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Costa Verde Center Revitalization Project 
Environmental Impact Report 

Letters of Comment and Responses 
 
Letters of comment to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) were received from agencies, 
organizations, and individuals. Parties that submitted comments individually are summarized in 
Table RTC-1, List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals. Some comments did not 
pertain to the adequacy of analysis in the Draft EIR or to other aspects pertinent to the potential effects 
of the proposed Costa Verde Center Revitalization Project on the environment pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Responses are provided to these comments; however, it is noted 
here for the public record that such comments are not in the purview of the EIR or CEQA. Each comment 
letter is reproduced alongside the corresponding responses to individual comments. 
 
Several comment letters received during the Draft EIR public review period contained requests for 
revisions that resulted in minor changes to the EIR text. These changes to the text are indicated by 
strikeout (deleted) and underline (inserted) markings in the Final EIR.  
 

Table RTC-1 

List of Commenting Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals  

Reference Commenter Page 

 Governmental Entities  

A California Department of Transportation RTC-1 

B San Diego Metropolitan Transit System RTC-7 

C San Diego Association of Governments RTC-8 

D University Community Planning Group RTC-13 

 Organizations  

E Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo RTC-29 

F Climate Action Campaign RTC-320 

G Garden Communities RTC-323 

H Kimpton Hotels & Restaurants RTC-324 

I Marriott International RTC-391 

J Sierra Club RTC-392 

K Westfield RTC-411 

 Individuals  

L Jena Bellin RTC-412 

M Barry Bernstein RTC-413 

N Anthony Glaser and Barbara Glaser RTC-414 

O Henry Kerlick RTC-415 

P Lucy Lehman RTC-416 

Q Lance Parker RTC-417 

R Louis Rodolico RTC-418 

S Louis Rodolico RTC-425 

T MJ Tichacek RTC-434 

  



2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-1 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1 
 
 
 
 
 

A2 
 
 
 
 

A3 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A1 Comments regarding Caltrans’ mission and review role are noted. No further 
response is necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
A2 The Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA; draft EIR Appendix B) was performed 

using Caltrans signal timing plans at ramp intersections in the study area, obtained 
through coordination with Caltrans’ staff in December 2015. An additional review 
of the current Caltrans signal timings was conducted in May 2020 and it was 
concluded that the signal timings and the associated analysis remained unchanged 
for all ramp intersections except for the State Route (SR-) 52 Eastbound 
Ramps/Genesee Avenue intersection, which updated flashing "Don’t Walk” and 
yellow time. The intersection delays for this intersection were revised for all 
scenarios with the updated signal timing and incorporated into the appropriate 
LOS tables in Section 5.2, Transportation/Circulation, in the final EIR and included 
in Appendix B1. These updates did not change the significance findings or the 
conclusions of the EIR relative to Transportation/Circulation. 

 
 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-2 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 A3 Mitigation measure TRA-3 of the draft EIR identifies the installation of a traffic 
signal to allow for protected northbound left turns at the Genesee Avenue/SR-52 
Westbound Ramps. Mitigation measure TRA-4 of the draft EIR identifies right-turn 
overlap on the westbound approach and associated signal modification at the 
Genesee Avenue/SR-52 Eastbound Ramps. These mitigation measures would 
include improvements to pedestrian and bicycle facilities at these intersections.  
 
Although the identified improvements would fully mitigate the impact, the 
Project’s impact to this intersection is considered significant and unmitigated 
because the timing of the identified improvements is uncertain. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-3 

 

 
 
 
 

A4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

A4 Sections 21.0 and 22.0 of the TIA, provided as Appendix B to the EIR, provide a 
detailed description of the VMT Significance Criteria, Methodology, and Analysis. 

 
A5 Comments regarding complete streets, multi-mobility needs, and smart growth 

are noted. As these comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the draft EIR, no 
further response is necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-4 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A7 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 

A6 Caltrans’ role as a Responsible Agency and the need for an encroachment permit 
prior to work within the Caltrans right-of-way are noted. Activities within Caltrans 
right-of-way would be limited to installation or modification of traffic signals. It is 
acknowledged that the applicant must provide approved final documents and 
corresponding technical studies to Caltrans as part of the encroachment process. 
No regulatory or resource agency permits are necessary for implementation of the 
Project or mitigation measures. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A7 Introductory comments regarding impact mitigation are noted. Regarding the 

mitigation measures TRA-3 (Genesee Avenue/SR 52 Westbound Ramps) and 
TRA-4 (Genesee Avenue/SR 52 Eastbound Ramps), the Project proposes 
improvements to mitigate the corresponding significant impacts to below a level 
of significance. However, as explained in the EIR (Section 5.2.2.4), because these 
improvements require Caltrans approval, the project applicant and City are unable 
to independently assure their timely implementation and therefore these 
improvements may not be in place prior to the development of the Project. The 
applicant will work with Caltrans to implement the mitigations within Caltrans' 
jurisdiction. However, these impacts are appropriately assessed at this time as 
significant and unmitigated. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-5 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A7 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
A7 (cont.) Regarding the mitigation measures TRA-5 through TRA-8, which refer to 

project impacts to the regional freeway mainline and metered freeway on-ramp 
location, there are no programmed improvements or funding identified at this 
time on I-5 or I-805. Absent these programs, the EIR concludes that the regional 
impacts would be significant and unmitigated.  
 
The applicant will coordinate and pursue Caltrans approval of the proposed 
mitigation measures to the Genesee Avenue/SR 52 Westbound Ramps and 
Genesee Avenue/SR 52 Eastbound Ramps intersections. As a part of this approval 
process, an Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) will be prepared for the SR 52 
Westbound Ramps/Genesee Avenue intersection. 

 
 
 
A8 Comments regarding right-of-way and the encroachment permit process are 

noted. As these comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the draft EIR, no 
further response is necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-6 

 

 
 
 
 

A8 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-7 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

B1 
 
 
 
 

B2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B1 Comments regarding the use of the UTC Transit Center by numerous bus routes 

are noted. The project does not propose changes to this traffic signal, which is 
only activated by buses for access to and from the UTC Transit Center.  

 
B2 Each of these intersections was analyzed in Appendix B of the draft EIR for all 

scenarios. Mitigation measures for these intersections are identified in Section 5.2 
and Chapter 9.0 of the EIR, which include both physical widening and signal 
phasing/operational improvements to reduce identified significant impacts to 
below a level significance to the extent feasible. 
 
Impacts to two of the noted intersections would be reduced to below a level of 
significance, while impacts at the remaining four intersections would remain 
significant and unmitigated. Given that Transit Signal Priority (TSP) measures 
primarily require an exclusive transit lane, which is not physically feasible on 
Genesee Avenue, the City has determined that TSP measures are not 
recommended to be implemented on Genesee Avenue. Consequently, TSP 
improvements are not proposed to be implemented as mitigation. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-8 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C1 Comments regarding the City’s implementation of policies in San Diego Forward: 

The 2015 Regional Plan are noted. No further response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C2 Comments regarding the City’s prioritization of transit-oriented development in a 

Smart Growth Opportunity Area, availability of transit, and coordination to 
establish pedestrian access to the future trolley station are noted. No further 
response is necessary. 

 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-9 

 

 
 

C3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 C3 Information regarding proximity to existing bus routes was provided in draft EIR 
Section 5.2.6.2, and information has been added to this section regarding planned 
bus service improvements. Figure 22-1 of the TIA, included as Appendix B to the 
EIR, illustrates existing and planned bus routes through the project’s Horizon Year 
(2035). Per the 2050 SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan (Table A.5), Route 473 
is a future Rapid bus route identified to operate between Oceanside and UTC by 
2030. However, there is no mention of Route 34 in the RTP. The Project would 
facilitate access to transit through a bus stop along the project frontage as well as 
the construction of pedestrian bridges that would connect the Project site to the 
Trolley Station and the UTC Transit Center. 

 
C4 The Project does not propose roadway widening and the addition of lanes along 

roadway segments as mitigation measures. Rather, it proposes to upgrade and/or 
repair signal interconnect, communications, detection and controller equipment 
as partial mitigation for roadway segment impacts as noted in Section 5.2.2.4 of 
the EIR. The Project would include bicycle improvements along Nobel Drive 
between Genesee Avenue and Regents Road. All other bicycle facilities along 
project frontages are consistent with planned bicycle infrastructure; therefore, no 
other upgrades to existing shared lanes or bike lanes are proposed. The Project 
proposes to provide 11 shower stalls and 38 two-tier personal effects lockers for 
on-site employees. The Project would provide 20 short-term and 99 long-term 
bicycle parking spaces. Improvements to walking and bicycling facilities are 
described in Section 5.2.4 of the draft EIR. 
 
Section 5.2.4.2 of the EIR describes improvements to expand the local alternative 
transportation network, including bicycle improvements the project would 
construct. The Costa Verde project proposes bicycle improvements along Nobel 
Drive between Genesee Avenue and Regents Road to provide a one-way cycle 
track on the north side consistent with the ongoing University Community Plan 
Update Draft Bicycle Network Recommendations (March 2020). The City typically 
requires development projects to construct bicycle improvements along their 
project frontages. The Costa Verde project frontage along Nobel Drive extends 
between Genesee Avenue and Costa Verde Boulevard but the Project’s proposed 
Class IV bicycle improvement extends beyond its frontage westerly to Regents 
Road. 
 
Mitigation measure TRA-23 for the intersection of Genesee Ave/Nobel Drive 
includes the installation of a right-turn overlap phasing on the eastbound 
approach, with associated signal modification. 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-10 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 C4 (cont.) This mitigation would also include improvements to the bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities at this location. 
 
Bicycle racks would be provided in easily accessible locations throughout the site, 
on at least two levels. Bicycle rooms and lockers would be provided at two 
locations on the first level below the podium, as shown on the project plans. 
 
The project Bicycle Mobility Analysis in Appendix B (Section 18.0) discusses the 
bicycle mobility in the immediate area and focuses on the bicycle improvements 
along the project frontage. The Costa Verde project proposes bicycle 
improvements along Nobel Drive between Genesee Avenue and Regents Road to 
provide a one-way cycle track on the north side consistent with the ongoing 
University Community Plan Update Draft Bicycle Network Recommendations. The 
City typically requires development projects to implement bicycle improvements 
along their project frontages. The Costa Verde project frontage along Nobel Drive 
extends between Genesee Avenue and Costa Verde Boulevard but the Project’s 
proposed Class IV bicycle improvement extends beyond its frontage westerly to 
Regents Road and therefore exceeds the City’s requirement. 
 
The feasibility and implementation of other off-site bicycle improvements in the 
immediate area and bicycle mobility treatments such as bike signals are currently 
being studied as a part of the University’s Community Plan Update.  
 
As a part of the intersection improvements proposed at the Genesee 
Avenue/Esplanade Court intersection, as illustrated in Figure 3-1 of the EIR, the 
Project would provide high-visibility crosswalk and pedestrian count-down timers, 
which are the current City standard. Bicycle racks would be provided in easily 
accessible locations throughout the site, on at least two levels. Bicycle rooms and 
lockers would be provided at two locations on the first level below the podium. 
 
Existing accessible path currently connects the hotel site and retail uses and it 
would remain. 
 

C5 The TDM measures the project would provide are listed in Mitigation Measure 
TRA-5 in Section 5.2 and Chapter 9.0 of the EIR, including the following measures: 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-11 

 

 
 
 
 
 

C5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 C5 (cont.)  
• Charge salaried employees market-rate for single-occupancy vehicle parking 

and provide reserved, discounted, or free spaces for registered carpools or 
vanpools. 

• Provide carpool/vanpool parking spaces as part of the overall project parking 
requirements at the project site. These spaces will be signed and striped 
“carpool/vanpool only.” 

• Provide showers and locker facilities located within the parking structure 
adjacent to the security office, as shown on Exhibit “A.” 

• Maintain an employer network in the SANDAG iCommute program for all 
tenants/employees. 

• Provide on-site carsharing and/or bike sharing. 
• Provide a 25 percent transit subsidy to hourly employees working on the 

property. The subsidy value will be limited to the equivalent value of 25 
percent of the cost of a Metropolitan Transit System “Regional Adult 
Monthly/30-Day Pass” (currently $72 for a subsidy value of $18 per month).  
Subsidies will be available to 75 percent of the hourly employees. The subsidy 
will be offered at the Opening Day of the project and will be provided for a 
period of three years. 

• Provide transit pass sales at the site’s concierge. 
• Provide a shuttle for workers in the research and development and office 

buildings to access other properties within the community owned by the 
same entity. If a public zero-emission shuttle is established in the community 
in the future, provide a stop within the project site.  

• Implement smart parking technologies to provide real-time space availability, 
carpool/vanpool priority, and the option to reserve spaces in advance. 

• Install micromobility parking to accommodate a variety of micromobility 
forms, near the elevators to the Trolley. 

