
residences. Moreover, the traffic study for the proposed development did
not include reduction to traffic generation for transit. Refer to Chapter
18.0 in the traffic study and the proposed TDM Plan regarding strategies
designed to reduce traffic impacts.

The rapid transit bus stop included in the Precise Plan is intended to
proactively accommodate the future provision of this planned bus service
to the project site.

Refer to response to comment 75.7 regarding a park and ride facility at
the project site.
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79.49
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additional parking to be added to the site. The Neighborhood 2 Precise Plan actually suggested this
option for the current Town Center zone:

A transportation terminal is planned for inclusion in the town center. This location is suitable for
a convergence of the various forms of public transportation along with a "park and ride" parking
lot of adequate size.

However, demand for regional transit never materialized in the 25 year history of Carmel Valley.
Additionally, the parking at the Town Center has proven inadequate, now unable to handle even the
shopping demand, even after the bus parking areas of the “transit stop” in the Town Center parking lot
were converted to parking spaces!

Given that the automobile is the only reasonable way for most community members to get to One
Paseo and its transit stop, why does the site not include an adequate sized park and ride facility?

Again, one should note that the parking at the adjacent Town Center, even though it meets local
standards for number of spaces, has proved to be totally inadequate for the needs of the facility. Any
planning for One Paseo should consider this in its design.

Why has One Paseo been allowed to significantly reduce the number of required parking spaces
even though local history shows that the City standard for parking is inadequate?

Community input not what envisioned in the General Plan.

LU-H.1 says to “Plan village development with the involvement of a broad range of
neighborhood, business, and recognized community planning groups and consideration of the
needs of individual neighborhoods, available resources and willing partners.”

While Kilroy has allowed review of their plans, the actual development plan was made by Kilroy
without any real input from the community. The only input I'm aware of that occurred before the basic
development plan was shown to the community, was asking a few members of the planning board if they
thought the community would support a mixed-use project on this site.

Developer misrepresentation of the project to the community.

The developer has consistently misrepresented this project to the local community through its marketing
materials and even within the DEIR.

* The web site and brochures conveniently give views of the lower buildings and shopping plazas.
Taller buildings are either left out, cut-off at lower floors, or placed further from the camera,
where perspective hides their height and mass.

* The developer has always said that the tallest building would be at the lowest point of the
project. While technically true, the top of the 10 story residential building, built at the top of the
development, is higher than the 10 story office building (Figure 5.3-7a)

* Building heights have been misrepresented. For instance, the “8 story” office building is really 9
stories facing El Camino Real (Figure 5.3-8). Similarly, the “10 story” residential tower appears
to have retail facing Main Street, making it 11 stories on that side.

* The one picture from High Bluff Drive that might have shown the 10 story residential building

Page 13 of 21

79.50

7951

79.52

79.53

A park and ride facility is not proposed as a component of the Originally
Proposed Project, the Revised Project, or any of the project alternatives.
However, a local shuttle service would be provided by the proposed
development to provide connections to nearby activity centers and transit
services, as well as other mobility options described in the proposed
TDM Plan that is detailed in response to comment 6.7.

The amount of parking proposed for office uses will exceed the City’s
standard for stand-alone office space. With respect to the other office
developments referenced in this comment, it is important to note that,
unlike the proposed development, the other referenced projects have no
opportunities for shared parking as they have no significant additional
component such as retail with which to share parking.

As discussed in response to comment 10.97, community input was
solicited throughout the process to date.

The Draft EIR accurately described the Originally Proposed Project
and the potential visual impacts in Section 5.3. Moreover, the project
applicant’s marketing materials were not considered, as explained in
response to comment 79.12.
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conveniently crops the picture to eliminate that building (Figure 5.3.10).

e The artist rendering looking north on Del Mar Heights Road (Figure 5.3.11) shows a wide angle
view that minimizes the size of the One Paseo buildings. Similarly, they have darkened the lower
retail floor, making it appear to be part of the landscaping.

Community support has been corrupted by developer misrepresentation of the project.

Policy LU-D.13 says, “Address the following standard plan amendment issues prior to the
Planning Commission decision at public hearing related to: level and diversity of community
support; appropriate size and boundary for the amendment site; provision of additional benefit to
the community; implementation of major General Plan and community plan goals, especially as
related to the vision, values, and City of Villages Strategy; and provision of public facilities.

Kilroy has been seeking support for their project by showing images and descriptions of their project
that do not show the full extent of the development. These marketing images misrepresent the size and
scale of One Paseo, leading people to support the idea of an idyllic town center. While one may dig into
the details of their materials to find complete information, most of the height, bulk and density of the
development is not in plain view.

That is, Community Plan Amendments require a “level and diversity of community support.” Given that
Kilroy has consistently misrepresented this project to the public, it's hard to determine if supporters
actually support the project, or if they just want a “Trader Joe's”.

Kilroy has taken the Strategic Framework's idea of “Villages Unique to their Location” and
twisted it to mean “Villages Different From their Location”.

The Strategic Framework talks about how each village is intended to be “unique to the community in
which it is located.” (page SF-3.) I read this as meaning that the village should be designed specifically
to fit into the community where it is sited. Somehow, Kilroy has taken this to mean the village can be
“different” from it's surroundings, and is using that fact to justify their impact on community character
(DEIR 5.1-13).

Community character has not been a consideration when designing this project.

LU-A.7 says “Consider the role of the village in the City and region; surrounding neighborhood uses;
uses that are lacking in the community; community character and preferences; and balanced community
goals (see also Section H)."

I can't see how community character has been considered, at all.

This plan seems to be the antithesis of the Neighborhood 2 Precise Plan.

The precise plan talks about having the “Office park designed so as to relate to the community”,
maintaining the topography, ensuring a “rolling, low scale and natural result”, and that “individual
buildings be designed to fit into park-like surroundings.” Similarly, the precise plan talks about design
decisions, where “the primary basis for judgement should be the buildings relationship to its neighbors,
the land and human scale.”

One Paseo is so far outside of this vision that it has to call itself “unique” to both the community and the

neighborhood where it will be located.
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79.54

79.55

79.56

79.57

Refer to response to comment 79.53.

The Draft EIR acknowledged that the project will result in significant
impacts to community character. Refer to response to comment 79.56.

The project includes a number of features and controls to minimize its
impact on local neighborhood character. As discussed on page 5.1-22,
the orientation of the proposed uses was intended to mirror the adjacent
uses and form a transition between those uses and other types of uses
within the project. A comprehensive landscape program was proposed
to enhance and soften the appearance of the proposed buildings. Policies
and objectives guiding the design of future development were included
in Chapter 4 of the Precise Plan Amendment document which would
govern future development within the site.

Refer to responses to comments 79.10 and 79.53-79.56.
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One Paseo is designated a “Community Village” (City of San Diego) or “Town Center”
(SANDAG), but it doesn't meet the vision of these designations.

The problem is, the definitions of “Community Village” (San Diego General Plan) or “Town Center”
(SANDAG) are fuzzy and few examples are available. “Town Center” has more examples...

In a draft version of the Land Use Element:
http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/genplan/pdf/generalplan/landuseelement.pdf

examples of areas fitting the “Community Village” designation are given, and they include the Uptown
District in Hillcrest and downtown La Jolla. Similarly, SANDAG lists as example town center areas:
Downtowns of La Mesa, Oceanside, Coronado and Encinitas.

I see no relation between the example areas and One Paseo. Even the Uptown District in Hillcrest,
which the EPA cited as a successful mixed-use, high-density development is only 3 stories tall (2
residential over 1 retail), and it has no office component at all.
http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/case/updis.htm

For comparing other areas in the county that have the same smart growth designation as Carmel Valley,
here's a SANDAG map of Smart Growth areas:
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid 296 _13994.pdf

The DEIR should note that a much smaller development could meet the needs of the community,
and fulfill all the requirements of “Smart Growth.”

Looking at the EPA's Uptown District web page, above, we see that this smaller development meets all
the same Smart Growth principals that One Paseo claims to meet (Mixed use, compact design, range of
housing choices, walkable, distinct and attractive, preserve open space, develop in existing communities,
etc.) So, why does One Paseo have to include so much density? It's certainly not required to achieve its
goals!

Calculating the residential density using the total project acreage seems misleading.

Looking at the overall residential density of the project, the number is fairly low (608 units on 23.7 acres
gives only about 26 units/acre.) However, if one looks at the density of the individual blocks in the
project, Block A is around 50 units/acre, Block B is around 60 units/acre and Block C is around 70
units/acre. This seems extreme for a development with so little available transit.

The thing is, there are significant areas with huge amounts of development, but no residential units. This
skews the numbers when the density is calculated, making it appear to be similar to the Uptown District
in Hillcrest (Uptown is about 22 du/ac, One Paseo is around 26 du/ac.) Looking at the Uptown District,
with it 3 story maximum, it's hard to see how it's similar to One Paseo's 5 story residential blocks and 10
story residential tower.