• Provide additional bicycle and micromobility amenities, such as tire 
pump/repair stands as well as electric bike and scooter charging stations. 

• Consider enhanced wayfinding investments as part of the final design 
process. 

 
C6 The Final EIR will be provided to SANDAG for review per this request. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-12 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-13 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D1 The important role of community planning groups, as well as Commenter’s 
concerns and recommendations, are noted. The City concurs with the comment’s 
summary of the Project and alternatives. Please refer to the detailed responses to 
comments that follow. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-14 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D2 It is common for projects to undergo revisions as they complete the planning and 
environmental review process. In determining whether additional environmental 
scoping is required in response to project changes, the City considers whether the 
purpose of the scoping process has been fulfilled. In accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15082, the scoping process is intended to solicit feedback on 
the significant environmental issues and reasonable alternatives and mitigation 
measures that should be explored in the EIR. In the case of the subject EIR, 
environmental topics that were excluded from analysis based on the initial 
scoping were limited to agricultural and forestry resources, biological resources, 
hazards and hazardous materials, historical resources, mineral resources, 
population and housing, and tribal cultural resources. Because such resources and 
features are lacking at the site, changes to the Project would not result in 
potential impacts to these issue areas that were previously excluded from 
analysis. Similarly, the community has provided extensive input regarding 
potential alternative land uses on the site. Because the purpose of the scoping 
process has been fulfilled, the City determined that a new Notice of Preparation 
and scoping meeting were not required. 
 
The City extended its public review period for the Draft EIR from the required 
45 days to a total of 75 days to provide additional opportunity for public 
comment. The public review period was initially published as being from 
March 12, 2020 to April 27, 2020. On March 25, 2020, the University Community 
Planning Group (UCPG) requested an extension to the public review period. In 
response to this request from an officially recognized community planning group 
and in accordance with Land Development Code Section 128.0307, Requests for 
Additional Public Review Time on the Draft Environmental Document, the public 
review period was extended to May 11, 2020. On April 15, 2020, the UCPG 
requested a second extension. In response, the public review period was 
extended to May 26, 2020. During the extended public review period, the City 
received comment on the Draft EIR from both the University Community Planning 
Group and individual members of the community. All comments received during 
the extended public review period are addressed in this Final EIR and will be 
presented to decision-makers for their consideration. It should be noted that 
Governor Newsom’s Executive Orders N-25-20, N-29-20, and N-35-20 suspended 
portions of the Brown Act, including requirements for in-person meetings, in an 
effort to combat COVID-19. The UCPG therefore conducted a virtual meeting on 
May 12, 2020 to gather community input prior to issuing its comment letter on 
the project. 
 

 
 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-15 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D2 (cont.) The public will also have the opportunity to participate in public hearings 
with the Planning Commission and City Council prior to a final decision being 
made regarding the Project. 

 
D3 Although the City cannot confirm statements made to the UCPG, this summary of 

information contained in the comment is consistent with the EIR. As such, no 
further response is necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-16 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D3 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D4 
 
 
 
 

D5 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D4 It is correct that the Costa Verde Specific Plan (CVSP) was previously amended to 
remove the hotel use that was originally planned for inclusion in the northern 
portion of the CVSP. The Project would amend the CVSP to reinstate this originally 
planned use (draft EIR Section 3.4.1). 

 
D5 The City concurs with this summary of information from the draft EIR. 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-17 

 

 
 
 
 

D5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D6 Comments regarding the increase in vehicular trips and estimated mode share for 

the project are noted. Please also refer to the response to Comment D7 for 
additional information regarding mode share. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D7 The 13 percent non-vehicular mode share is a conservative assumption that was 

used in the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix B to the EIR). It was 
calculated by running a SANDAG Mixed-Use Development (MXD) model to 
account for non-vehicular and internal capture trip reductions. 
 
First, the Climate Action Plan (CAP) mode share goal reflects a citywide goal for 
mode share in Transit Priority Areas, and is not a standard or threshold used for 
individual project analysis, nor is it directly comparable to the 13 percent Project-
specific mode share estimate made for the purposes of the Transportation Impact 
Analysis. Second, while the City encourages and incentivizes non-vehicular travel, 
there is no requirement imposed by the City or CEQA mandating that land 
development projects meet a specific mode share percentage. Each project 
evaluated is context-specific, and dependent on project location, land use mix, 
and accessibility to transit, among other factors. 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-18 

 

 
 
 
 

D7 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D7 (cont.) Lastly, the Transportation Impact Analysis was conducted conservatively by 
using the lower non-vehicular mode share calculated using the SANDAG MXD 
Model (13 percent) rather than assuming a City-wide mode-share goal (20 
percent). This conservative approach ensures that potential traffic congestion is 
not underestimated. 

 
 
 
 
 
D8 The City adopted a CAP that outlines the actions that City will undertake to 

achieve its proportional share of State greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions. 
The CAP is a plan for the reduction of GHG emissions in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15183.5. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(h)(3), 
15130(d), and 15183(b), a project’s incremental contribution to a cumulative GHG 
emissions effect may be determined not to be cumulatively considerable if it 
complies with the requirements of the CAP. 
 
The purpose of the Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist is to, in conjunction 
with the CAP, provide a streamlined review process for proposed new 
development projects that are subject to discretionary review and trigger 
environmental review pursuant to CEQA. Analysis of GHG emissions and potential 
climate change impacts from new development is required under CEQA.  
 
The CAP Consistency Checklist is part of the CAP and contains measures that are 
required to be implemented on a project-by-project basis to ensure that the 
specified emissions targets identified in the CAP are achieved. Implementation of 
these measures would ensure that new development is consistent with the CAP’s 
assumptions for relevant CAP strategies toward achieving the identified GHG 
reduction targets. Projects that are consistent with the CAP as determined 
through the use of this Checklist may rely on the CAP for the cumulative impact 
analysis of GHG emissions. 
 
As documented in the draft EIR and the CAP Consistency Checklist (Appendix D), 
the Project would be consistent with the CAP, and therefore a less than significant 
impact would occur. Additionally, the measures outlined would be conditions of 
approval. 

 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-19 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D9 The first referenced quote is in response to Question 1 of CAP Strategy 3, which 
asks, “Would the proposed project implement the General Plan’s City of Villages 
strategy in an identified Transit Priority Area (TPA) that will result in an increase in 
the capacity for transit-supportive residential and/or employment densities?” The 
quoted response provides an accurate answer to the Checklist question. Similarly, 
the answer regarding implementation of the General Plan’s Mobility Element 
accurately describes the Project’s features. Neither response implies a particular 
mode share, nor are individual projects required to demonstrate or achieve a 
particular mode share. Also refer to the response to Comment D7. 

 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-20 

 

 
 
 
 

D10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D10 The analysis contained the draft EIR and the CAP Consistency Checklist 
(Appendix D) properly addresses the effects of the Project on the environment. 
Section 5.2 of the draft EIR correctly describes, “The Project would provide a 
one-way Class IV cycle track (striped lane with a vertical barrier) along the 
northern edge of Nobel Drive between Genesee Avenue and Regents Road along 
the project frontage.” The existing bicycle network in the project vicinity is 
accurately described on draft EIR Section 5.2. The bike lanes that were previously 
provided along the Genesee Avenue frontage were removed as part of the 
Mid-Coast Trolley construction, but will be reconstructed at the completion of 
construction activities. 

 
D11 The CAP Consistency Checklist does not require ongoing measurement and 

reporting of performance. Refer to the response to Comment D14 regarding 
implementation of TDM measures. Specifically with regard to parking, salaried 
employees would be charged market rate for single-occupancy parking. The 
market rate for parking is, by definition, determined based on the market 
conditions in the area at the time, which will be evaluated by the site’s parking 
management company prior to issuance of building permits and implemented by 
tenants with salaried employees. 
 
As noted in the response provided to Appendix D CAP Checklist Step 2, Item 6, the 
Project would designate 10 percent of the total number of parking spaces for a 
combination of low-emitting, fuel-efficient, and carpool/vanpool vehicles. Based 
on the provision of a total of 2,076 parking spaces, the Project is required to 
provide 208 designated spaces. The Project would provide 210 designated parking 
spaces and would thus be consistent with the CAP Consistency Checklist 
requirements. The locations of these spaces would be illustrated on final plans 
prior to issuance of Project building permits and would be marked with 
appropriate signage and striping in accordance with City requirements. This fulfills 
the applicable CAP Consistency Checklist requirements. 

 
D12 The noted TDM measures are proposed as partial mitigation measures to reduce 

project impacts to less-than-significant levels on City of San Diego facilities. On 
impacted Caltrans facilities, while the TDM measures mentioned partially mitigate 
the impacts to freeways, it was concluded that the project impacts on the regional 
locations would still be considered significant and unmitigated. Additionally, the 
TDM measures were not used as a trip generation credit or trip reducing measure 
in the traffic analysis. 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-21 

 

 
 

D12 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D12 (cont.) The TDM measures contained in Mitigation Measure TRA-5 have been 
clarified to provide that the City’s Environmental Designee shall verify that all 
requirements are included on Project Construction Drawings prior to the issuance 
of Building Permits, and that requirements are implemented. Each of the 
mitigation requirements is verifiable and the clarifications to the mitigation 
measures would ensure their implementation consistent with CEQA requirements. 
Quantification of the effect of these measures is not required. 
 
Moreover, the project applicant has agreed to a TDM Monitoring and Reporting 
Program to assess the estimated net reduction in project trips due to the 
proposed TDM measures. Traffic counts and data relating to paid parking, non-
vehicular usage, carpool/vanpool usage, and transit subsidies will be collected 
using on-site person surveys, field visits, coordination with the property owners 
and tenants and traffic counts. The project applicant will conduct the monitoring 
program annually for a period of three years. Annual TDM Reports will be 
prepared and submitted to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The 
implementation, maintenance, and monitoring of the TDM Program will be a 
condition of the discretionary permit. 

 
D13 Refer to response to Comment D11 regarding the parking management plan and 

the response to Comment D12 regarding monitoring of TDM measures.  
 
D14 Refer to response to Comment D10 regarding the analysis of the Project’s 

improvements to bicycle transportation. The community’s bicycle network is 
being evaluated as part of the University Community Plan update process. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-22 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D16 
 
 
 
 

D17 
 
 
 

 D15 As referenced in draft EIR Section 5.2, as a part of the project TDM program, a 
parking management plan is proposed to be prepared prior to issuance of building 
permits that is intended to implement the project design requirements that 
salaried employees would be charged market rate for single-occupancy vehicle 
parking and reserved spaces would be provided for registered carpools or 
vanpools in accordance with CAP requirements. Refer to responses to Comments 
D11 and D12 regarding implementation and monitoring of the TDM program. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D16 The adjacent continuing care retirement community is considered as a sensitive 

receptor in the noise analysis. The analysis of construction noise describes the 
noise impact on the adjacent residentially zoned property to the west, which 
includes the Vi. For operational noise impacts, 14 receivers were specifically 
included in the noise analysis model at various floors and facades of the portions 
of the Vi closest to the project site, including the L-shaped building (skilled nursing 
facility) and the South Tower, as illustrated on Appendix E Figure 6. The 
unmitigated noise levels at each of these receivers is detailed in Appendix E 
Table 14. Because noise levels at some of these receivers were modeled to exceed 
the applicable noise limit, mitigation is included to reduce noise levels. The 
mitigated noise levels are detailed in Appendix E Table 16. With the proposed 
mitigation, noise levels at all receivers were calculated to be below the applicable 
noise limit. 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-23 

 

 
 
 

D17 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D19 
 
 
 
 

D20 
 
 

 D17 Draft EIR Section 5.7 notes that the continuing care retirement community to the 
west (the Vi), which includes the skilled nursing facility, is considered a sensitive 
receptor. As a result, the draft EIR identified a potentially significant construction-
noise impact at this sensitive receptor. Mitigation Measures NOI-4 and NOI-5 
would be implemented that would reduce construction noise to levels considered 
acceptable by the City. Specific noise levels that could be considered to “interfere 
with normal business communication or affect sensitive receptors” are subjective. 
For comparison, normal human conversation level is approximately 60 decibels at 
a distance of three feet, a garbage disposal is 80 decibels at a distance of three 
feet, and a gas lawn mower is approximately 70 decibels at 100 feet. The 
construction noise mitigation included in the Draft EIR requires noise levels be 
reduced to below 75 dBA LEQ (12-hour) at the project site’s property line it shares 
with the residentially zoned properties to the west (which include the skilled 
nursing facility). As such, noise levels at the exterior of the buildings to the west 
would be exposed to noise levels no greater than 75 dBA LEQ (12-hour). Since 
standard building materials typically attenuate noise by 15 decibels, interior noise 
levels at the nearby receptors would be approximately 60 decibels averaged over 
a 12-hour period, or the noise level of normal human conversation. While there 
may be periods where noise levels at the property line exceed 75 decibels, thus 
potentially exposing receptors to noise levels greater than 60 decibels, these 
periods would be short-term, intermittent, and infrequent. In addition, as 
mentioned above, noise levels that could be considered to ‘interfere with normal 
business communication or affect sensitive receptors’ are subjective, and noise 
levels in excess of 60 decibels are not necessarily considered excessively loud or 
disruptive. As such, construction-generated noise is not anticipated to result in 
substantial interference with business communication or substantially affect 
sensitive receptors. 