One Paseo up-scales the CC-5-5 zone, the most dense commercial zone

To get their super-high density, Kilroy has included some subtle changes in the zoning specified in the
PDO amendment (onepaseo_pdomarch2012.pdf). The first change is in this paragraph, on p 3 of 8:

Density and Intensity - The number of dwelling units or total gross floor area shall not exceed
that set forth by the applicable zone and the applicable land use plan, and shall be based on the
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79.58 As discussed in response to comment 63.56, the Originally Proposed

Project and the Revised Project are consistent with the Community
Village description in the General Plan. Refer to response to comment
63.71 regarding the project site’s identification as Smart Growth area on
SANDAG’s Smart Growth Concept Map, North City and North County
Subregion (dated January 27, 2012).

79.59 As discussed in response to comment 5.6, Sections 12.9 and 12.10 of the

Final EIR evaluate project alternatives which would include the same
types of land uses as the Originally Proposed Project (except for the
hotel) but at a reduced scale. In fact, the project applicant has chosen
to pursue the Reduced Main Street Alternative as the Revised Project.
The reduced project alternatives, along with a third alternative (Specialty
Food Market Retail), were circulated for additional public review.

79.60 As discussed in response to comment 78.14, residential densities were

79.61

calculated in accordance with a specified method provided in the City’s
Municipal Code.

The comment accurately quotes the description of the proposed zone
provided in the Draft EIR. Also, as discussed in response to comment
78.14, residential densities were calculated in accordance with a specified
method provided in the City’s Municipal Code.
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79.63

79.64

79.65

79.66

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

| TT1

area of the entire zone. The dwelling units or gross floor area may be distributed without regard
to the proposed lot boundaries provided the distribution is consistent with the land use transfer
provisions of the Carmel Valley Employment Center Unit 2 Precise Plan.

This allows them to base densities on the ENTIRE area of the zone, including streets and areas with
other uses! If you look at the densities of the individual blocks proposed for One Paseo, the residential
blocks have 50, 60 or 70 units per acre, but this simple change to the PDO allows them to turn 70 du/ac
into 26 du/ac.

The standard way of calculating density (Ch11Art03Division02.pdf, §113.0222 Calculating Density), is
more based on the lot size or the size of the premises (not the overall zone.)

The second change to the base CC-5- zone is to increase the building height restrictions. So, they take
the base CC-5-5 zone, which is considered a HIGH INTENSITY commercial zone (and has a 100 foot
height limit), and then ask for a significant height increase — to 199 feet for the office component, and
150 feet for residential tower.

Why should Kilroy get these two exceptions that allow it to significantly increase the density?
The CC-5-5 zone allows 1 du per 1500 sf of lot.

From the muni code (Ch13Art01Division05.pdf). If you follow the base zone which specifies a
maximum of 1 du per 1500 sf of lot, and you take the 8 to 10 acres of residential, you end up with
something between 230 and 290 du as the maximum. So, by changing the zone to be based on the entire
zone's acreage, they’ve more than doubled the number of residential units it can support!

Again, densities for this project should be based on the project “blocks” or on the smaller lots, not on the
overall zone. And the idea of taking the commercial zone with the tallest height limit and allowing them
to basically DOUBLE THE HEIGHT for a mixed-use village in a suburban neighborhood, well, it seems
beyond belief.

This zone, and most of the other mixed-use commercial zones, have a cap of 1500 sf per unit, or about
29 units per acre, and this seems to apply to any location within the City, including more urban sites. It
seems reasonable, if the City is serious about a hierarchy of villages, with smaller scale development for
more suburban locations, that the actual development in our suburban community should be well less
than the maximum, and more in line with the surrounding areas.

Why does this lot have to be a single zone?

Couldn't the residential section be zoned separately from the office?

SANDAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan seems to require lower densities for “Town Center”.

The DEIR, page 5.1-10, reads, “The RCP defines Town Centers as containing residential,
office/commercial, and civic/cultural facilities uses, including mixed use, at densities of 20 to 45 or
more dwelling units per acre and 30 to 50 employees per acre”. Taking this at face value and using the
entire 23.7 acres for calculating each use, this gives a cap of 1067 du and 1185 employees. I've seen
Kilroy claiming “1700 permanent jobs”, which clearly shows they're over-developing the land.
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79.62 Refer to response to comment 78.18 regarding building height limitations.

79.63 This comment raises no issues regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR.
Therefore, no response is required.

79.64 As discussed in response to comment 78.14, residential densities were
calculated in accordance with a specified method provided in the City’s
Municipal Code.

79.65 As discussed in response to comment 78.14, residential densities were
calculated in accordance with a specified method provided in the City’s
Municipal Code.

79.66 The residential and employment density ranges in the RCP are targets that
provide overall policy guidance for Smart Growth Areas. SANDAG’s
Smart Growth Concept Map Site Descriptions (dated January 27, 2012),
which is more recent than the 2004 RCP, also provides residential
and employment density targets, but lists them as “minimum” targets
rather than ranges. For a Town Center, the minimum residential target
is 20 dwelling units per acre (du/ac), and 30 employees per acre for the
minimum employment target. Both the Originally Proposed Project and
revised Project would meet these policy guidance density targets.
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Remember, this only works if you use the entire zone to calculate development rights. Given the layout
of uses in One Paseo, with large sections having no office and large sections having no residential, 1
don't believe the framers of the City of Villages plan would have intended the calculations to be done
this way. If you look at the individual blocks within the project, you'll find residential densities of 50, 60
or 70 du/ac, far above the intended maximums.

The developer has misrepresented the surrounding buildings to make their building heights seem
more appropriate.

The DEIR talks about surrounding buildings ranging from one to seven stories in height (page 5.1-1).
There are no 7 story buildings near the project. It is surrounded by 2 and 3 story buildings.

The transit that will eventually be available at the One Paseo site does not support the density
requested.

Look at Hillcrest's Uptown District for an example. They have far more transit and access to major
freeways, yet the development is capped at 3 stories (2 residential over retail), and has far less density.

The planned Transit is not supportive of reducing traffic going to the new center or traffic within
the existing community.

The proposed transit for this location is a single rapid bus route. A rapid bus route is an “express” route
with fewer stops, designed to move riders to their destination with less delay. We can expect one or two
stops on this line within Carmel Valley, likely at One Paseo and again near the Marriott. This route is
really designed for commuters heading to Sorrento Valley, Mira Mesa, UTC and beyond.

While this bus route will bring some commuters and shoppers to One Paseo, and allow some residents to
use it for commuting to remote office locations, it largely doesn't solve the problems of Carmel Valley
residents. Few residents in Carmel Valley are within walking distance, so not many will be able to use
this line for commuting. And there is no local bus service to gather residents in the area and bring them
to the center, so, the proposed transit will not significantly reduce auto trips.

The DEIR itself, on page 5.1-12. states that the bus route would provide services “that would be
accessible for future on-site residents, employees, and patrons, as well as transit users in the
community.” I'm not sure how this would provide service to users in the community, unless they just
mean those few people within walking distance. If they mean that One Paseo could serve as a park-and-
ride, they would need adequate parking. However, I see no evidence in the DEIR that the parking
structures at One Paseo were designed for this additional capacity, and the additional traffic would
further cripple Del Mar Heights Road at commute time.

Park analysis incorrect, claiming surplus park space, where we actually have a shortage.

The analysis of the park requirement should only include population-based park land. It appears that the
DEIR uses MAD parks when calculating the total population-based park acreage in Carmel Valley.
However, they never really say where their numbers come from, only claiming that the development
generates a require for 4.7 acres of population-based park land, while there is currently a 4.8 acre

surplus. My calculations show a significant deficit of population-based park land.

See separate Recreation Element document.
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79.66
cont.

79.67

79.68

79.69

79.70

79.71

As discussed in response to comment 78.14, residential densities were
calculated in accordance with a specified method provided in the City’s
Municipal Code.

This reference has been revised to reflect the fact that the surrounding
buildings range between one and four stories. This clarification does not
alter the conclusion that the bulk and scale of the proposed development
would be inconsistent with the local neighborhood character.

Transit would benefit the project by affording an opportunity for future
residents and employees to minimize their reliance on the private
automobile. As a mixed-use project, the proposed development would
enable residents and employees to avoid the use of the automobile
in fulfilling their shopping, entertainment, and recreation needs.
Furthermore, as discussed in response to comment 6.7, the enhanced
TDM Plan includes a shuttle service which would connect the project
with nearby transit.

Public transportation options, such as a rapid bus line, can reduce private
automobile use. Furthermore, as discussed in response to comment
79.47, the proposed development includes a TDM Plan which includes a
number of features to reduce reliance on the private automobile.

Bus Route 473 would provide public transportation which would be
available to all members of the community. While it would be most
conveniently accessed by community residents within walking distance
of bus stops, others could access it by bicycle or by being “dropped off”
by private automobile. The comment is correct in the conclusion that a
park and ride area would not be provided by the project applicant. A park
and ride area for future transit is located nearby within the Carmel Valley
Town Center Precise Plan area.