 
D18 The skilled nursing facility (as well as other elements of the Vi) are considered as 

part of the off-site sensitive receptors to the west, to which the required 
mitigation would apply. 

 
D19 The City’s Mitigation Monitoring Coordinator is responsible for ensuring 

implementation of the required mitigation measures; therefore, inclusion of 
additional parties in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is not 
required. Nonetheless, the project applicant is willing to commit to monthly 
meetings with the Vi, Garden Communities, and townhome homeowners’ 
associations within 500 feet of the site during construction. 
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D20 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D20 The Traffic Control Plan (including a Haul Route Plan) that will be required as a 
condition of project approval will review and consider the amount of construction 
vehicle traffic on community roadways.  
 
Noise modeling was conducted for Phase E construction traffic, which involves the 
greatest number of daily haul truck trips (180 trucks each making two trips per 
day, resulting in a total of 360 daily truck trips). This construction phase also 
involves 300 employees each making two trips per day, resulting in a total of 600 
employee trips per day. Modeling was conducted for the roadway segments of La 
Jolla Village Drive, Nobel Drive, and Genesee Avenue that would accommodate 
project construction traffic and along which noise-sensitive land uses are located. 
 
The modeling indicates that project-generated construction traffic would not 
result in a perceptible or significant increase in noise levels at noise-sensitive land 
uses located along roadways that would accommodate project-generated 
construction traffic. 
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D21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D21 The primary purpose of conducting the noise measurements is to provide 
information on the general ambient noise levels of the project area and the 
existing noise setting. The measured noise levels, together with the traffic counts 
(which were conducted for both measurements for the project), can also be used 
to confirm the accuracy of or adjust the noise model, if necessary. While 
measurements for a 12-hour period could be useful in showing the current 
roadway noise profile over the course of a day and would likely reveal variation in 
hourly average noise levels, such measurements are not necessary for modeling 
the Project’s potential traffic noise impacts. The analysis included in the EIR 
considers noise levels from future (when the Project would be operational) traffic 
volumes both with and without the project-generated traffic, as provided in the 
project-specific Transportation Impact Analysis, to assess the Project’s 
contribution to the noise levels. Existing noise level measurements are not 
factored into the analysis. For the analysis, peak hour traffic volumes, assumed to 
be 10 percent of daily traffic volumes (which is typical in an urban setting), are 
included in the noise model to calculate maximum hourly average noise levels, 
which in turn are used to estimate CNEL from roadway traffic that could be 
experienced by nearby receptors. The CNEL is a 24-hour average, where noise 
levels during the evening hours of 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. have an added 5 dBA 
weighting, and noise levels during the nighttime hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. 
have an added 10 dBA weighting. The model-calculated peak hour average noise 
level (with peak hour traffic as 10 percent of daily traffic volumes) is 
approximately equal to the CNEL, per guidance provided in the California 
Department of Transportation Technical Noise Supplement for the Traffic Noise 
Protocol. As such, average noise levels for traffic noise over a 24-hour period are 
estimated without the need to conduct extensive noise measurements. 
 
The Draft EIR analyzes impacts based on impact criteria. The data presented in the 
example statistical table provided in this comment are statistical data from a 
published scientific journal. This information is not relevant to the analysis 
presented in the draft EIR, and does not provide meaningful information to assist 
the public or decision-makers in understanding potential impacts of the Project. 
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D22 
 
 
 

D23 
 
 
 
 

D24 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D26 
 
 
 
 
 

D27 
 
 
 
 

 D22 While specific information regarding chemicals that would be used on site for 
landscaping is not available at this time, landscape and storm water codes require 
minimizing chemicals entering the storm drain system through site design and 
efficiency in irrigation (i.e., Source Control Best Management Practices). Irrigation 
would be supplied by public reclaimed water from the City’s reclaimed water main 
in Nobel Drive. All site runoff would be routed through the storm water treatment 
units and detention chamber prior to entering the public system. 

 
D23 Rainwater is no longer planned to be captured and reused on site. The referenced 

EIR text has been corrected accordingly. 
 
D24 The existing McDonalds and Chevron improvements would be parceled and 

separated from the developed site by the proposed Tentative Parcel Map. 
Drainage from the parcel with the existing McDonalds and Chevron would remain 
unchanged in the proposed conditions. Please note, the drainage patterns for sub-
basins A13 and A14 are identical in Exhibit B (Existing Drainage Exhibit) and 
Exhibit C (Proposed Drainage Exhibit) of draft EIR Appendix G1. Node #107 is the 
discharge point for the site and therefore runoff generated from sub-basins A13 
and A14 would not be routed to the detention system. Because the Project does 
not propose work in these areas, additional treatment of associated stormwater is 
not required. 

 
D25 The page number, detention volume, and runoff rates referenced in the comment 

do not appear to be consistent with draft EIR Appendix G1. For the 100-year storm 
event, the Project would generate a peak runoff of 63.53 cubic feet per second 
[cfs] (per Table 4-1) prior to application of controls, and discharge at a rate of 
17.53 cfs (per Table 4-2) after detention and hydromodification low-flow controls. 
The analyses and calculations have been performed using the most current 
standards and methodology for hydromodification and stormwater treatment. 

 
D26 As described in draft EIR Section 3.2.1, “The architecture of the center would 

consist of modern design and materials, consistent with the character of the 
community’s urban core.” Regency Centers and Alexandria Real Estate Equities 
have hired the same architect to ensure consistency of design and the aesthetics 
of the Project will continue to evolve through preparation of the final set of 
Construction Documents. Wood used on the exterior would be conditioned and 
sealed and would receive routine maintenance to avoid gray discoloration. 

 
D27 The EIR accurately describes the height of the proposed hotel in the Project 

Description (Section 3.2.4) as well as throughout the EIR, including in the 
referenced evaluation of visual impacts. The conceptual elevations reflect the  
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D27 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D28 
 
 
 

D29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 D27 (cont.) plans as submitted by the applicant to the City at the time of preparation 
of the draft EIR and are intended for illustrative purposes. Notwithstanding that 
the plans submitted by the applicant illustrated a lower hotel elevation, the hotel 
is described, and impacts analyzed, throughout the EIR based on a maximum 
allowable height of 135 feet, which represents a worst-case condition. 
 
The determination of whether a project would result in a significant visual impact 
is based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds (2016a). Significance 
criteria related to height include the following: 
 
• The project significantly conflicts with the height, bulk, or coverage 

regulations of the zone and does not provide architectural interest (e.g., tilt-
up concrete building with no offsets of varying window treatment) 
(page 5.3-18); 

• The project would exceed the allowable height or bulk regulations and the 
height and bulk of the existing patterns of development in the vicinity of the 
project area by a substantial margin (page 5.3-24); and 

• The project would be located in a highly visible area (e.g., on a canyon edge 
or adjacent to an interstate highway) and would strongly contrast with the 
surrounding development or natural topography through excessive bulk, 
signage, or architectural projections (page 5.3-24). 

 
While the quote from the EIR analysis regarding the hotel element is accurate, it is 
important to consider it in context with the other analysis. As stated regarding the 
referenced view, “Surrounding development is currently at a larger scale and 
greater intensity than existing on-site development and would continue to be so 
upon Proposed Project implementation despite the increase in development 
intensities on site” (Section 5.3.4.2). The hotel would be consistent with the 
height and bulk of the existing surrounding development within the Urban Node 
and would not be out of character with the surrounding development patterns. 
Thus, in light of the City’s significance criteria, the presence of a “fairly prominent 
new vertical element” within an urban context that includes many prominent 
vertical elements, does not comprise a significant visual impact. 

 
D28 The uncontrolled driveways currently exist and are not proposed as new 

entrances or exits. The Project’s uncontrolled driveways would be designed to 
meet City of San Diego standards as outlined in the City of San Diego Street Design 
Manual and to the satisfaction of the City Engineer in terms of driveway width, 
non-contiguous sidewalks (which separate sidewalks and the curb with a  
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 D28 (cont.) landscaped buffer), and traffic control (i.e., stop sign on the driveway). 
Pedestrian improvements at the controlled intersection of Genesee Avenue/ 
Esplanade Court would include high visibility crosswalk and pedestrian countdown 
timers per current City standard and are shown on Figure 3-1 of the draft EIR. 

 
D29 Information regarding the UCPG’s vote is noted. No further response is necessary. 
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E1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E1 Introductory comments regarding the summary of the Project, discretionary 
entitlements, summary of the Commenter’s concerns, statement of interest, and 
legal background information regarding CEQA are noted. Refer to the responses 
to the individual comments that follow. 
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E1 
cont. 
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E1 
cont. 
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E1 
cont. 
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E1 
cont. 
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E1 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
E2 The description of the Project as presented in the EIR is stable and consistent.  

 
Appendix B to the draft EIR, includes trip generation rates for two land use 
categories that involve offices: Commercial Office for one building and Scientific 
Research and Development for two buildings. The University Community Plan, 
Costa Verde Specific Plan, and associated implementing permits for the project 
allocate separate maximum allowable square footage limits for the two land use 
categories.  
 
The draft EIR and the associated Appendix B used to prepare the Transportation/ 
Circulation analysis presented in Section 5.2 of the EIR uses the average daily trip 
(ADT), AM and PM peak hour trip rates for the Scientific Research and 
Development land use per the City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual, May 
2003 for two of the three buildings. The Project’s Research and Development 
buildings are comparable to the Scientific Research and Development category 
listed in the Trip Generation Manual rather than other forms of office use based 
on the following consideration stated by the applicant: 

 
• Similar Functions-Employees would be engaged in innovative research in 

scientific and technological fields including life sciences (pharmaceuticals, 
diagnostics, medical devices and genomics), telecommunications, 
hardware/software/applications, nanotechnology, drones, artificial 
intelligence, and autonomous driving cars to any other number of cutting-
edge advancements. 

• Space per Employee-Research buildings are designed to include significantly 
more work space per employee than a conventional commercial office due to 
specialized functions and equipment. 

• Internal Space Planning-Multi-use support spaces within research buildings 
are necessary to foster collaboration and accommodate specialized functions. 

 
Approval of the proposed planning documents and discretionary permits, which 
identify and restrict permissible uses of the subject property, requires the 
constructed project to be consistent with the transportation analysis conducted 
for the Project.  
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E2 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E2 (cont.) Based on the foregoing, the trip generation rate and associated 

operational air pollutant emission calculations (including CalEEMod inputs) are 
appropriately based on the type of use proposed for the site. 
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E2 
cont. 
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E2 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E3 The Chapter 3, Project Description of the draft EIR appropriately describes that 

construction of the Project is anticipated to take “approximately three years.” 
 

While construction traffic levels would be expected to vary during the 
construction period, the analysis was conducted based on the four-month period 
that would be expected to have the greatest amount of traffic. Given that the 
construction traffic analysis is conducted based on a peak hour level on a given 
day, the overall construction duration of construction activities does not affect the 
construction traffic analyses or their conclusions. 
 
The modeling of air pollutant emissions as reported in Section 5.4, Air Quality, of 
the EIR and the Air Quality Technical Report (Appendix C) has been revised to 
reflect that architectural coating activities will overlap with building construction 
and paving activities to accurately reflect the 36-month project construction 
schedule. This revision would not result in emissions exceeding the established 
significance criteria. 
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E3 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

E3 (cont.) As stated in Appendix C, “The construction schedule was determined by 
input from the Project Applicant.” Additionally, this information source is included 
in Section 1.3, User Entered Comments and Non-default Data, of the CalEEMod 
outputs included as Appendix A to draft EIR Appendix C. More specifically, the 
construction schedule modeling is based on input from an experienced and 
licensed construction contractor who was conducting scheduling activities for the 
project applicant, which was the best available source of information regarding 
likely construction scheduling and activities. As indicated above, the minor 
modifications made to the construction schedule and associated air pollutant 
emission modeling do not result in a new significant impact and therefore do not 
require recirculation of the EIR. 
 
Noise impacts are determined based on noise levels on any given day and are not 
affected by the duration of construction. 
 
In summary, the EIR was revised to clarify that the anticipated construction 
timeframe is three years. The associated revisions did not result in the 
identification of new significant impacts. Therefore, recirculation is not warranted. 
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E3 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E4 Residential uses are not proposed or contemplated as part of the Project. The 

Project is requesting a Tentative Map for commercial purposes only. Draft EIR 
Figure 3-8, Tentative Parcel Map, clearly indicates in bold, capital letters, “FOR 
COMMERCIAL CONDOMINIUM PURPOSES.” This would enable individual 
ownership of the proposed uses and would not allow for uses that have not been 
analyzed in the draft EIR. The Commenter’s assumption that the allowance for 
creation of condominium lots has the potential to result in residential 
development on the site is incorrect. The potential for division of ownership of the 
analyzed uses would not result in the potential for additional environmental 
impacts beyond those analyzed in the draft EIR. 
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E4 
cont. 
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E4 
cont. 
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E4 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E5 The Commenter is incorrect in stating that the CEQA Guidelines “require an EIR to 
consider ‘whether a project would result in…[g]eneration of a substantial 
temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project….” CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, from which this quote is taken, also 
states, “The following is a sample form that may be tailored to satisfy individual 
agencies’ needs and project circumstances… The sample questions in this form are 
intended to encourage thoughtful assessment of impacts, and do not necessarily 
represent thresholds of significance.” As encouraged by the CEQA Guidelines, the 
City has adopted its own Significance Determination Thresholds, which are relied 
upon for the analysis in the EIR. 
 
Refer to the response to Comment D21 regarding ambient noise measurements. 
As shown in Table 3 and Table 4 of draft EIR Appendix E, site notes and observed 
traffic distribution were recorded. These observations were then used to help 
calibrate the computer model, but not as the baseline for project analysis. 
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E5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E5 (cont.) Furthermore, construction noise assessments are not dependent on 

baseline noise levels, but rather are based on a set standard noise limit. Per the 
City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, “temporary construction noise 
that exceeds 75 dBA LEQ at sensitive receptors would be considered significant.” 
Specifically, the threshold addresses average noise levels between the 12-hour 
period 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., as measured “at or beyond the property lines of 
any property zoned residential.” The EIR appropriately identified significant 
construction noise impacts as well as mitigation measures to reduce those 
impacts to below a level of significance. 
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E5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E6 The project is expected to generate approximately 4,981 average daily trips (ADT) 
as summarized in Table 5.2-6 of the EIR and detailed in Chapter 8 of the TIA 
(Attachment B to the EIR). All 4,981 ADT were assigned to the network and 
analyzed under the study scenarios. The 1,615 unused ADT refers to the number 
of trips associated with the original planning process for the Costa Verde Specific 
Plan Area and was discussed as an informational item only in the EIR. The trip 
assignment in the draft EIR and Appendix B did not take any credit for the unused 
1,615 ADT. Therefore, no changes are required to the traffic analysis or the EIR 
regarding the project trip generation. 
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cont. 
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E7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E7 Comments regarding CEQA requirements are noted. As these comments do not 

specifically address the adequacy of the draft EIR, no response is necessary. 
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E8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E8 The Project Description (Section 3.3, Phasing, Demolition and Construction) states 

that project construction activities would use “CARB/USEPA Engine Certification 
Tier 4, or equivalent methods approved by CARB.” The description has been 
modified to clarify that Final Tier 4 equipment is required. As the use of this 
technology is incorporated into the Project Description, it need not be included as 
a mitigation measure. It will be included as a condition of approval for the Project. 
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E9 
 
 
 

E10 
 
 
 

E11 
 
 
 
 

E12 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E9 CalEEMod defaults for schedule and equipment are based on total project 

acreage. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 of CalEEMod Appendix D, Default Data Tables, list the 
default equipment and construction schedule assumed within the model based on 
site acreage. As described in Chapter 3 of the draft EIR, the Project would disturb 
11.9 acres of the previously developed 13.9-acre project site. The Acres of Grading 
modeled in draft EIR Appendix C were adjusted to 11.03 acres. While this should 
have been set to 11.9 acres for consistency, all project-specific acreages fall within 
the 10- to 15-acre project size bin identified in CalEEMod Appendix D. Therefore, 
even with the omission of the 0.87 acre identified by the Commenter, any 
CalEEMod defaults maintained through the analysis are consistent based on the 
site acreage. This is confirmed with revised modeling included in the final EIR 
where Acres of Grading has been set to 11.9 consistent with Chapter 3 of the draft 
EIR and no change to grading phase emissions resulted. There is no change to the 
impact conclusions presented in the draft EIR. 

 
E10 Refer to the response to Comment E3 regarding the project construction 

schedule. 
 
E11 As stated in draft EIR Appendix C, “Construction equipment estimates are based 

on assumptions provided by the Project Applicant.” Additionally, this information 
source is included in Section 1.3, User Entered Comments and Non-default Data, 
of the CalEEMod outputs included as Appendix A to the Air Quality Technical 
Report. The inputs were based on project-specific information regarding the type 
and duration of planned construction activities. More specifically, the construction 
equipment inputs were based on input from an experienced and licensed 
construction contractor who was conducting scheduling activities for the project 
applicant, which was the best available source of information regarding likely 
construction activities. 

 
E12 As noted by the Commenter, Rule 55 does not expressly require specific dust 

control measures. The measures applied are standard industry practice in order to 
achieve the performance standard (airborne dust beyond the property line) set by 
the Rule. Compliance with applicable regulations is not considered a mitigation 
measure and therefore need not be included in the MMRP. Refer to response to 
Comment E8 regarding the use of Tier 4 equipment. 
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E13 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E13 The modeling completed by the Commenter is not accurate. Discrepancies are 

detailed in the responses to Comments E34 through E40. The CalEEMod output 
prepared by SWAPE shows the parking lot size was set to 16.91 acres. As detailed 
in draft EIR Chapter 3, “Approximately 11.9 acres of the previously developed 
13.9-acre site would be graded.” The parking lot as modeled by the Commenter is 
larger than the entire Costa Verde Center. The modeling conducted to support the 
draft EIR utilized accurate assumptions based on the Project description and 
determined that the Project would not result in significant air quality impacts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

E14 The assessment of exposure to toxic air contaminants, including diesel 
particulates (diesel PM) was adequately and appropriately evaluated, as disclosed 
in the draft EIR and Appendix C. Construction activities would result in short-term 
project-generated emissions of diesel PM from the exhaust of off-road, heavy-
duty diesel equipment. The dose to which receptors are exposed is the primary 
factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a 
substance or substances in the environment and the duration of exposure to the 
substance. Thus, the risks estimated for a maximally exposed individual (MEI) are 
higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a longer time period. According to the Office 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, health risk assessments (HRAs), 
which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to TAC emissions, should be 
based on a 30-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be 
limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project. There 
would be relatively few pieces of off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment used 
during construction, and the construction period would be relatively short, 
especially when compared to 30 years. Combined with the highly dispersive 
properties of diesel PM and additional reductions in exhaust emissions from 
construction equipment that would include diesel particulate filters, construction-
related emissions would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial emissions of 
toxic air contaminants. 
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E14 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
E14 (cont.) Operational HRAs are generally conducted for major sources of toxic air 

contaminant emissions. For stationary sources, HRAs are required for industrial 
facilities (e.g., refineries, distribution centers, and rail yards) that emit substantial 
amounts of air pollutants. Such facilities with the potential for harmful toxic air 
contaminants are specifically listed in the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) 
Air Quality and Land Use Handbook. CARB does not list mixed-use or retail 
developments, like the Project, because they are not major toxic air contaminant 
emission sources. Therefore, as a matter of guidance and standard practice, 
mixed-use developments such as the Project are not required to prepare health 
risk assessments to satisfy CEQA mandates. 
 
The Project air quality analysis complied with California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA; the association comprised of all air pollution 
control districts in California) guidance, as well as adopted City thresholds, and is 
fully adequate under CEQA. A description similar to that provided by the 
Commenter regarding how TACs differ from criteria pollutants is provided in 
Section 5.4.1.2 of the draft EIR. 
 
Refer to response to Comment E43. 
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E14 
cont. 
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E14 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E15 Commenter’s assertion that, “A significant cumulative air quality impact occurs 

where a project results in a net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard” is incorrect. Rather the standard is whether a project would 
result in a “cumulatively considerable net increase.” As described in draft EIR 
Section 5.4, Air Quality, the region is in a federal and/or state nonattainment area 
for particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) and ozone. The Project would result in the 
generation of particulates as well as ozone precursors volatile organic compounds 
and oxides of nitrogen (NOX). Refer to response to Comment E13, which explains 
that correct modeling confirms that the Project would not result in emissions of 
NOX or other pollutants that would exceed thresholds established by the San 
Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD; Rule 20.2(d)(2)) and City’s CEQA 
Significance Determination Thresholds. 
 
The screening level thresholds established within SDAPCD Rule 20.2 have been 
calculated to determine the volume of emissions that would have the potential to 
affect regional air quality standards within the San Diego Air Basin. Any project 
which results in emissions equal to or greater than these levels must demonstrate 
whether it would cause additional violations of a national or state ambient air 
quality standards anywhere the standards are already being exceeded. Therefore, 
for CEQA purposes, the screening level thresholds can be used to demonstrate 
that a project’s total emissions would not result in a significant impact to air 
quality. A project that would have a significant impact on air quality with regard to 
emissions of ozone precursors would also have a cumulatively considerable 
impact to regional air quality. However, the proposed project’s construction 
emissions would be below the screening level thresholds and would not violate 
any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation. Therefore, construction emissions would not be cumulatively 
considerable, and the cumulative impact would be less than significant. 
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E15 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
E16 Introductory comments regarding analysis of GHG emissions are noted. Refer to 

responses to Comments E17, E18, and E44 through E55 of this letter for detailed 
responses. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E17 The measures cited by Commenter are from the County of San Diego Climate 

Action Plan Consistency Review Checklist, rather than the City’s CAP Consistency 
Checklist. The County’s Checklist does not apply to projects for which the City is 
the CEQA Lead Agency. Refer to Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, in the 
draft EIR for evaluation of the Project’s compliance with the City’s CAP 
Consistency Checklist. The Project was found to be consistent with the City CAP 
Consistency Checklist, thereby resulting in a less than significant impact. 
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E17 
cont. 
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E17 
cont. 
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E18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E18 As outlined in Section 5.5, the draft EIR addresses consistency with the General 

Plan policies that are most applicable to the Project. In addition to the information 
contained in Table 5.5-1, detailed evaluation of the Project’s consistency with 
applicable General Plan policies is contained in draft EIR Table 5.1-1, City of San 
Diego Land Use Goals, Objectives, and Policies Consistency Information. Analysis of 
Policies ME-E.1, ME-A.5, ME-A.6, ME-E.7, ME-E.8, ME-K.6, UD-C.7, CE-B.4, CE-J.1, 
and CE-J.4 has been added to Table 5.1-1, demonstrating the Project’s consistency 
with these measures. 
 
Policies cited in this comment that are not included in Table 5.1-1 are specific to 
certain resources, or address City policies or facilities, and are therefore not 
applicable to the Project, as detailed below. 
 
Policies UD-A.1 through UD-A.3, CE-B.1 through CE-B.3, and CE-B.5 address open 
space, natural landforms, and park lands. Policy CE-C.7 addresses coastal 
resources. Policies CE-L.3, CE-L.5, and CE-L.7 through CE-L.11 address agricultural 
resources. Policies UD-B.5.d and UD-B.6 address residential neighborhood streets 
and are therefore not applicable to the Project. Because the project site is entirely 
developed and surrounded by developed land within the Urban Node of the 
University Community (and not in a residential neighborhood), these policies are 
not applicable to the Project. 
 
Policies LU-A.5 through LU-A.8 address land use planning activities to be 
addressed at the Community Plan level. Policies LU-I.9 and LU-I.10 address the 
transportation planning process. These policies are therefore not applicable to the 
Project as an individual private development project. 
 
Policy ME-A.3 addresses engagement in a public education campaign and Policy 
ME-A.9 addresses collaboration between the City and various other parties to 
better realize the benefits of walkable communities. Policies ME-B.1 and ME-B.4 
through ME-B.10 address coordination between the City, regional agencies, and 
other parties regarding mass transit planning and implementation. Policy ME-C.4.c 
addresses encouragement of community participation regarding the circulation 
system. Policy ME-E.2 addresses support for public and private transportation 
projects; Policy ME-E.4 addresses promotion of the most efficient use of the City’s 
transportation network; and Policy ME-E.5 addresses support of SANDAG’s efforts 
to market TDM benefits. Policy ME-F.2 addresses identification and  
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E18 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E18 (cont.) implementation of a broad-scale bikeway network. Policy ME-K.2 

addresses the City taking a leadership role relative to transportation funding. 
These policies are therefore not applicable to the Project as an individual private 
development project. 
 
Policy PF-F.5 addresses construction and maintenance of City wastewater 
facilities. Policies PF-H.1 through PF-H.3 address the City’s water infrastructure 
facilities. Policies PF-I.1, PF-I.3, and PF-I.4 address City’s waste collection services 
and disposal facilities as well as litter prevention efforts and practices in public 
spaces. These policies are therefore not applicable to the Project as an individual 
private development project. 
 