Refer to responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170 for a discussion
of the adequacy of existing parks to serve the Carmel Valley community
with development of the Revised Project.
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— Recreational areas are placed in inappropriate locations.

The Conceptual Landscape Plan, Figure 3-3b, has a Water Use and Water Conservation note that
includes the text, “PLANTINGS WILL BE GROUPED INTO HYDROZONES, AND THE USE OF
TURF WILL BE LIMITED AND FOR RECREATION USE ONLY.” This should indicate that the
turfed areas are the only areas set-aside for recreational use, and any claims of “recreational areas”
should be judged against these turfed zones.

In fact, other than small turf areas contained with the plazas and a single fire truck turn area on Third
Auve, there are only two turfed zones: at the corner of High Bluff and Del Mar Heights Road, and at the
corner of El Camino Real and Del Mar Heights Road. These 15 to 30 foot wide strips of grass in areas
|__ adjacent to busy roads, don't seem appropriate for recreational use.

In reality, this project has no recreation areas, just a few grassy cut-outs strategically placed within the
plazas. To back up the idea that there are no recreation areas within the project, the proposed zone
DOES NOT EVEN ALLOW for recreational uses.

Proposed alternatives are unreasonably limited to unworkable choices.

The two major unmitigable impacts that the Draft EIR shows are traffic and community character. It
turns out that about 60% of the traffic from the project comes from the retail element, and that (in my
view) a large part of the community character impact comes from the large residential blocks and the tall
residential tower.

Excluding the “no development” and the “existing plan” alternatives, the examined changes largely boil
down to “commercial only”, which removes all the retail but leaves the residential, and “no retail”,
which removes all the residential but leaves the retail. The problem here is that each of these alternatives
removes one of the major impacts, but leaves the other. That is, the “commercial only” plan removes the
residential and the community character impact, but leaves the traffic impact. Similarly, the “no retail”
plan removes the traffic, but leaves the community character impact. These alternatives really only give
| us two bad choices.

It seems obvious that to deal with both major impacts, you must reduce both the retail and the residential
components of the project. I would suggest that we require Kilroy to come up with a viable alternative
project that reduces both retail and residential while maintaining mixed-use, office, and a reasonable
community plaza. Such an alternative might include an on-site park, which would better deal with the
population-based park requirement that they have overlooked. Given the community's shortage of

| active-use park space, a new sports field could be a valuable community asset.

The new CVPD-MC zone does not allow recreational uses.

The current zone allows recreational uses, the village designation calls for recreational uses, and the
DEIR states that one of the goals of the development is recreational uses. Yet, the new proposed zone
L does not allow for recreational uses. The base zone for any village should allow for recreational uses.

The DEIR does not study impacts to schools.

Kilroy cites the fact that state law allows them to pay a fee to fully mitigate any impact on local schools,
and if that's the law, that's fine as mitigation. However, that does not remove the requirement for them to

perform an analysis of the impact on local schools.
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79.72 According to Table RE-2 of the City’s General Plan, recreation areas
associated with mini-parks or pocket parks/plazas would be comprised of
hardscape as well as landscape (e.g. turf). According to Table RE-2, the
following uses are considered recreational: picnic areas, multi-purpose
courts and turf areas, comfort stations, walkways and landscaping. As
discussed in response to comment 5.6, the Revised Project includes 10.7
acres of open space including greenbelts, plazas, paseos, gardens, pocket
parks, amphitheaters, and public facilities and services. All of which are
appropriate to consider as recreational. It should also be noted that the
greenbelt areas along Del Mar Heights Road would range between 25
and 35 feet with the Revised Project.

79.73 As discussed in response to comment 5.6 and in Section 12.9 of the Final
EIR, the amount of open space within the proposed development would
increase to 10.7 acres with the Revised Project. Of this open space, 6.6
acres would be useable; the remaining 4.1 acres of open space would be
comprised of ground level open space which is not technically considered
usable because traffic noise levels are anticipated to exceed 65 CNEL.
Open space would include greenbelts, plazas, paseos, gardens, pocket
parks, amphitheaters, and public facilities and services. Most notably,
the amount of open space in the northwest corner of the project would be
increased with the elimination of the hotel.

Recreation is allowed as an accessory use to the mixed-use development
in the proposed zone.

79.74 As discussed in response to comment 5.6, the project applicant has
revised the project to reduce traffic and neighborhood character impacts
associated with the Originally Proposed Project. However, these impacts
would remain significant. A more detailed discussion of the Revised
Project is contained in Section 12.9 of the Final EIR. In addition, a
Reduced Mixed-use Alternative is evaluated in Section 12.10 of the Final
EIR. The discussion of the environmental impacts of the Revised Project
and Reduced Mixed-use Alternative concludes they would reduce but
not eliminate the significant neighborhood character impact associated
with the Originally Proposed Project. Similarly, while they also would
reduce traffic, the reduction would not be sufficient to avoid significant,
unmitigated traffic circulation impacts.

79.75 Refer to response to comment 77.10 regarding a reduction in density and
intensity.

79.76 Recreation is allowed as an accessory use to the mixed-use development
in the proposed zone.
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It is my understanding that the Solana Beach School District has not yet decided where to house all these
new students. So, while it is possible that they will be walking to the nearest school, it is also possible
that these parents will be generating additional traffic each day.

Pedestrian Circulation is shown, but not analyzed for impact.

This is supposed to be a walkable project, so we can assume a lot of new people walking: students
walking to school, workers walking to the offices, residents walking to shopping and dining
opportunities. We should note that each time one of these people reaches a major intersection, they will
impact traffic by crossing the street (have you been around Torrey Pines High School just before or just
after school?)

Shouldn't there be a study of who will be walking, where they're likely going, will they be safe, and how
will they impact traffic?
The DEIR must study how the additional traffic will impact safe routes to school.

We know that people are already cutting through Neighborhood 3 near Solana Highlands Elementary
School in order to bypass the traffic on Del Mar Heights Road. We can assume that the additional traffic
on Del Mar Heights Road will lead to more people cutting through this neighborhood and passing by the
elementary school (the DEIR even shows the left turn lane from Del Mar Heights Road into this
neighborhood will double in size.)

Additionally, the Principal of Solana Highlands Elementary School has already approached the Carmel
Valley Community Planning Board with concerns about student safety as they walk to school.

Yet, there is no analysis of the traffic through this neighborhood and how it might impact children
walking to school. The traffic study should be extended to include additional cars driving by this local
school, and an additional study should be included on the safety of the local children walking to school.

Traffic analysis must include additional traffic caused by reduced parking at the fairgrounds.

The Fairgrounds recently came to an agreement with the State's Coastal Commission that included
shutting down one of its parking lots in the San Dieguito River Valley. Given that the fairgrounds uses
parking lots along Del Mar Heights Road as overflow parking lots, the loss of a parking lot at the
fairgrounds could have a significant impact to local traffic.

The DEIR states that there are no significant views in Carmel Valley, thus they will not be
blocking any views.

I suspect the residents of East Bluff would disagree with this. They currently have views of Carmel
Mountain to the south, and I believe the residential units of One Paseo will be taller than the tops of the
existing East Bluff units, blocking their views to the south (figure 5.3.10). Views from the intersection of
Del Mar Heights Road and High Bluff Drive, which currently overlook the Carmel Valley Recreation
Center and the ridge line to the south, will be blocked by the 5 and 10 story residential buildings at the
corner.

In fact, the Neighborhood 2 Precise Plan specifically calls out the views to the south, across Carmel
Valley. By extension, the East Bluff residents are currently enjoying these same views.

Similarly, the Town Center and the area to the east of the development, including parts of the Signature

Page 19 of 21

79.77

79.78

79.79

79.80

79.81

Additional information regarding school enrollments and the effects of
the Originally Proposed Project on schools is provided in response to
comment 7.11. As reiterated in response to comment 7.11, payment of
school fees is adequate compensation of the project’s impact on schools.
As aresult, no additional information needs to be added to the Final EIR.

Refer to response to comment 75.40.

As discussed in response to comment 5.2, additional traffic associated
with the project seeking alternative routes through neighborhood streets
is not expected to be significant. As indicated in response to comment
5.2, the proposed project would not substantially increase traffic volumes
with Neighborhood. As discussed in responses to comments 7.4 and
75.40, the proposed project would not result in any impacts relative to
pedestrian safety.

The parking lost to the fairgrounds is only used on holidays and weekends
when the fair is in operation. Thus, the closure of the parking area on
the Fairgrounds property would not be expected to substantially increase
traffic on Del Mar Heights Road and in the Carmel Valley community
during peak commuter hours. The Fairgrounds currently uses several
areas for offsite parking including its Horsepark property, and the
campuses of Mira Costa College and Torrey Pines High School. Persons
seeking parking at Mira Costa College or Torrey Pines High School
would not affect weekday traffic within the Carmel Valley community.
While some trips would be diverted to Horsepark for parking, these trips
would occur on either Via de la Valle or Del Mar Heights Road.