Policy RE-A.7 addresses establishment of a policy for park design and 
development. This policy is therefore not applicable to the Project as an individual 
private development project. 
 
Policy CE-A.1 addresses the City influencing state and federal efforts to reduce 
GHG emissions; Policy CE-A.6 addresses City facilities; and Policy CE-A.13 
addresses the City monitoring, updating and implementing its CAP. Policy CE-D.1 
through CE-D.5 address the City’s water management efforts. Policies CE-F.1 
through CE-F.3 address development of a City fuel efficiency policy, upgrades to 
energy conservation at City buildings, and use of methane as an energy source 
from inactive and closed landfills, respectively. Policy CE-F.5 addresses the 
promotion of technological innovations to help reduce motorized equipment 
emissions, and Policies CE-F.7 and CE-F.8 address influencing the development of 
state, federal, and local actions to increase the use of alternative fuels, increase 
fuel efficiency, and reduce GHG emissions. Policies CE-I.1 through CE-I.3 and 
Policies CE-I.5, CE-I.6, and CE-I.8 through CE-I.13 address City programs, policies, 
and pursuit of funding opportunities. Policies CE-N.3 through CE-N.5 and CE-N.7 
address environmental education. These policies are therefore not applicable to 
the Project as an individual private development project.  
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E18 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
E18 (cont.) Furthermore, CEQA Guideline 15125(d) requires that an EIR discuss 

inconsistencies with applicable plans that the decision maker should address. A 
project is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will 
further the objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct their 
attainment. Generally, a project need not be in perfect conformity with each and 
every general plan policy. 
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E18 
cont. 

 
 
 

E19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 

E19 Introductory comments regarding review of the Noise Report are noted and no 
further response is required. Refer to the responses to Comments E20 through 
E22 regarding construction noise impacts. 

 
 
 
E20 This comment is correct that CEQA does not set numeric thresholds for 

determining significance, and that Lead Agencies select their own thresholds. 
According to the City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds, “temporary 
construction noise which exceeds 75 dBA LEQ at a sensitive receptor would be 
considered significant.” The thresholds specify that construction noise levels are 
to be measured “at or beyond the property lines of any property zoned 
residential,” which is derived from the San Diego Municipal Code, Section 
59.5.0404 (Noise Ordinance). Additionally, impacts may be identified when noise 
levels “interfere with normal business communication or affect sensitive 
receptors.” This threshold is qualitative. For comparison, normal human 
conversation level is approximately 60 decibels at a distance of three feet, and 
commercial and urban areas may be between 70 and 80 decibels. As disclosed in 
the draft EIR, the Project would result in short-term construction noise impacts 
that would be reduced to below a level of significance with implementation of 
mitigation. The construction noise mitigation requires noise levels be reduced to 
below 75 dBA LEQ (12-hour) at the project property line it shares with the 
residentially zoned properties to the west. As such, noise levels at the exterior of 
the buildings to the west would be exposed to noise levels no greater than 75 dBA 
LEQ (12-hour). Since standard building materials typically attenuate noise by 
15 decibels, interior noise levels at the nearby receptors would be approximately 
60 decibels averaged over a 12-hour period, or the noise level of normal human 
conversation. While there may be periods where noise levels at the property line 
exceed 75 decibels, thus potentially exposing receptors to noise levels greater 
than 60 decibels, these periods would be short-term, intermittent, and infrequent. 
In addition, as mentioned above, noise levels that could be considered to 
‘interfere with normal business communication or affect sensitive receptors’ are 
qualitative, and noise in excess of 60 decibels doesn’t necessary constitute 
excessively loud or disruptive noise levels. As such, construction-generated 
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E20 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E20 (cont.) noise is not anticipated to result in substantial interference with business 

communication or substantially affect sensitive receptors. 
 
The comment is correct that noise levels modeled during an 8-hour period within 
a 12-hour period would be lower than those of a 12-hour construction day within 
that same 12-hour period, as an 8-hour day assumes 4 hours of “construction 
silence.” The draft EIR assumes that construction equipment would be fully 
utilized for approximately 8 hours within a given 12-hour period. The City’s CEQA 
Significance Determination Thresholds remain at 75 dBA averaged out over a 
12-hour period. 
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E20 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E21 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E21 The noise analysis modeled noise levels for individual pieces of construction 

equipment as well as groupings of construction equipment that would be likely to 
be used simultaneously and in conjunction with one another. As noted in the draft 
EIR, construction-noise impacts were identified and mitigation measures NOI-4 
and NOI-5 would be required that would reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance. Mitigation measure NOI-4 identifies mitigation for specific equipment 
because those in isolation would individually result in noise levels exceeding 75 
dBA LEQ (12 hour). Mitigation measure NOI-5 provides mitigation for individual 
equipment as well as combinations of construction equipment. Both mitigation 
measures provide reduction techniques for multiple individual pieces of 
equipment and for combinations of equipment, and provide a performance 
standard. 

 
The Commenter states that, assuming the 75 dBA LEQ (12 hour) threshold, noise 
levels would be significant if receptors are located within 221 feet during 
demolition activities and 188 feet during grading activities, and 135 feet during 
the remainder of the construction period. 
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E21 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E21 (cont.) As shown in mitigation measures NOI-4 and NOI-5, noise levels were 

modeled to exceed the threshold at distances ranging from 40 feet to 145 feet, 
depending on the equipment used. The calculations provided by the Commenter 
describe scenarios where between 7 and 12 pieces of equipment would be used 
simultaneously for each hour of the workday. The analysis presented in the draft 
EIR more accurately describes the number of equipment that would be used at a 
given time for areas that would impact off-site noise-sensitive land uses. 
Additionally, the draft EIR assumes that construction equipment would be fully 
utilized for approximately 8 hours within a given 12-hour period. Although the 
City’s CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds remain at 75 dBA averaged out 
over a 12-hour period, a typical construction day was assumed to be 8 hours 
within that 12-hour period. The equipment presented by the Commenter would 
not be expected to be in use simultaneously for each hour of the workday. 
 
Furthermore, the construction equipment was conservatively measured distances 
described in relation to the property line. Because the property line is closer to 
construction equipment than the receptors within the neighboring buildings, 
noise levels described in the draft EIR are more conservative. 
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E21 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E22 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E23 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 

E22 Mitigation Measures NOI-4 and NOI-5 outlined in the draft EIR each establish a 
performance standard that construction noise shall not exceed 75 dBA LEQ 
(12-hour) and provides noise barriers as one potential method to reduce noise 
levels at the nearby property lines. As outlined in mitigation measure NOI-4, other 
methods “including, but not limited to the use of alternative sound barriers, noise 
attenuation devices/modifications to construction equipment, limiting hours of 
operation, or a combination of these measures” can be used to reduce noise 
levels to the specified performance threshold. These options are sufficient to 
feasibly reduce construction noise impacts to below a level of significance. 
Therefore, it has been added to mitigation measure NOI-4 of the EIR as an option 
in addition to the options previously identified. This option would also be 
applicable to mitigation measure NOI-5 of the EIR. This modification would not 
change the conclusion or impact significance determination in the EIR. The revised 
mitigation measure is provided below.  
 
NOI-4 Parking Garage Demolition Noise Barriers. Prior to issuance of demolition, 
grading, or building permits, the City’s Environmental Designee and Mitigation 
Monitoring Coordination (MMC) shall ensure the following notes are included on 
the project plans. For demolition of the underground parking garage and ground 
level slabs, if a breaker is used within 145 feet or if a concrete saw is used within 
139 feet of a residentially-zoned property line, a temporary 12-foot-high noise 
control barrier shall be erected between the breaker and concrete saw and the 
property line to reduce noise levels below the City Noise Ordinance construction 
threshold of 75 dBA LEQ (12 hour). If applicable, a construction safety barrier may 
be enhanced to act as a noise control barrier by meeting the specifications listed 
below. 
 
The temporary noise control barrier shall be tall enough to break the line of sight 
between the breaker and concrete saw and the property line. The sound 
attenuation barrier must be solid. It can be constructed of wood, plywood, or 
flexible vinyl curtains that meet a rating of Sound Transmission Class (STC) 19, as 
long as there are no cracks or gaps, through or below the wall. Any seams or 
cracks must be filled or caulked. If wood or plywood is used, it can be tongue and  
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 E22 (cont.) groove and must be at least 5/8-inch total thickness or have a density of at 
least 3.5 pounds per square foot. 
 
Alternative methods (including, but not limited to the use of alternative sound 
barriers, noise attenuation devices/modifications to construction equipment, 
limiting hours of operation, or a combination of these measures) may be 
employed to reduce noise levels below the City Noise Ordinance construction 
threshold of 75 dBA LEQ (12 hour). For example, for residences located on floors 
higher than 12 feet at off-site residences facing the project site to the west, noise 
barriers placed on balconies would reduce noise levels. Where architectural or 
aesthetic factors allow, glass or clear plastic 3/8 of an inch thick or thicker may be 
used, if it is desirable to preserve a view. Noise-attenuating materials may be 
placed on off-site balconies if they meet the criteria listed above for ground-level 
sound barriers and are properly supported and stiffened so that they do not rattle 
or create noise itself from vibration or wind. 
 
; however, if aAlternate measures are employed, they shall be evaluated by a 
qualified acoustician prior to the initiation of construction activities to ensure that 
they will reduce noise levels to within City standards. The following additional 
requirements also will be implemented: 
 

• All construction equipment shall have properly operating and maintained 
mufflers;  

• The construction contractor shall post notices, legible at a distance of 
50 feet, at the project construction site. All notices shall indicate the dates 
and duration of construction activities, as well as provide a contact name 
and a telephone number where area residents can inquire about the 
construction process and register complaints;  

• An on-site coordinator shall be employed by the project 
applicant/contractor. The coordinator’s duties shall include fielding and 
documenting noise complaints, determining the source of the complaint 
(e.g., piece of construction equipment), determining whether noise levels 
are within acceptable limits and according to City standards, and reporting 
complaints to the City. The coordinator shall contact nearby noise-sensitive 
receptors, advising them of the construction schedule; and 

• Where feasible during construction, the construction contractor shall place 
stationary construction equipment in locations where the emitted noise is 
away from sensitive noise receivers. 
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E23 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E24 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E23 The Project does not propose an increase to the retail square footage or the retail 

type as compared to what is currently on site. Therefore, only the new project 
land uses (office, research and development, and hotel) are included in the 
project trip generation calculations. 

 
As explained in the TIA (Appendix B), the existing traffic volumes along the 
project-fronting study area were collected in Year 2015 at a time when the Costa 
Verde Center was leased at 95 percent occupancy per the applicant. The trip 
generation calculations were conducted per the City requirements and standards 
(including the Traffic Impact Study Manual standards). The trip generation 
calculations for the Project are conservative in that no transit credit was taken for 
the future retail use from the Trolley line now under construction (i.e., existing 
retail patrons that drive today could convert into a transit riders in the future). 
Therefore, project trip generation was appropriately analyzed in the draft EIR. 
Regardless, the Project does not propose an increase to the retail square footage 
or change to the retail type as compared to what is currently on site. Therefore, 
based on City standards, only the new project land uses are included in the project 
trip generation calculations in order to determine the expected project impact. 

 
E24 Refer to response to Comment E8. Design features contained in the Project 

Description of the draft EIR are components of the Project itself, and not 
mitigation measures under CEQA. Therefore, the inclusion of such features as 
mitigation measures is inappropriate and unnecessary. 
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E25 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E25 Refer to the response to Comment E4. 
 

Refer to the responses to Comments throughout this letter regarding the Project’s 
impacts on air quality, public health, climate change, noise, and traffic. As detailed 
in those responses, the Project’s impacts would be reduced to below a level of 
significance, with the exception of certain traffic impacts, which are appropriately 
disclosed as significant and unmitigated. The proposed vacation of easements 
would not adversely affect access or public utilities. 
 
Both the Tentative Map and Easement Vacations are discretionary actions 
requiring the decision-maker adopt findings consistent with State law and City 
ordinances. Neither CEQA nor the Map Act preclude a lead agency from approving 
a Tentative Map due to the presence of significant and unmitigated traffic 
impacts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-67 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E25 
cont. 
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E25 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E26 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E26 The Commenter’s summary of the discretionary entitlements and related 
approvals requested by the Project is noted. These introductory comments are 
noted; refer to the responses to Comments E27 through E30 for details. 
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E26 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E27 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 

E27 The Commenter’s summary of the City’s plan amendment process is noted. These 
criteria relate to initiation of a plan amendment process. Adoption of land use 
plan amendments by the City Council are not required to meet plan amendment 
initiation criteria, nor do plan amendments include findings of approval. Refer to 
the response to Comments E17, E18, and E45 through E54 regarding consistency 
with the applicable policies. As the Project does not propose a residential land 
use, no provision of park space is required. CEQA Guideline 15125(d) requires that 
an EIR discuss inconsistencies with applicable plans that that the decision maker 
should address. A project is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its 
aspects, it will further the objectives and policies of the general plan and not 
obstruct their attainment. Generally, a project need not be in perfect conformity 
with each and every general plan policy. The Commenter generally asserts 
inconsistency, no specific information regarding points of disagreement with the 
consistency analysis is provided; therefore, no further response is required. The 
Project would not result in a significant land use impact. The Project does not 
propose residential use; refer to response to Comment E4. 