As discussed in response to comment 79.6, the City does not consider
effects on views from private residences to be subject to CEQA.
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Point Apartments and the intersection of Del Mar Heights Road and Carmel Country Road, all have
views to the west, including the Del Mar ridge line. I believe these views will be blocked by the new
development.

The DEIR should include cross-sections and renderings of these areas to show the full impact.
This project does little or nothing toward making Carmel Valley more walkable.

Sure, it's walkable within the development, and residents will be able to easily walk to the store or their
office. However, looking at the layout of the streets in the adjacent area, there are very few residents that
would be considered within walking distance of this project. The DEIR should include a study on how
many residential units and how many office buildings are within actual walking distance. This does not
mean “as the crow flies”, rather, within walking distance when following the existing streets and
walking paths.

Given that Community Character is a major impact, the DEIR should include project renderings
that show the most impacted locations.

The current renderings are inadequate, and do not show the true impact of the project on the community.
Renderings should be from a variety of perspectives, especially showing those areas that are most
impacted. This should include:

* Views currently available to the "East Bluff" residents (north side of Del Mar Heights Road)
blocked by the project.

* Renderings of the 10 story residential tower at the corner of High Bluff and Del Mar Heights
Road.

* Renderings of the project from the Del Mar Highlands Town Center.

*  Views currently available from the East (Del Mar Highlands Town Center, and driving down Del
Mar Heights Road from the east to the west near the Fire Station) that are blocked by the towers
and residential blocks. These areas currently enjoy views of the Hills and ridgeline in Del Mar,
which would be blocked by the project.

*  Views of the project from the Carmel Valley Recreation Center.

Calling the internal streets a bike route, or claiming they connect with the SDG&E Easement bike
path doesn't seem credible.

Sure, bikes can go on the private streets within the project and they're wide enough to accommodate
them. However, there are no dedicated bike lanes and the street-level parallel parking is a known hazard
to bikers. Even if you claim this is a bike route, it doesn't go anywhere. It's just useful for someone on a
bike to get from the exterior street in to an office or retail store inside.

Connecting to the SDG&E easement requires the biker to either climb a large staircase, ride on the
sidewalk, or exit to Del Mar Heights Road.

Inconsistencies in the DEIR make it unclear exactly what is going to be built.
Descriptions, plans, images and drawings within the DEIR show a variety of heights and uses for the

same buildings. How do we determine what is actually meant by the DEIR, and which of the
descriptions determine the actual project construction? At what point do the inconsistencies become so
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79.82 The project is designed to be pedestrian friendly, both to residents of
the project and by connecting with existing sidewalks allowing area
residents to walk to the site.

79.83 As discussed in response to comment 79.14, the visual simulations
are designed to be a realistic, to-scale representation of the proposed
development and are considered adequate to serve as the basis for the
analysis of visual and neighborhood character impacts included in the
Draft EIR.

79.84 Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR (page 3-8) indicated that the project would
provide a route for bicycles through the development, but does not claim
that they would be dedicated bike paths nor does it indicate that access
to the referenced SDG&E easement would be facilitated by the project.

79.85 The Draft EIR contained a consistent reference to the building heights
within the Originally Proposed Project. In addition, the visual simulations
contained in the document are based on AutoCAD models which assure
accuracy in the representation of the relationship of the buildings in
terms of size and scale.
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79.88
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| serious that the entire DEIR has to be withdrawn, edited and recirculated?

The impact of the excavation should be described in real-world terms.

For instance, Kilroy projects 2100 cu yds per day for about 240 days. Working 5 days a week, this is
almost a full year. At 10 cu yds. per truck, there should be about 210 trucks per day. This is 26 trucks per
| hour, or about one truck every two minutes, 8 hours a day for a year.

The DEIR shows much of the civic plaza being used for retail uses.

Figure 3-3d shows kiosks (some fixed, some moveable) and cafe seating groups in the main civic plaza.
This seems more like an extension of the retail use more than a public plaza, much like the center
courtyard in the UTC mall (which is a similar size to the main plaza adjacent to Main Street.)

Any plaza claimed as “public space” should exclude the portion of that plaza that is used for retail.

Additionally, there should be a buffer around retail uses, doorways, etc. that are excluded in the

calculation of such space. Additionally, areas restricted to patrons, tenants, residents, etc. should be

excluded, as should any landscaped area not specifically designed for public use, such as street frontages
| that are landscaped with groundcover.

The DEIR should account for the 7.6 acres of useable open space within the project.

If Kilroy is going to claim that they have 7.6 acres of useable open space, they should have to provide an
inventory and a map of that space. We have previously had developers call private balconies “open
space”, and I would like to be sure that is happening here. This discussion should include open space
removed by the development of the project, and be sure that areas outside of the project boundaries are
not counted. For instance, is the center median along Del Mar Heights Road currently considered open

| space in the community, and will it be lost through this development?

79.89 | In addition, I would like them to differentiate between “private” open space, available only to residents,

79.90

employees and patrons, and “public” open space, available to the general public.
Will the Torrey Pines trees at High Bluff be saved?

I have read both. The landscape plans appear to show them removed, with a path cutting through the
location of the existing trees. However, page 5.3-16 says they will be kept.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Farinsky

cc:  Councilwoman Sherri Lightner
Bernie Turgeon, Senior Planner
Chairman Frisco White, Carmel Valley Community Planning Board
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79.86 Construction traffic impacts were evaluated and discussed in Chapter
15.0 of the traffic study and on pages 5.2-60 through 5.2-64 of the Draft
EIR. The applicant plans to install a signalized construction access prior
to project construction. Refer to Appendix O in the traffic study for a
detailed analysis of construction traffic. For a specific number of vehicles
generated by construction traffic, refer to Attachment 6, 13, and 20 in
Appendix O of the traffic study. Street segment levels of service with
construction traffic are shown on Table 5.2-40.

79.87 The proposed types of public open space that would be provided by the
Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project and the calculation of
the total area of public space are in accordance with the City standards.
The Originally Proposed Project included 9.4 acres of open space
throughout the project site of which 7.6 was useable open space. As
discussed in response to comment 5.6 and in Section 12.9 of the Final
EIR, the amount of open space within the proposed development would
increase to 10.7 acres with the Revised Project. Of this open space, 6.6
acres would be useable; the remaining 4.1 acres of open space would be
comprised of ground level open space which is not technically considered
usable because traffic noise levels are anticipated to exceed 65 CNEL
but which otherwise exhibits the characteristics of usable open space.
The large plaza is one component of the proposed public space. On-site
public open space would include greenbelts, plazas, paseos, gardens,
pocket parks, amphitheaters, and public facilities and services.

79.88 Refer to response to comment 79.87 regarding proposed types and total
amount of proposed public open space that would be provided by the
Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project.

79.89 The proposed open space facilities that would be provided by the
Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project would be available to
the public. Refer to response to comment 79.87 for the proposed types
and totals amount of proposed public open space.

79.90 As indicated on the plans for the Revised Project, the five Torrey pine
trees in the northwest corner would be preserved and integrated into the
proposed landscaping.
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Kenneth W. Farinsky
3404 Lady Hill Rd
San Diego, CA 92130

May 25, 2012

Martha Blake, Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Report for One Paseo,
Category: Parks and Recreation.
Project No. 193036, SCH No. 2010051073

Dear Ms. Blake,

I submit the following comments on the analysis of the Recreation Element and Open Space discussion
contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for One Paseo.

Parks, Open Space and the One Paseo Development

Population-based parks are very important parts of our communities. From the General Plan's
Recreation Element:

The City's parks, open space, trails, and recreation facilities annually serve millions of residents
and visitors and play an important role in the physical, mental, social, and environmental health
of the City and its residents. Parks can improve the quality of life by strengthening the body and
assisting in maintaining physical well-being. Mental and Mission Trails Regional Park social
benefits include visual relief from urban development, passive recreational opportunities that
refresh the frame of mind and provide opportunities for social interaction, and healthy activities
for youth.

The City of San Diego has chosen to take Carmel Valley's existing Maintenance Assessment District
(MAD) greenbelts and parks and count them as "population-based parks." This is a battle that was
fought by the Carmel Valley Community Planning Board in the 1980s, and was resolved at that time by
the City Council -- the City is not allowed to count MAD areas as development required "population-
based" parks.

These parks were explicitly set aside by the local community and placed into the maintenance
district as parks "above and beyond" any required City parks. They are designated in the
Neighborhood Precise Plans. The City may not take them back to allow new development.

When the MAD parks and greenbelts are correctly removed from the analysis, the conclusion reached is
that Carmel Valley is actually short on population-based park space by roughly 15 acres. One Paseo
creates the development requirement for 4.7 acres of useable population-based park land, and they
should be required to provide this land and develop the park, or pay for its acquisition and development.

Page 1 of 23

80.1 Contrary to the comment, the presence of developed open space parks

within a Maintenance Assessment District (“MAD”) does not exclude
them from being considered as a population-based park.

The City’s 2008 General Plan recommends that 2.8 useable acres of
parkland per 1,000 persons. Meeting this standard is considered a
“general benefit” and is considered a population-based park. Whenever
a community has developed park acreage in excess of the General Plan
standard, it is considered a “special benefit,” and can be identified as
a Maintenance Assessment District (MAD) park. MAD parks are City
fee-owned parkland that provide for either active, or passive recreation,
whose maintenance is funded through a MAD. As specified on Table RE-2
(Park Guidelines), contained in the Recreation Element of the General
Plan, Mini-Parks, Pocket Parks, Plazas and Special Activity Parks are

RTC-567



COMMENTS

RESPONSES

80.1 definition. When it has been determined that a community has a deficit
cont. in population-based park acres, MAD parks are no longer considered a

“special benefit,” and their maintenance is to be funded through the City’s
General Fund. Therefore, they are no longer MAD parks. However, their
use does not change. As described below, Carmel Valley, like most other
communities within the City, currently experiences a population-based
park deficit per the General Plan standards.

Table 5.12-3 of the Final EIR contains a list of existing population-based
parks, including those currently identified as MAD parks, in Carmel
Valley. The Revised Project would create an additional demand of 4.67
acres, which would create a cumulative deficit of 14.52 acres without use
of the project’s FBA fees for the parkland acquisition or intensification of
use of existing parks.

As discussed in the response to comment 63.168 through 63.170, the
City requires payment of FBA fees for all projects within communities
with an adopted Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP), and the City
calculates the required FBA fees for the Revised Project at about $13.7
million. The FBA funds are intended to fund public services, including
parks, to address the demand created for these facilities by development
projects.

The City’s primary goal is to obtain land for park and recreation facilities,
however, when land cannot be acquired, intensification of recreational
uses at existing parks that would expand their use to serve the new
residents, such as a specialized sport facility would be pursued.

Separate from this proposed development, a PFFP update was approved
by City Council on 7/16/13 and by the Carmel Valley Community
Planning Group on 4/25/13. This PFFP update adds additional parkland
(up to 15.8 acres), additional park improvements, and a parks study to
identify and recommend viable options and alternatives to provide the
community with additional park and recreational facilities.

As discussed in Section 12.9 of the Final EIR, the Revised Project would
provide, 1.5-acres of publicly accessible recreational area that could
include amenities such as a children’s play areas, picnicking and informal
sports. This 1.5 acres would be above and beyond the FBA fee payment.
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80.2

80.3 I:

On the FBA impact and a PFFP update: when new development occurs that is outside of the existing
Community Plan, the City should consider how development requirements, such as the community
acquiring additional land space for parks, will impact the FBA fund balance. The balance of the FBA
account is NOT meant to pay for facilities required for new, unplanned development. Rather, the
standard per-unit assessment fee was designed to pay for facilities required by the existing Community
Plan.

The reason that the General Plan requires the City to undergo Facilities Financing Plan updates
concurrent with the Community Plan Amendment is to determine what additional facilities will be
required by the new development and fund those projects through fees imposed upon the
additional development.

For example, if the development creates the requirement for an additional 5 acres of park land, the PFFP
should be updated to include a park project, projecting the cost of acquiring that land and building the
park. The update should also include any other added facilities required by this increased development.
Back to the park example, if land costs $40 million and construction costs $10 million, then the $50
million cost should be borne by the new development. For One Paseo, the amount should either be
charged to the 608 units (roughly $82,000 per unit) or charged directly to the overall development.

The intent of the FBA and PFFP is to ensure that development pays for City facilities required by
that development. The required FBA update, concurrent with the Community Plan Amendment,
ensures that this happens.

Given that land is not available for additional parks and given the shortage of population-based parks in
Carmel Valley, the impact of the development on the local parks must be met with an on-site population-
based park. Allowing the applicant to fulfill their population-based park land requirement only
with fees paid to the FBA and not requiring the improvement of an on-site population-based park
would result in a significant, unmitigatable impact to Carmel Valley.

The DEIR discusses open space. It must be understood that the Community Plan specifically defines
open space and its importance to the community as a whole. In Carmel Valley, open space is not some
part of a building like a deck or a balcony, it has been defined as additional land outside of a building's
footprint, and there are requirements for both total and useable acreage. This space provides a sense of
openness and gives residents a place to get outdoors.

In the original design of Carmel Valley, there was a tradeoff, adding additional open space in exchange
for increased density. This allowed developers to build units with reduced back yards, instead providing
them with community space. In 1988, the Open Space Task Force of the City Council met with members
of the Carmel Valley Community Planning board and agreed that balconies, decks and patios should not
be counted as open space in Carmel Valley (then still North City West).

Given Carmel Valley's open space requirements and definitions, the City should ensure that new
development properly requires both park land and open space land. Open space should be divided
into total open space requirements and useable open space requirements, and land added to the
open space in the community must meet all the requirements placed on them by the Precise and
Community Plans. Open space should not be within a building's footprint, like decks or balconies.

Any change to the Precise Plan that adds additional development to the community must ensure
that the development includes the open space requirements that are so important to Carmel
Valley.
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80.2 As discussed in the responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the
Project would create a deficit of 14.52 acres. However, the City’s CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds state that a parkland deficit alone
does not constitute a significant impact for the purposes of CEQA, unless
specific facilities are proposed that would result in physical impacts,
which is not the case here.

Additionally, the City considers payment of the required FBA fees
to ensure that no significant impacts to parkland would occur. The
City’s primary goal is to obtain land for park and recreation facilities,
however, when land cannot be acquired, FBA funds would be used for
intensification of recreational uses at existing parks that will expand their
use to serve the new residents, such as a specialized sport facility.
80.3 The comment does not specify the type of open space at issue (natural
open space, public parks, or private open space). There is no population-
based guideline in the General Plan for natural open space, and the
project meets the required private open space requirement.

As described in responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the City’s
CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds state that a population-
based park deficit alone does not constitute an environmental impact for
the purposes of CEQA. However, development is required to pay FBA
fees, which can be used to fund development and/or improvement of park
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DEIR Analysis of Recreation Facilities

The parks in Carmel Valley provide residents with places to gather, such as our summer concert series
that has been running for 20 years:

Park land is used by a variety of user groups: soccer, softball, baseball, lacrosse, football, field hockey,
and more. This includes joint use of most neighborhood parks by schools on weekdays, youth sports
teams in the afternoon, and adult leagues in the evenings. Adults are already shortchanged on park
availability, because adult leagues are limited to after 6:00 PM, the sun sets early most of the year, and
the majority of the parks in the community are unlit. Additionally, employment center uses place an
additional burden on community park land, even though the City currently places no park requirements
on commercial space. Workers from the nearby office buildings use the parks for active and passive
uses. This may be as simple as eating lunch in the park, or as complex as playing basketball in the gym
at the Community Park or soccer on a field at a neighborhood park.

Additional development, both residential and office, will place an additional burden on local
parks. The impacts will be especially severe given the high level of use currently experienced by
existing public facilities. The Carmel Valley parks, recreation centers and library are some of the
highest-used facilities in the City, and that's before the addition of 500,000 sf of office and 608
residential units.

Why would the City even consider adding additional residents given the severe shortage of
neighborhood parks in Carmel Valley and the major impact to local facilities?

Our award-winning master plan for North City West/Carmel Valley had 40 acres of park acreage taken
out of it before the residents moved in. Through resident activism, we were able to get 20 acres put back
into the community but that still didn’t give us enough. Now that Carmel Valley is built out, the City can
see that our population is much higher than originally predicted, and finally admit that we have a
population-based park deficit. Having the City now decide to use our open space as population-based
park land is an insult to the hard work of all the volunteers over the years who have made this
community what it is today.
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80.3 facilities within Carmel Valley. Although the Originally Proposed Project
cont. would be subject to FBA fees, those fees are standard City requirements
and not separately required as CEQA mitigation.

804 As described in responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the
City CEQA Significance Determination Threshold Guide does not
consider a population-based park deficit alone to constitute a significant
impact. Moreover, the City considers the payment of required FBA fees
(currently estimated by the City at about $13.7 million) sufficient to
ensure that no significant impacts to parks would occur. FBA fees are
used for acquisition of parkland or intensification of recreational uses at
existing parks that will expand use of those parks.

Regarding libraries, the Draft EIR concluded, on page 5.12-7, that the
Originally Proposed Project would not have a significant impact on
library facilities in Carmel Valley.
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80.5 No conversion or redesignation of parkland or open space has occurred

in connection with this analysis. Also, the suggestion that designations
of property as open space and population-based parkland are mutually
exclusive is incorrect. Please Refer to response to 80.1 for population-
based park designation.