The purpose of an EIR is to disclose potential environmental impacts, not to 
demonstrate the benefits of a project. Discussion of the benefits of the Project in 
relation to the anticipated environmental impacts would be appropriately detailed 
in the Statement of Overriding Considerations that would be before decision-
makers as they determine whether to approve or deny the Project. 
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E27 
cont. 
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E27 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E28 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E29 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
E28 Refer to the responses to Comments E43 and E20 through E22 with regard to 

DPM emissions and construction noise, respectively. As detailed in those 
responses, the Project would not result in significant impacts related to DPM 
emissions and construction noise impacts would be reduced to below a level of 
significance through the identified mitigation measures. Therefore, substantial 
evidence is available to support the necessary findings. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E29 Refer to response to Comment E4. The residential land in the Costa Verde Specific 

Plan area is not owned by the applicant and a significant portion of the residential 
component is built or under construction with prior approval. As no residential 
uses are proposed, the Project would not be required to comply with the 
residential regulations pertaining to a PDP. The Project would comply with the 
applicable PDP requirements for commercial developments. 
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E29 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E30 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E30 Refer to response to Comment E28 regarding the ability to make the necessary 

findings for the Project and responses to Comments E2, E6, E23, and E71 through 
E74 regarding traffic impacts. Furthermore, the Project would be required to meet 
the parking requirements in the Land Development Code. 
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E31 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

E31 Refer to the responses to individual comments regarding the adequacy of the 
draft EIR. The comments provided do not indicate that the draft EIR meets any of 
the criteria for recirculation detailed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 
Therefore, recirculation of the EIR is not required. 
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E32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E33 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E32 Introductory comments regarding the nature of the Project and air quality, health 

risk and GHG concerns are noted. Please note that the Project does not include 
renovation of 8,730 square feet of existing shopping center. Refer to responses to 
Comments E33 through E55 for responses to the more detailed comments that 
follow. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E33 Project-specific information was included in the modeling in accordance with the 

requirements of CalEEMod and CEQA in order to provide more project-specific 
analysis of potential impacts. Refer to the responses to Comments E3 and E9, E11, 
and E12 regarding the appropriateness of the inputs used for project emissions 
modeling, and response to Comment E8 regarding Tier 4 Final equipment. 
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E33 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E34 Refer to response to Comment E8 regarding the Project’s use of Tier 4 Final 

equipment. The Commenter acknowledges that equipment subject to more 
stringent emission controls is being phased in over time, yet relies on 2014 data 
regarding the availability of Tier 4 equipment. Tier 4 Final construction equipment 
that would be used by the Project is now readily available in California. 
Furthermore, the Project has been conditioned to ensure that only Tier 4 Final 
equipment would be utilized. 
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E34 
cont. 
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E34 
cont. 
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E34 
cont. 
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E34 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E35 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E35 The land uses identified in the comment do not result in operational emissions. 

Sidewalks, for example, do not have walls to be covered in architectural coatings 
or floor area requiring heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC). 
Operational emissions as modeled by the Commenter result in the same level of 
emissions for all pollutants. A detailed review of the Commenter’s CalEEMod 
output reveals an error in the application of mobile source mitigation. As shown 
therein, the Commenter’s modeling results show an increase in mobile source 
emissions with the application of mitigation. Due to this error, the results prior to 
the application of reduction measures are used for comparison to the results 
provided in the EIR. As shown in the table below, comparing emissions without 
controls from the EIR Air Quality Technical Report to the emissions without 
controls provided by the Commenter, the operational emissions are consistent. 

 

DAILY OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS COMPARISON  

Source 
Pollutant Emissions (pounds per day) 

VOC NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Page 8 of Appendix A of 
DEIR Appendix C 

19 31 87 <0.5 31 9 

Comment 61 19 31 87 <0.5 31 9 
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E35 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E36 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E37 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 E35 (cont.) Regarding construction period emissions, as noted by the Commenter, 
CalEEMod defaults for schedule and equipment are based on total project 
acreage. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 of CalEEMod Appendix D, Default Data Tables, list the 
default equipment and construction schedule assumed within the model based on 
site acreage. As described in Chapter 3 of the EIR, the project would disturb 
11.9 acres of the previously developed 13.9-acre project site. The land uses 
modeled in EIR Appendix C add up to a total of 10.13 acres. All project specific 
acreages fall within the 10- to 15-acre project size bin identified in CalEEMod 
Appendix D. Therefore, even with the exclusion of the sidewalks and promenade, 
any CalEEMod defaults maintained through the analysis are consistent based on 
the site acreage. 

 
E36 Refer to the response to Comment E9 regarding the extent of project grading. 
 
 
 
 
E37 Refer to the response to Comment E3 regarding the project construction 

schedule. 
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E37 
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E37 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E38 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E38 Refer to the response to Comment E11 regarding anticipated project construction 

equipment. 
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E38 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E39 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E39 Refer to the response to Comment E12 regarding implementation of Rule 55. The 

12 percent soil moisture content was conservatively assumed based on guidance 
contained within the South Coast Air Quality Management District CEQA Air 
Quality Analysis Handbook. As detailed in Table A9-9-F-2 of the Handbook, a 
moisture content of 15 percent is considered “moist.” 
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E39 
cont. 
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E39 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E40 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E40 The California Energy Commission’s 2006 Refining Estimates of Water-Related 

Energy Use in California defines average energy values for water in Southern 
California. These values are used in CalEEMod to establish default water-related 
emission factors. The 2010 CALGreen Code established chapters for residential 
and nonresidential mandatory measures, including a 20 percent reduction of 
water use. The 2013 CALGreen Code clarified and expanded a number of 
requirements that included nonresidential additions and alterations. Application 
of mitigation in CalEEMod is in response to these CALGreen requirements. 
CalEEMod default data sources predate CALGreen requirements for a 20 percent 
reduction in water consumption. The City’s program achieving savings of “as much 
as 20 percent” is separate and not accounted for in the modeling. As such, the 
assumptions contained within CalEEMod are conservative as the Project would 
comply with the City’s program, resulting in a greater reduction to water 
consumption. 
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E40 
cont. 
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E40 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E41 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E41 The modeling completed by the Commenter is not accurate. Refer to the response 

to Comment E13 regarding the modeled size of the parking area. Discrepancies 
are detailed in the responses to Comments E8 and E34 through E40. As shown in 
Appendix A of EIR Appendix C, the use of Tier 4 equipment reduced construction 
period emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOX) by more than 20 percent. The 
analysis presented by the Commenter shows a value that exceeds the threshold 
by just seven percent. It can, therefore, be concluded that even with the 
conservative assumptions made by the Commenter in the revised CalEEMod run, 
with just the application of Tier 4 Final equipment, which is incorporated into the 
Project Description in Section 3.3 of the draft EIR and would be a condition of 
project approval, all emissions would be less than the thresholds.  
 
Refer to response to Comment E15 regarding cumulative impacts. 
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E41 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E42 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E42 Refer to response to Comments E14 and E43 regarding the EIR’s proper 

assessment of health risk impacts. 
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E42 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E43 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
E43 This comment suggests that the air quality analyses are inconsistent with Office of 

Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) recommendations for 
technical review of both construction and operations. It is noted that the 
Commenter’s concern over potential impacts is based on an AERSCREEN model. 
The purpose of the AERSCREEN model is to screen for the possibility of a potential 
impact. Using this approach to assess project-specific impacts is inferior to the 
detailed air quality modeling conducted in support of the EIR, for a number of 
reasons as described below. 
 
First, there are issues regarding the conservative nature of the model itself. The 
AERSCREEN model is widely acknowledged (including by the US Environmental 
Protection Agency in https://www.epa.gov/scram/air-quality-dispersion-
modeling-screening-models) as being conservative and is generally used to 
determine whether refined modeling is needed. AERSCREEN does not account for 
spatial relation, geography, or local meteorology. It looks at a hypothetical 
sensitive receptor and assesses the impact as if that receptor is directly downwind 
of the source. Rather than using project-specific geographical source and receptor 
locations (both of which are critical in assessing real potential impact), it simply 
takes the worst-case emissions information (regardless of where it would be 
generated on site and whether it would move over time)–and assumes that there 
is a receptor downwind, regardless of whether of whether airflow actually goes in 
that direction. In this case, the nearest sensitive receptors are not downwind. As 
shown in windrose data available cited within Section 5.4 of the EIR 
(http://mesonet.agron.iastate.edu/sites/windrose.phtml?station=NKX&network=
CA_ASOS), wind in the area primarily blows from the west-northwest. The nearest 
sensitive receptors are northwest (upwind) of the project site. For these reasons, 
the AERSCREEN run completed in support of the comment overestimates the 
potential concentration of toxic air contaminants (TACs) and, therefore, the 
corresponding health risk values. 
 
Furthermore, though OEHHA’s guidance recommends evaluation of short-term 
projects, that guidance supports health risk assessments (HRAs) written for the 
purpose of Assembly Bill 2588 inventories and focuses on stationary sources 
associated with facilities such as automobile body shops, gasoline service stations, 
power plants, or treatment facilities. Any given construction activity resulting in 
emissions would occur on a portion of the over 11-acre site for a relatively  
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E43 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 E43 (cont.) short duration. For instance, a grader may be operating adjacent to the 
property line nearest the sensitive receptors to the northwest on one day, but the 
next it could be on the other side of the site. These are not stationary sources. 
OEHHA’s guidance recognizes, “The local air pollution control districts sometimes 
use the risk assessment guidelines for the Hot Spots program in permitting 
decisions for short-term projects such as construction or waste remediation.” The 
analysis contained within the EIR and Air Quality Technical Report are not 
intended to support permitting decisions by the local air district. 
 
There are also issues associated with the information entered into the AERSCREEN 
model by the Commenter. For instance, the screening modeling undertaken by 
the Commenter appears to have modeled both on- and off-site exhaust 
particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter (PM10) emissions as occurring on 
the project site. This has the effect of overestimating emissions that would be 
generated from the project site and would therefore resulting in increased 
concentrations at the downwind sensitive receptor. Not only would the off-site 
PM10 exhaust emissions occur farther away from the site itself, and therefore the 
receptors in question, but the analysis also characterizes all exhaust PM10 
emissions as being emitted from diesel vehicles. This is inaccurate in terms of 
vehicular mix as all of the construction-period PM10 would not stem from diesel 
fuel burning sources. This has resulted in an overestimation of diesel particulate 
matter (DPM) emissions. The Commenter’s analysis also removed the use of Tier 4 
compliant offroad equipment which, as detailed in response to Comment E34, 
would be implemented by the Project. These input errors result in model output 
that is not accurate and is inapplicable to the Project. 
 
Regardless, even when all these overly conservative and inaccurate inputs are 
included into the screening model, they do not meet the threshold that would 
require further, more detailed, construction-period HRA modeling. This is not 
immediately apparent in the comment as the data need to be taken from the 
table titled “The Maximally Exposed Individual at an Existing Residential 
Receptor.” Looking at each of the items identified as occurring during construction 
and summing them together, a total is reached (5.4E-06). This is then multiplied 
by 1,000,000 to get the risk per million. Based on the comment letter, this would 
equate to a 5.4 in a million cancer risk. Also as stated in the letter, the threshold 
for requiring more detailed analysis is 10 in a million cancer risk for Projects that 
implement Toxics Best Available Control Technology, such as the Project’s use of a 
construction fleet equipped with diesel catalytic converters, diesel oxidation 
catalysts, and/or diesel particulate filters, as documented in draft EIR Section 3.3. 
In other words, even assuming that:  
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E43 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 E43 (cont.) 
• Every exhaust PM10 emission is a DPM emission;  
• Off-site emissions are occurring on site;  
• Construction emission sources are aligned along the site border and 

remain there as stationary sources; and 
• Airflow moves from the Project toward off-site sensitive receptors as 

opposed to sensitive receptors being upwind of the Project site, 
 
the Commenter’s construction modeling does not support need for additional 
modeling. As such, the EIR appropriately concludes that construction-related 
health risks (here specifically cancer health risks) would be less than significant. 
 
Relative to operations, the City agrees that Project operations would exceed two 
months and understands the OEHHA recommendation that an exposure duration 
of 30 years be evaluated. As an introduction to this discussion, it is necessary to 
point out that the Project does not propose any major sources of TACs. 
 