The comment’s assertion that the population of Carmel Valley is “much
higher” than originally predicted or planned is incorrect. As discussed in
the responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, land uses in planning
documents are generalized and forecast maximum population levels
that are rarely achieved in reality, and development of other facilities
such as schools have displaced the planned development of 500 or more
residential units.

Aproject is not responsible for addressing a community’s public facilities
deficits. Facilities provided, or fees paid (FBA) are to address the project’s
public facilities requirement. The applicant will pay the required FBA
fees (currently estimated by the City at about $13.7 million) to address
its public facilities requirement.

The City’s primary goal is to obtain land for park and recreation facilities.
However, when land cannot be acquired, intensification of recreational
uses at existing parks that would expand their use to serve the new
residents, such as a specialized sport facility would be pursued utilizing
the FBA fees.
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80.6|:

Parks and recreational opportunities are an important part of our community.

The initial design of Carmel Valley traded off higher density development for additional open space and
park land. Thus, instead of providing homes with large backyards, the development included additional

units with small backyards, but additional nearby open space and park land. This allows residents to use
community open space for both recreation (park land) and for relaxation (open space.)

Looking at the Community Plan on page 96, it even says that Carmel Valley is meant to have ten
neighborhood parks!

Ten neighborhood parks are proposed adjacent to schools at central locations to the respective
neighborhoods which they serve. These facilities should be designed to provide local recreational
opportunities to the surrounding neighborhood population.

Where have these parks gone? Have developers traded some other form of development for park land,
constantly and subtly changing the development patterns in a way that wasn't recognized by residents
and City government? Shouldn't the San Diego Parks & Recreation Department and the San Diego
Development Services Department have been watching out for the local community? Each time we
remove an acre of park land, that's fewer children able to take advantage of recreational opportunities.

A number of neighborhood parks originally provided for in the Carmel Valley Community Plan were
converted to multi-family housing developments. This had the effect not only of reducing the available
population-based park land in the community, but also of increasing the demand for parks by adding
new residents. Changes like this have brought us to the current situation, with inadequate park land and
overburdened facilities.

And now One Paseo asks us to make the same mistake again, leaving the community with
inadequate park land? How can the City condone this action?

Page 4 of 23

80.6 Refer to response to comment 80.5.
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80.7|:

80.8

Reading the Park, Recreation and Open Space Element of the Carmel Valley Community Plan on p. 91,
we see that neighborhood parks should serve between 3,500 and 5,000 residents.

Neighborhood Parks and Playgrounds should contain a minimum usable area of five acres when
located adjacent to an elementary school (the ideal situation), and ten acres when not so located.
They should serve a resident population of from 3,500 to 5,000 persons. In order to assure ready
accessibility to residents of the neighborhood, the maximum service area radius should generally
not exceed one half mile. The arrangement of space and the type of facilities located within each
park must be related to the population and use characteristics of the neighborhood served.
However, each park should have at least a play area, multi-purpose courts, picnic facilities, lawn
area, and landscaping.

It should be noted that the City Standard of each neighborhood park serving 3,500 to 5,000 residents
within one-half mile of the park does not even hold true before the development of Kilroy's One Paseo
property. Given the DEIR's stated 36,000 residents, there should be between 8 and 10 neighborhood
parks in Carmel Valley, plus two community parks! Looking at actual, developed population-based parks
within the community plan, one will indeed find two community parks, but only 5 neighborhood parks.
Given this shortage if 3 to 5 neighborhood parks, any study is sure to find that each existing park is
serving more than the desired 3,500 to 5,000 residents!

While the One Paseo DEIR does discuss how many adjacent neighborhood parks there are in the area, it
does not discuss how many residents fall within the one-half mile radius service area. The DEIR should
include a study of each neighborhood park and its service area, showing how many residents are served
by each park.

Note that the one-half mile figure is taken from the Mobility Element of the General Plan, and
constitutes reasonable walking distance for an average person. Thus, the distances between the park and
resident are not meant to be “as the crow flies”, rather, they are meant to be walking distance by
sidewalk, path or other pedestrian accessible route. So, placing a park across a busy road with no
convenient crossing points may increase the actual walking distance to the park.

‘Why doesn't the DEIR provide a study of the existing neighborhood parks within one-half mile of
the proposed One Paseo development, showing if each park already serves the required 5,000
residents?

Taking actual walking distance into account, the only neighborhood park within one-half mile of the
proposed One Paseo development is Solana Highlands Neighborhood Park, located in Carmel Valley
Neighborhood 3. Neighborhood 3 contains a mix of single-family homes, low density multi-family
units, and low-medium density multi-family. I believe there are roughly 1,400 units in this
neighborhood, which translates to nearly 4,000 residents. However, the Solana Highlands Neighborhood
Park also serves the western portion of Carmel Valley Neighborhood 7, which appears to contain yet
another 1,400 units! Thus, the Solana Highlands Park appears to already serve nearly 8,000 residents, far
above the desired 5,000 resident limit set by the City.

If Solana Highlands Park already serves nearly 8,000 residents and the City requires a
neighborhood park for each 3,500 to 5,000 residents, how can the additional 1,666 residents from
the One Paseo project not be seen as being a significant impact, specifically to this park and
generally to population-based parks throughout Carmel Valley?
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80.7 As described in responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the City
considers payment of the required FBA fees to ensure that no significant
impacts to parkland would occur. FBA fees are used for acquisition of
parkland or intensification of recreational uses at existing parks that will
expand use of those parks. Thus, no analysis of parkland outside the
Carmel Valley Community Plan area is warranted.

80.8 As described in responses to comments 63.168 through 170, the
Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project would result in a deficit
in parkland. However, the City considers payment of FBA fees to ensure
that no significant impacts to parkland would occur.
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In this regard, the One Paseo DEIR consistently looks at its own needs, without considering the needs of
the surrounding areas. For example, the DEIR looks at adjacent parks and assumes that, since there are
multiple parks within one-half mile, then the new population will be adequately served. There is no
examination if the existing park already serves too many people.

Similarly, one can look at the analysis of emergency services. The DEIR notes that the fire engines
will be able to reach One Paseo in sufficient time, as the distance from the station is not far.
However, there is no analysis of how all the additional traffic and gridlock on Del Mar Heights
Road might impact the ability of those emergency services to reach distant points, such as the
Torrey Pines Community, across the freeway.

On page 5.12-3, the DEIR makes a statement about neighborhood parks being within one mile of the
population:

The Recreational Facilities Guidelines in the Recreation Element of the General Plan recommend
a minimum 2.8 acres of population-based park land per 1,000 residents. This results in
Neighborhood Parks of 3 to 13 acres, serving a population of 5,000 within approximately 1 mile
radius, and Community Parks of a minimum 13 acres, serving a population of 25,000. The
guidelines also recommend a minimum 17,000 square foot recreation center for every 25,000
residents or within 3 miles, whichever is less, and a community swimming pool complex, for
every 50,000 residents, or within 6 miles whichever is less.

However, the Community Plan is very specific that the residents should be within one half mile,
and the Community Plan should take precedence.

The DEIR, after noting that Neighborhood Parks should be within 1 mile and that Community Parks
should be within 3 miles, proceeds to analyze parks within 1.5 miles of the project. Given that this
doesn't meet the Community Plan neighborhood park requirement (0.5 miles), their own neighborhood
park requirement (1.0 miles), or the community park requirement (3.0 miles), it is unclear why they
chose this distance. However, on they go:

Parks and recreational facilities located within a 1.5-mile radius of the project site are shown in
Table 5.12-2, Project Area Recreational Facilities, and Figure 5.12-1. The City of San Diego
operates 13 population-based parks within this vicinity. The two closest neighborhood parks to
the project site are the 11.98-acre Solana Highlands Park located on Long Run Drive
approximately 0.2 mile north of the site, and the 11.5-acre Carmel Creek Park located at the
corner of Carmel Creek Road and McGuire Drive approximately 0.5 mile east of the site. A
portion of both of these parks operate under a joint use agreement with the Solana Beach School
District. The Carmel Valley Recreation Center is located at 3777 Townsgate Drive less than 0.2
mile southeast of the project site. This 18.7-acre community recreation center has approximately
13.1 useable acres. Figure 5.12-1 also displays the open space parks in the project vicinity,
including Carmel Valley Open Space, Crest Canyon Park, and Torrey Pines State Reserve. These
parks are included for reference, but not analyzed further.

This is followed by a table of parks, most of which are not neighborhood parks, or even population-
based parks! There are two community parks in the table (Carmel Valley and Ocean Air), and four
neighborhood parks (Ashley Falls, Carmel Creek, Carmel Del Mar, and Solana Highlands.) The other

| parks consist of greenbelts, open space and MAD parks.
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80.9 As described in responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the City
considers payment of the required FBA fees to ensure that no significant
impacts to parkland would occur. FBA fees are used for acquisition of
parkland or intensification of recreational uses at existing parks that will
expand use of those parks.

80.10 As stated in response to comment 15a.46, congestion on Del Mar
Heights Road associated with the project would not prevent adequate
emergency services from being available to the proposed development
or the surrounding community, nor would the project result in any
environmental impacts associated with the construction of public
facilities associated with emergency services.

80.11 As described in responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, the City
considers payment of the required FBA fees to ensure that no significant
impacts to parkland would occur. FBA fees are used for acquisition of
parkland or intensification of recreational uses at existing parks that will
expand use of those parks.
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Nowhere is there actually any analysis of the number of residents already served by each park or the
number of housing units around each park. Any reasonable analysis would include a survey of the
number of housing units in the developments surrounding each park.

‘Why does the DEIR not provide any survey, map or tracking of the number of housing units in
each development, and an assignment of those units to a particular population-based park?

Additionally, given the inconsistency between the radius served by a neighborhood park (one-half
mile in the Community Plan, one mile in the DEIR), shouldn't there be a determination as to
which figure is correct, and, shouldn't the Community Plan take precedence?

Finally, the “half-mile” distance is meant to be “walking distance”. One should not simply draw a
radius to check the distance “as the crow flies”, rather, one should check the distance using
established sidewalks and walking paths.

FBA and PFFP Updates

When looking at new development, the General Plan's Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element
notes on page PF-9 that the City should “Evaluate and update financing plans when community plans
are updated.” Similarly, LU-D.2 says,

Require an amendment to the public facilities financing plan concurrently with an amendment to
the General Plan and community plan when a proposal results in a demand for public facilities
that is different from the adopted community plan and public facilities financing plan.

Similarly, the Land Use and Community Planning Element of the General Plan states on page LU-23
(emphasis mine):

Public Facilities Planning

The City must carefully balance how to accommodate growth while also requiring the timely
provision of public facilities. Each community must have the opportunity to establish, through its
adopted community plan and public facilities financing plan, a specific framework to prioritize
the provision of needed public facilities and services. Additionally, each new development
proposal must be carefully evaluated to determine both its benefit to, and impact upon the
community to ensure that it contributes to public facilities commensurate with the level of
impact. More information on providing facilities and services can be found under the Public
Facilities, Services, and Safety Element.

There is clearly a difference in demand for public facilities, with the additional 1,666 residents creating a
need for 4.7 additional acres of population-based parks. And the contribution to public facilities is not
commensurate with the level of impact!

The net result is that this development does have a significant impact on Public Facilities, specifically on
parks. Again, given the lack of available land in the community, if the developer does not meet this need

on-site, then this will be a significant, unmitigated impact to the community.

Why has the City allowed this significant, unmitigated impact to the community to go

| unrecognized in the DEIR?
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80.12 The adequacy of parkland is based on a community plan-wide analysis
based on population within the community plan area. Analysis of the use
of specific parks within by the community residents is not required nor
appropriate.

80.13 As discussed in response to comment 80.12, the adequacy of parkland is
based on a community-wide analysis.

80.14 As discussed in response to comment 80.12, the adequacy of parkland is
based on a community-wide analysis.

80.15 Refertoresponsesto comments 63.168-170 for a discussion regarding the
lack of project impacts to community parks and recreation opportunities.
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80.16

80.17

80.18

80.19

80.20

COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Given the increased demand for public facilities caused by this development, specifically in the
need for additional park land, why has the City not initiated an amendment to the public facilities
financing plan concurrent with the General Plan and community plan amendment, as required by
policy LU-D.2 in the Land Use and Community Planning Element of the General Plan?

This proposed development has a severe impact on adjacent residential projects. Since no additional
park land will be provided, already overused parks will face increasing damage as additional users are
added to the schedule. Maintenance, already an issue with the City because the General Fund cannot
handle the strain of other expenses, will not be increased to handle the additional use, so the parks will
deteriorate and the quality of life of local residents will suffer.

Why should local residents shoulder the burden of additional residents using existing parks?

The answer is, they should not. Existing residents should not bear the burden of new development, and
the point of the PFFP Update is to recognize the cost of the additional development to local facilities
requirements and to allocate that cost to the new development. That is, as stated in LU-23, the
contribution to public facilities, and therefore to the PFFP, must be commensurate to the level of impact.

Whatever the cost of adding these 4.7 acres of additional park land to the community should equal
the amount contributed by the developer to the FBA. Otherwise, the existing residents end up paying
for a facility demand created by the new development, which is not allowed. Even if funds are available
in the FBA, existing residents should not be required to pay for facilities that would not be required
without the discretionary development that provides new demand outside of what is called for in the
existing Community Plan.

New development should pay for itself, both within its own development footprint, and in all
additional public facilities required to service the new development. In this regard, the City should
ensure that One Paseo pays both the land cost and the development cost of any new park land
required by the development.

Open Space Parks and Passive Parks

Open space is an important part of the Carmel Valley Community Plan, and many areas have been
dedicated as open space or as passive “Renaissance Parks”, which is documented in neighborhood
Precise Plans.

For instance, the Neighborhood 7 precise plan shows that Torrey Highlands Park is explicitly “Enhanced
Open Space”. See the Land Use Plan in the Neighborhood 7 Precise Plan, roughly page 12, or the Land
Use Summary on page 13, or the discussion of Open Space and Enhanced Open Space on page 21 and
continued on page 23.

‘Why has the City chosen to treat Torrey Highlands in the same way as other MAD parks, even
though the Precise Plans show very different designations for these parks (Torrey Highlands is
“Enhanced Open Space”.) Shouldn't the City treat the Torrey Highlands as open space, the same
as Overlook Park, and exclude this acreage from the population-based park analysis?

The 7-acre green space underneath the power lines across from the Pacific Athletic Club (“Powerline
Park” or “Carmel Mission Park”, is also NOT a park! Members of the Carmel Valley Community

Planning Board specifically attended San Diego City Council committee meetings in the late 1980s to

Page 8 0of 23

80.16 The General Plan Policy LU-D.2 requires a concurrent amendment to a
public facilities financing plan only “when a proposal results in a demand
for public facilities that is different from the adopted community plan and
public facilities plan.” As discussed in the responses to comments 63.168
through 63.170, the Originally Proposed Project would be required to
pay FBA fees, consistent with the PFFP, which the City considers to
ensure that no significant impacts to parkland would occur. Therefore, no
PFFP Amendment is required.

Separate from this proposed development, a PFFP was approved by
City Council, This PFFP update adds additional parkland (up to 15.8
acres), additional park improvements, and a parks study to identify and
recommend viable options and alternatives to provide the community
with additional park and recreational facilities. With this update, the FBA
fee structure will not change. That there is no fee schedule increase is due
primarily to lowered land and project costs (multiple completed projects
have come in under budget). In addition, the FBA cash balance was and
is relatively high due to a previously deleted parks project that had been
kept in the FBA cash flow as additional future parks facilities had been
anticipated.

80.17 The letter incorrectly asserts that parks are overused without any evidence
or factual information that new residents would cause substantial
physical deterioration. Moreover, the comment incorrectly asserts that
a disproportionate burden falls on existing residents. As described in
responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170 and 80.4, the Revised
Project would pay an estimated $13.7 million in FBA fees, consistent
with the PFFP, which could help fund the acquisition and development
of additional parkland, or could fund improvements to existing parkland
that would result in an intensification of use. The calculation of required
FBA fees for the Revised Project would occur in the same manner as for
other projects in Carmel Valley, and the FBA fee amounts are adjusted by
the City as conditions warrant. The Revised Project would also include
about 1.5 acres of recreational amenities.

Separate from this proposed development, a PFFP was approved by
City Council. This PFFP update adds additional parkland (up to 15.8
acres), additional park improvements, and a parks study to identify and
recommend viable options and alternatives to provide the community
with additional park and recreational facilities. With this update, the FBA
fee structure will not change. That there is no fee schedule increase is due
primarily to lowered land and project costs (multiple completed projects
have come in under budget). In addition, the FBA cash balance was and
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80.17 is relatively high due to a previously deleted parks project that had been
cont. kept in the FBA cash flow as additional future parks facilities had been
anticipated.

80.18 Payment of applicable FBA fees would be made a condition of approval
for the Originally Proposed Project and Revised Project. Refer to
responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170 regarding population-
based park requirements.

80.19 Refer to response to comment 80.1 for a discussion regarding MAD
parks and population-based parks.

80.20 As shown in the responses to comments 63.168 through 63.170, only a
portion of Carmel Mission Park is considered useable population-based
park. This designation is consistent with other parks in the City that also
contain overhead power lines.
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ensure that this stretch of grass underneath power lines was not counted as useable park acreage because
it is not an appropriate location for kids to play, given the dangers of overhead power lines to kite flying

80.20 or other aerial mishaps. The developer, Baldwin, claimed that it had to remain a turfed area and open
cont. space because they it was represented this way to neighboring homeowners when the property was sold.