The same caveats apply relative to the screening modeling assumptions 
completed by the Commenter. In this instance, the overestimation of DPM 
emissions is even more glaring as vehicular mix for operational PM10 contains a 
relatively small percentage of diesel vehicles (4.2 percent based on EMFAC’s 
vehicle populations for the County). This has resulted in a notable overestimation 
of DPM emissions. Finally, it is noted that the primary source of exhaust PM10 
would be mobile in nature. Most of these emissions would occur during off-site 
travel and therefore, should not be included in an HRA analyzing on-site emissions 
exposure to off-site receptors. Specific to the Project, other source locations 
would include water heaters and furnaces; but those sources are not considered 
substantial by CARB, CAPCOA, or OEHHA. Even area sources such as landscape 
maintenance equipment are ordinarily gasoline (rather than diesel) fired. As such, 
there is no need for additional modeling. 
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cont. 
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E43 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E44 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E44 The Commenter’s restatement of information contained in the EIR and summary 
of comments regarding this analysis are noted. Refer to the responses to 
individual responses E45 through E55 of this letter addressing the more detailed 
explanation of these comments. 
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E44 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E45 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E45 As indicated in Commenter’s Footnote 36, Commenter has referenced the County 
of San Diego Climate Action Plan Consistency Review Checklist, rather than the 
City’s CAP Consistency Checklist. The Commenter has inaccurately labeled the 
referenced section of the County’s CAP Checklist as City’s. The County’s Checklist 
does not apply to comments for which the City is the CEQA Lead Agency. Refer to 
Appendix D for evaluation of the Project’s compliance with the City’s CAP through 
the CAP Consistency Checklist measures. As the Project would be consistent with 
the requirements of the CAP, impacts would be less than significant, as described 
in draft EIR Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Also refer to response to 
Comment D8. 
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E45 
cont. 
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E45 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E46 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 

E46 Refer to response to Comment E18 regarding analysis of policies that the General 
Plan identifies as related to climate change. The EIR concludes that impacts 
related to greenhouse gas emissions and land use policy consistency would be less 
than significant. 
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cont. 
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E46 
cont. 
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E46 
cont. 
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E46 
cont. 
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E46 
cont. 
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E46 
cont. 
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E47 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E48 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 E47 Some General Plan policies and goals are intended to be implemented by the City 
rather than by individual projects. Refer to the response to Comment E27 
regarding analysis of impacts relative to General Plan consistency and to draft EIR 
Section 5.1 for detailed analysis of the Project’s consistency with applicable goals 
and policies the City’s Conservation Element. 

 
E48 Detailed evaluation of the Project’s consistency with all applicable General Plan 

Conservation Element policies is contained in EIR Table 5.1-1, City of San Diego 
Land Use Goals, Objectives, and Policies Consistency Information. Refer to 
response to Comment E18. The Project would be consistent with applicable land 
use policies. 
 
Policy CE-B.1 addresses protection and conservation of landforms, canyon lands, 
and open spaces; Policy CE-B.3 addresses use of natural landforms and features; 
and Policy CE-B.5 addresses incorporating trails and greenways linking local and 
regional open space and recreation areas. Because the project site is entirely 
developed and surrounded by developed land within the Urban Node of the 
University Community, these policies are not applicable to the Project. 
Additionally, the following policies are intended to be citywide efforts, rather than 
items to be addressed on an individual project basis: CE-A.4, CE-D.1, CE-D.3, 
CE-F.5, CE-F.7, CE-F.8, CE-I.5, CE-I.8, CE-I.11, CE-I.12, CE-I.13, CE-J.5, CE-N.3, 
CE-N.4, CE-N.5, and CE-N.9. 
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cont. 
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E48 
cont. 
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E48 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E49 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E49 Table 5.5-1 of the draft EIR is intended to provide summary information of key 

concepts and to be read in conjunction with the EIR as a whole. The City Council of 
the City of San Diego is the responsible authority for adopting new or amended 
regulations, programs, and incentives; these activities are not the responsibility of 
individual development proposals. For example, Policy CE-A.2 calls for the City to 
“[d]evelop and adopt new or amended regulations, programs, and incentives.” 
However, as Table 5.5-1 demonstrates, the Project would be consistent with 
current, applicable General Plan policies and City regulations that aim to reduce 
the City’s carbon footprint, as highlighted in the remainder of this response. The 
Project would comply with all applicable City regulations related to energy 
efficiency, and as indicated on EIR page 5.5-9, would implement cool roofs, which 
is a requirement of the CAP Consistency Checklist. Additional discussion regarding 
compliance with this policy has been added to Table 5.5-1. 
 
Additional discussion of the Project’s support for transit is addressed in numerous 
other locations in the draft EIR. For example, page 5.1-17 explains, “The proposed 
revitalization of commercial services would provide improved services to residents 
and businesses within the Urban Node. This, combined with the provision of 
additional employment opportunities, would help to reduce the number and 
distance of auto trips, which would in turn help reduce GHG emissions. 
Additionally, the proposed hotel would not only have access to the commercial 
uses on the site, but also be able to have direct access to transit via the Mid-Coast 
Trolley Station and UTC Transit Center, with connections to UCSD and 
employment centers. The Project also would include improvements to pedestrian 
and bicycle connections to transit for users of the site and residents of the 
surrounding area. These connections would incorporate a series of public spaces, 
including public plazas. Thus, the Project would contribute to the goal of focusing 
growth into mixed-use activity centers that are pedestrian-friendly, centers of the 
community, and linked to the regional transit system.” 
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E49 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E50 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E51 
 
 

 
E49 (cont.) The Project includes Transportation Demand Management measures, as 

detailed in Mitigation Measure TRA-5. As the project site is entirely developed, 
there are no opportunities for the Project to preserve open space. Refer to the 
analysis in Table 5.5-1 regarding the Project’s consistency with Policies CE-A.12 
regarding the Urban Heat Island, CE-A.10 regarding waste management and 
recycling, and CE-I.4 regarding water conservation. Refer to the responses to 
Comments E27 and E46 through E48 regarding consistency with applicable 
General Plan policies. 

 
E50 Detailed analysis of consistency with the City’s waste management requirements 

is detailed in draft EIR Section 5.11.2.2 and the Waste Management Plan provided 
as Appendix H3. As noted therein, the Waste Management Plan conditions would 
be included in the as a condition of approval and thus would be implemented, 
monitored, and enforced. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E51 Refer to the response to Comment E50 regarding compliance with the City’s 

recycling requirements. The San Diego Municipal Code (Table 142 08C) specifies 
the minimum exterior refuse and recyclable material storage areas for non-
residential development. For non-residential development in excess of 100,001 
square feet (SF), the required minimum refuse storage area and recyclable 
material storage area are each 192+48 SF for every 25,000 SF of building area over 
that size. The Project would be required to provide storage areas in compliance 
with this code requirement. 
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E51 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E52 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E53 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
E52 The information contained in Table 5.5-1 is intended to provide a brief summary 

of compliance. A more detailed analysis of consistency with Policy CE-A.11 is 
contained in Table 5.1-1 of the draft EIR. The San Diego Municipal Code includes a 
number of requirements related to landscaping, with which the Project must 
comply. Such requirements include grouping plants into hydrozones; selecting 
plant materials to meet a Maximum Applied Water Allowance; using automatic 
irrigation controllers with evapotranspiration or soil moisture sensor data; 
including climate adapted plants; minimizing turf; and including trees. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E53 The Project is required to use cool roofing materials in accordance with CAP 
Consistency Checklist requirements; analysis of the feasibility of implementing this 
common building technique is not required. As suggested by the policy, trees 
would be planted to provide shade and cool air temperatures, including through 
placement of trees to shade buildings and parking lots (see Figure 3-6). The San 
Diego Municipal Code requires placement of 1 tree within 30 feet of each parking 
space in vehicular use; satisfaction of at least one half of the required “plant 
points” with trees; and placement of street trees at a minimum of one 24-inch box 
canopy tree for every 30 linear feet of street frontage. As these are project design 
features and Municipal Code requirements, monitoring and enforcement 
measures need not be detailed. 
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E53 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E54 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E54 The strategies that the Project would use to reduce water consumption are 

discussed in Section 5.11 of the draft EIR. Refer to the response to Comment E40 
regarding the source of the 20-percent reduction. Refer to the response to 
Comment E50 regarding the Project’s Waste Management Plan and to the 
responses to Comments E49 through E52 for details regarding the Project’s 
consistency with the cited measures. 
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E54 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E55 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

E55 The Project would be consistent with the City’s CAP and with applicable, plans, 
policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions, therefore resulting in less than significant impacts as detailed in 
Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the draft EIR. Similarly, as detailed in 
Section 5.4, Air Quality, the Project’s impacts related to air pollutant emissions 
would be less than significant. Because impacts would be less than significant, no 
additional mitigation measures are necessary. 
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cont. 
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E56 The Commenter’s qualifications are noted. As this information does not pertain to 

the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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E57 
 
 
 
 
 

E58 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 E57 This comment appears to be a continuation of Comment E55. Refer to response to 
Comment E55. 

 
E58 Comments regarding the Commenter’s review of the EIR are noted. As this 

information does not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is 
necessary. 
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E59 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
E59 The Commenter’s qualifications are noted. As this information does not pertain to 

the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-135 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E59 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-136 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E59 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-137 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E59 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-138 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E59 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-139 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E59 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-140 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E59 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-141 

 

 
 

E59 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-142 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-143 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-144 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-145 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-146 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-147 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-148 

 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-149 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-150 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-151 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-152 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-153 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-154 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-155 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-156 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-157 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-158 

 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-159 

 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-160 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-161 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-162 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-163 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-164 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-165 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-166 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-167 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-168 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-169 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-170 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-171 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-172 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-173 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-174 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-175 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-176 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-177 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-178 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-179 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-180 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-181 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-182 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-183 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-184 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-185 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-186 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-187 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-188 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-189 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-190 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-191 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-192 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-193 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-194 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-195 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-196 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-197 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-198 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-199 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-200 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-201 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-202 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-203 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-204 

 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-205 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-206 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-207 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-208 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-209 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-210 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-211 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-212 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-213 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-214 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-215 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-216 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-217 

 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-218 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-219 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-220 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-221 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-222 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-223 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-224 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-225 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-226 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-227 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-228 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-229 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-230 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-231 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-232 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-233 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-234 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-235 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-236 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-237 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-238 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-239 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-240 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-241 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-242 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-243 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-244 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-245 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-246 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-247 

 

   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-248 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-249 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-250 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-251 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-252 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-253 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-254 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-255 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-256 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-257 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-258 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-259 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-260 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-261 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-262 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-263 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-264 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-265 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-266 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-267 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-268 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-269 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-270 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-271 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-272 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-273 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-274 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-275 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-276 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-277 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-278 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-279 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-280 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-281 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-282 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-283 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-284 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-285 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-286 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-287 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-288 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-289 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-290 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-291 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-292 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-293 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-294 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-295 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-296 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-297 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-298 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-299 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-300 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E60 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E60 Refer to the response to Comment E5 for discussion on the baseline noise and its 
relation to the ambient noise measurements. 
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E60 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E61 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E61 Refer to the response to Comment E20. 
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E61 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E62 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E62 Refer to the response to Comments E21 and E22 for further discussion of modeled 

construction equipment and mitigation measures. 
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E62 
cont. 
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E62 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E63 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E63 Refer to the response to Comment E25, which discusses the mitigation measure’s 

performance standard for noise levels to not exceed 75 dBA LEQ (12 hour). 
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E63 
cont. 
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E64 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

E64 This comment has been noted; no further response is necessary. 
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E65 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
E65 The Commenter’s qualifications are noted. As this information does not pertain to 

the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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E65 
cont. 
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E65 
cont. 
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E66 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E67 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E66 Introductory comments regarding review of the EIR and the Commenter’s 
qualifications are noted. As these comments do not address the adequacy of the 
EIR, no further response is necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E67 Refer to the response to Comment E2 regarding the trip generation rates used for 

project traffic analysis. 
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E67 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E68 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E69 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E68 Refer to the response to Comment E23 regarding trips generated by existing retail 

uses on the site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E69 Refer to the response to Comment E6 regarding the number of trips analyzed 

under the study scenarios versus the number of trips associated with the original 
planning process for the Costa Verde Specific Plan. 
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E69 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E70 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E71 
 
 
 
 
 

E72 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E70 The Commenter’s summary of the impact analysis presented in the draft EIR is 

noted. As this comment does not address the adequacy of the information 
presented, no further response is necessary. 

 
 
 
 
E71 Regarding the mitigation measures TRA-3 (Genesee Avenue/SR 52 Westbound 

Ramps) and TRA-4 (Genesee Avenue/SR 52 Eastbound Ramps), the Project 
proposes improvements to mitigate the corresponding significant impacts to 
below a level of significance. However, as explained in the draft EIR Section 
5.2.2.4, Transportation/Circulation, because these improvements require Caltrans 
approval, the project applicant and City are unable to independently assure their 
timely implementation and therefore these improvements may not be in place 
prior to the development of the Project. The applicant would continue to work 
with Caltrans to address project impacts within Caltrans' jurisdiction and expect 
that improvements will be implemented. However, these impacts are 
appropriately assessed at this time as significant and unmitigated due to the 
uncertainty of whether the mitigations will be completed at the time of impact. 
 