Carmel Mission Park must not be counted as a population-based park because of useability
limitations imposed by the overhead power lines. The City Council agreed to this in the 1980s.

Similarly, there were tradeoffs made in the community, allowing additional development in exchange for
additional park land. This park land was meant to offset development, and allowed developers to build
denser units, trading back yards and larger lots for additional parks. That is, instead of providing units
with their own yards, developers provided nearby parks where children could plan and residents could
walk their dogs. These were not meant to be “active use” parks, dedicated to sports use, rather, they were
meant to be passive parks, allowing residents to relax in a “community back yard.”

Information on dedication of such land through City Council resolutions may be found on page 1 of the
Neighborhood 1 Precise Plan:

On December 5, 1985, the Planning Commission unanimously adopted an amendment to the
precise plan by Resolution No. 5999. The City Council of the City of San Diego unanimously
adopted a modified revision of the precise plan amendment on April 8, 1986, by Resolution No.
R-265423, and the modifications made by the Council are reflected in the attached document.
This amendment increased the number of dwelling units in the precise plan from 1,957 to 2,136
and added three mini-parks totalling 8.2 acres.

On July 12, 1990, the Planning Commission of the City of San Diego approved an amendment to
the precise plan (Resolution No. 0723) increasing the number of dwelling units from 2,136 to
2,168; relocated the elementary school site; eliminated a neighborhood commercial center and
increased the size of the renaissance park site from 1.25 acres to 5.0 acres. The City Council of
the City of San Diego unanimously adopted the amendment on October 16, 1990, by Resolution

No. 276725.
This clearly shows that these parks, greenbelts and open space were set aside based on 80.21 As indicated in response to comment 80.1, the General Plan has no
80.21 development in the community and may not be counted as population-based parks. Doing so standard acreage requirement for open space within the Clty As such
would be double-counting of the same acreage, which is not allowed. ; '

there would be no “double-counting” as stated in the comment.

These parks are now part of our open space and park land in Carmel Valley. The community has
specifically chosen to maintain a number of parks above and beyond the City Standard. These
“Renaissance Parks” have been paid for by local FBA dollars and transferred into the community's
Maintenance Assessment District (MAD) and are not part of the City's population-based park system!

These parks, greenbelts and open space have been transferred into the “North City West Lighting and
Open Space Maintenance District”, removing them from the City's population-based park system.

Whenever standards in the Carmel Valley Neighborhood 1 Precise Plan exceed the City of San
Diego Guidelines and Regulations, the Carmel Valley standards shall take precedence.

Similarly, the Neighborhood 4, 5 and 6 Precise Plan states that:
the renaissance parks will be acquired and constructed utilizing F.B.A funds and will be
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incorporated into the North City West Public Facilities Financing Plan. However, unlike the
Neighborhood Park, future maintenance of the renaissance parks will be accomplished under the
North City West and Open Space Maintenance District rather than from City General Funds,
since they are in excess of City Population-based park standards.

Given that all of the MAD parks, greenbelts and open space have been specifically set aside by the 80.22 Refer to response to comment 80.1.
80.22 relevant community precise plans, why is the City allowing the developer to count them as
population-based park land?
In the Carmel Valley Community Plan, on page 91, also says that there is both a requirement for parks,
to meet recreational needs, and for open space, which serve more passive activities:

The influence of parks, recreation and open space upon the quality of life within any given
community requires the thoughtful location of these facilities. In an attempt to provide for the
recreational needs of future North City West residents two basic types of recreational facilities
are contemplated. The first includes population based parks which are activity oriented. The
second includes open space and resource based parks which are passive in nature.

In any analysis of parks in Carmel Valley, the City must be very careful to keep population-based parks

separate from open space, as there is a defined need for both. The Community Plan shows a requirement 80.23 Refer to responses to comments 80.1 and 80.21.
80.23 for more passive parks, and these MAD parks fulfill that need. Any land already counted as open space
) or passive park land may not be counted as population-based park land. This is specifically called out in

the Carmel Valley Community Plan. The General Plan Glossary (GL-19) provides definitions for the various

park types within the City of San Diego and states that:
The Carmel Valley Community Plan, on page 91 and 92, notes how important open space is:
o . _ Population-based parks include Neighborhood Parks (which
Jetermined by th nstral environmental conditons of he and form. Mot valleys and canyors includes mini-parks, pocket parks or plazas) and Community
with potentiai]ﬂooding problems, lands within 25 percent and up sloi)e céltegoriesyand slopin}:g Parks t.hat pr0V|de useable S pace for bOth. a.Ctlve and p aSSI_Ve
lands with unstable geologic conditions are included within the open space category. Other lands recreational USES, located in close prOXImlty to residential
which will be subject to excessive noise pollution along Route 56 and Interstate 5 are also development and intended to serve the dai Iy needs of residents.
considered for open space.
In a basic sense the open space is the most important land use aspect of the North City West Open Space Parks are systems COﬂSIStIng of canyons, mesas,
and other natural landforms such as Tecolote Canyon, Rancho

community since it determines community structure while conserving the most important ~ g .
features of the natural environment. Further, open space can serve one of the most important Penasqunos Preserve, and Black Mountain Natural Open Space

aspects of human behavior, that is, an escape from the pressure of urban life. Parks. These are i_ntended_tc_) preserve and protect native p_Iants
and animals, while providing public access for recreational
The City must not convert existing open space and passive parks into active-use spaces because the purposes.

Community Plan identifies these as the most important land use aspect of the community! This
passive space is a requirement of the Community Plan.

The quoted provisions of the Community Plan provided in the comment

The Community Plan also considers Maintenance Assessment District (MAD) parks and land controlled neither diFECtl_y state nor Imply that open space facilities are ineligible
by the assessment district to be part of the open space inventory of the community, not part of the City for consideration as pOpUlatlon-based pal‘k|and, Parks that are deve|0ped
controlled population-based park system: with typical neighborhood park amenities, such as turf, and provide for

| L . . . . passive recreation would not be considered as open space per the General
n order to promote realistic phasing of development, preparation of a precise plan which .- . . . .

considers which lands must be purchased through the assessment district process and the timing Plan deﬁnltlon’ nor the Communlty p l_an’ which both ldentlfy the need
of such purchase will be necessary. This process will allow the purchase of. necessary open space for _Open space to conserve the most |mp0rtant features of the natural
lands before development of adjacent lands escalates the purchase price. environment.
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80.24

80.25|:

80.26

This specifically states that land purchased through the assessment district process is part of the
necessary open space lands for the community.

Given the specific direction of the Carmel Valley Community Plan, which separates open space
from park land and considers MAD park land to be open space, why has the City unilaterally
decided to move existing MAD park land and other greenbelts in Carmel Valley into the
neighborhood park inventory for the community?

So, even though the City takes the direction that it's OK to convert these MAD parks because the MAD
park designation is only supposed to be used for land in excess of the City park requirement, the
Community Plan specifically shows the need for these additional passive spaces that were required by
the community to allow for additional dense development. The City's Development Services Department
is acting under the direction of the General Plan when the local Community Plan should take
precedence.

This is a very important point: where there is a discrepancy between the General Plan and
Community Plan, the Community Plan should take precedence. In this case, that means that these
passive, MAD parks must not be converted to population-based parks.

On the Reclassification of Open Space to Park Land

When Carmel Valley was planned, the intent was to increase the density of the development, providing
smaller yards for residences, in exchange for providing additional greenbelts and MAD parks as open
space in the community. It appears that the intent of the City in changing the classification of existing
greenbelts and MAD parks to “population-based” parks is to undo a significant planning principal used
in the original development of North City West.

The design of Carmel Valley was meant to be comprehensive, providing an optimal balance of uses:

All planning and implementation programming should be predicated on the concept of
developing a series of new communities throughout the study area. Communities should be
designed and located to insure that future residents will be afforded an optimum balance of
dwelling styles and prices; convenient shopping, office and similar business centers, educational,
cultural, recreational and health services and facilities.

That is, the community was designed with an optimal amount of development, civic, recreational and
open space. The idea that open space or greenbelts can be turned into active-use recreational areas with
no impact violates the very foundations of the Carmel Valley Community Plan.

It appears the City of San Diego has decided to reclassify existing greenbelts, open space, and MAD
parks as “population-based” parks to support One Paseo's claim that the community has an excess of
population-based park land. Since the City appears to be changing the designation of this land, it needs
to ensure that this is appropriate.

Does the City have opinion from legal counsel that it is appropriate to reclassify existing
greenbelts, open space, MAD parks and other land as “population-based park land”, given the
issues with ensuring proper open space, dealing with legal issues of maintenance and transferring
of acreage out of the MAD system, and the fact that the Recreation Element of the General Plan
specifies that equivalencies are for adding new parks, not for converting existing acreage?
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80.24 Refer to responses to comments 80.1 and 80.23.

80.25 Refer to responses to comments 80.1 and 80.23.

80.26 There is no General Plan stan