Regarding the significant impact at the Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive 
intersection, the mitigation measure to restrict U-turns for eastbound vehicles is 
not recommended because it would not only affect access to the gas station at 
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  E71 (cont.) the northwest corner of the intersection, but would also affect the egress 
of customers intending to travel westbound from the gas station and convenience 
store on the south side of Governor Drive. 
 
The mitigation measure at the Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive intersection is not 
recommended. 

 
E72 Refer to the response to Comment E71 regarding Genesee Avenue/Governor 

Drive mitigation. 
 
With regard to the significant impact identified in the Year 2023 scenario at the 
intersection of Genesee Avenue/Decoro Street, the Project would implement 
mitigation measure TRA-10 to restripe the westbound approach to include a 
shared through left-turn lane and an exclusive right-turn lane, along with 
associated traffic signal modifications, as described in Section 5.2.2.4 of the draft 
EIR. 
 

With regard to impacts to Genesee Avenue from Decoro Street to Governor Drive, 
EIR Section 5.2.2.4 references the University Community Plan Amendment that 
removed widening of Genesee Avenue to six lanes and the Regents Road bridge 
from the Transportation Element. Following a planning and environmental review 
process, the City Council adopted the Final Program EIR Findings and approved the 
Community Plan Amendment on December 5, 2016 (R 2017-275). 
 
The planning process that led to this decision included a review by the City of 
potential measures to mitigate traffic impacts on Genesee Avenue from Nobel 
Drive to the SR 52 Westbound Ramps. This detailed planning and environmental 
review process resulted in a Finding by the City Council that mitigation of the 
noted impacts was not feasible “because the removal of this center median will 
result in the loss of the trees located within the median, which is not consistent 
with the Climate Action Plan (CAP) Strategy 5: Climate Resiliency goal to increase 
urban tree canopy coverage. In addition, the trees within the Genesee Avenue 
median are a distinctive feature to the University community. As expressed by the 
University community during public hearing, this loss of trees would change the 
overall aesthetic of the roadway, which would affect neighborhood character. This 
loss of vegetation from removal of the median would also result in an increase in 
hardscape area (impervious surfaces) that would impede water from otherwise 
infiltrating into the soil and being filtered naturally, increasing runoff and thereby 
changing drainage patterns and the potential for flooding.” As these City Council 
conclusions were made during the environmental review process for the  
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 E72 (cont.) Costa Verde project, they are considered to remain valid and no evidence 
to the contrary has been presented. As a partial mitigation measure, as discussed 
in EIR Section 5.2.2.4, the Project would upgrade and/or repair signal 
interconnect, communications, detection, and controller equipment on Genesee 
Avenue between Esplanade Court and Governor Drive. Based on the above, it can 
be concluded that a good faith effort was made to propose mitigation measures 
to the extent feasible. 
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E72 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E73 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

E74 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E73 Refer to the response to Comment E71 regarding the Genesee Avenue /Caltrans 

SR 52 ramp intersections and the Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive intersection. 
 
Potential grade separation of Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive intersection was 
analyzed as part of the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and 
Reconfiguration of Genesee Avenue Alternative (which would restripe Genesee 
Avenue to a six-lane roadway without widening) in the University Community Plan 
Amendment EIR. The Findings adopted by the City Council related to this 
alternative state, “it is rejected as infeasible because it would not substantially 
reduce the significant impacts associated with the proposed project related to 
transportation (Issues 1 through 5), air quality (Issue 1), GHG emissions (Issues 1 
and 2), and public services and facilities (Issue 1). Impacts to emergency services 
under the No Construction of Regents Road Bridge and Reconfiguration of 
Genesee Avenue Alternative would be similar when compared to the proposed 
project [which removed the previously planned Genesee Avenue widening and 
Regents Road extension from the Transportation Element]. In addition, it would 
result in additional significant but mitigable impacts related to visual effects and 
neighborhood character (Issues 1 through 6), air quality (Issue 2 – construction), 
noise (Issue 1 and 2 - construction), public utilities (Issues 1 and 2), and health and 
safety (Issue 2 and 4 - hazardous materials) that would not occur under the 
proposed project.” As these City Council conclusions were made during the 
environmental review process for the Costa Verde project, they are considered to 
remain valid and no evidence to the contrary has been presented. Therefore, as 
partial mitigation, as shown in EIR Section 5.2.2.4, the Project would upgrade 
and/or repair signal interconnect, communications, detection and controller 
equipment on Genesee Avenue between Esplanade Court and Governor Drive. 
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E74 
cont. 

 
 
 
 

E75 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
At the intersection of Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive, eastbound right-turn overlap 
phasing and the associated restriction of northbound U-turns is not recommended 
due to the adjacent residential complex. This restriction of U-turns, would require 
out-of-direction travel for the tenants of the residential complex to travel either 
eastbound or westbound on Nobel Drive and thereby increase their travel time 
and vehicle miles traveled. The mitigation measure at the Genesee Avenue/ 
Nobel Drive intersection is not recommended.  

 
Regarding street segment impacts in Year 2035, refer to the response to 
Comment E72 of this letter. 

 
E74 Refer to the response to Comment E71 regarding Caltrans intersections. The 

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Plan and Regional Transportation 
Improvement Plan (RTIP) does not identify funding for regional improvements in 
the project area. Therefore, absent these programs, the EIR correctly concludes 
that the project’s impacts to regional facilities are significant and unmitigated 
while proposing Transportation Demand Management as partial mitigation. 

 
E75 Based on the above responses, it is concluded that no changes are no needed to 

the transportation/circulation analysis. The TIA (Appendix B) was prepared in 
accordance with City requirements and standards, and the draft EIR adequately 
identified impacts and feasible mitigation measures. As disclosed in the draft EIR, 
the Project would result in significant unmitigated impacts. 
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E76 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
E76 The Commenter’s qualifications are noted. As this information does not address 

the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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E76 
cont. 
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F1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F3 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F1 Comments regarding the mission and activities of the Climate Action Campaign 

are noted. As the comments do not pertain to the adequacy of the EIR, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
 
F2 As described in Chapter 24 of the Traffic Impact Analysis (EIR Appendix B), the 

minimum required parking rates for the Project are consistent with the 
requirements of the San Diego Municipal Code for projects within a Transit 
Priority Area. The Project includes flexibility to allow up to 239 additional spaces. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F3 The projected 13 percent non-vehicular mode share is a conservative assumption 

that was used in the Transportation Impact Analysis. It was calculated by running 
a SANDAG Mixed-Use Development (MXD) model to account for non-vehicular 
and internal capture trip reductions. The Climate Action Plan (CAP) mode share 
goal reflects a citywide goal for mode share in Transit Priority Areas, and is not a 
standard or threshold used for individual project analysis, nor is it directly 
comparable to the 13 percent Project-specific mode share estimate made for the 
purposes of the Transportation Impact Analysis. While the City encourages and 
incentivizes non-vehicular travel, there is no requirement imposed by the City or 
CEQA mandating that land development projects meet a specific mode share 
percentage. Each project evaluated is context-specific, and dependent on project 
location, land use mix, and accessibility to transit, among other factors.  
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 F3 (cont.) Also, the Transportation Impact Analysis was conducted conservatively by 
using the lower non-vehicular mode share calculated by the SANDAG MXD Model 
(13 percent). This conservative approach ensures that potential traffic congestion 
is not underestimated.  
 
Further, the project applicant will be required to implement the following TDM 
measures which have been incorporated into Mitigation Measure TRA-5: 
 
• Provide a 25 percent transit subsidy to hourly employees working on the 

property. The subsidy value will be limited to the equivalent value of 
25 percent of the cost of a Metropolitan Transit System “Regional Adult 
Monthly/30-Day Pass” (currently $72 for a subsidy value of $18 per month). 
Subsidies will be available to 75 percent of the hourly employees. The subsidy 
will be offered at the Opening Day of the project and will be provided for a 
period of three years. 

• Charge salaried employees market-rate for single-occupancy vehicle parking 
and provide reserved, discounted, or free spaces for registered carpools or 
vanpools. 

• Provide carpool/vanpool parking spaces as part of the overall project parking. 
requirements at the project site. These spaces will be signed and striped 
"carpool/vanpool only." 

• Provide showers and locker facilities located within the parking structure 
adjacent to the security office, as shown on Exhibit “A.” 

• Maintain an employer network in the SANDAG iCommute program for all 
tenants/employees. 

• Provide on-site carsharing and/or bike sharing. 
• Provide transit pass sales at the site’s concierge. 
• Provide a shuttle for workers in the research and development and office 

buildings to access other properties within the community that are owned by 
the same entity. If a public zero-emission shuttle is established in the 
community in the future, provide a stop within the project site.  

• Implement smart parking technologies to provide real-time space availability, 
carpool/vanpool priority, and the option to reserve spaces in advance. 

• Install micromobility parking to accommodate a variety of micromobility 
forms, near the elevators to the Trolley. 

• Provide additional bicycle and micromobility amenities, such as tire 
pump/repair stands as well as electric bike and scooter charging stations. 

• Consider enhanced wayfinding investments as part of the final design 
process. 
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F4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

F5 
 
 
 
 
 

F6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
F4 Commenter’s preference for inclusion of residential use in the project is noted. An 

alternative that includes housing, referred to as the Retail, Hotel, and Residential 
Alternative, is addressed in draft EIR Section 8.4.2. 

 
 
 
 
F5 Commenter’s preference for all-electric buildings is noted. Natural gas service is 

currently provided at the site and would continue to be provided with 
implementation of the Project; no new natural gas infrastructure to the site is 
proposed. No significant environmental impact associated with proposed natural 
gas use has been identified. 

 
F6 Comment noted. 
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G1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G1 Commenter’s support of the Project is noted. As the comments do not pertain to 

the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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H1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H1 Commenter’s support of the Project is noted. As the comments do not pertain to 

the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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I1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I1 Commenter’s support of the Project is noted. As the comments do not pertain to 

the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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J1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
J1 The comment letter provided by the Sierra Club was submitted after the close of 

the public review comment period. Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15105, the 
City is legally required to provide a 45-day public review period on the draft EIR. 
However, additional time was requested by the recognized community group and 
the City extended the public review thereby providing a total of 75 days for public 
review and comment. The public comment period for the draft EIR began on 
March 12, 2020 and ended on May 26, 2020. Comment letters received after 
expiration of the public review and comment period are considered late 
comments. A lead agency is only required to consider comments on the draft EIR 
and to prepare written responses if a comment is received within the public 
comment period (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21091(d); CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088). When a comment letter is received after the close of the public 
comment period, however, a lead agency does not have an obligation to respond 
(PRC Section 21091(d)(1); PRC Section 21092.5(c)). Nonetheless, the City has 
incorporated the comment letter and responded accordingly. Introductory 
comments regarding the relationship between Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are noted. Please refer to the responses to the 
more detailed comments that follow. 

 
J2 Introductory comments regarding the linkage between VMT and other 

environmental impacts, Senate Bill (SB) 743, and the CEQA Guidelines are noted. 
These general comments do not address the adequacy of the draft EIR. It should, 
however, be noted that as of July 1, 2020, lead agencies are required to evaluate 
transportation impacts under CEQA using VMT as the appropriate metric instead 
of automobile delay as described solely by Level of Service (LOS). The draft EIR 
was circulated for public comment prior to July 1, 2020. CEQA Guideline 
15064.3(c), Determining the Significance of Transportation Impacts, identifies the 
applicability of the new transportation criteria for determining impacts and 
further clarifies that “this section shall apply prospectively as described in Section 
15007.” More specifically, CEQA Section 15007(c), Amendments, identifies that if 
a document meets the content requirement in effect when the document is set 
out for public review, the document shall not need to be revised to conform to 
any new content requirements in guideline amendments taking effect before the 
document is finally approved. 
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J2 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 J2 (cont.) The CEQA Guidelines expressly intended VMT to be prospectively applied 
and environmental documents circulated for review prior to July 1, 2020 are 
subject to the “old” LOS metric, even if those environmental documents are 
certified after July 1, 2020. The environmental document was circulated for public 
review on March 12, 2020. The applicability of the new metric went into effect on 
July 1, 2020. Although not required, the Project’s transportation impacts were 
also evaluated using a VMT methodology in recognition that the City was in the 
process of transitioning to the VMT metric in Section 5.2.6 of the draft EIR. Under 
the VMT metric, the Project would not be expected to result in significant 
transportation impacts. However, the draft EIR concluded the Project would have 
significant transportation impacts utilizing the City's LOS standards applicable at 
the time of draft EIR public circulation. 

 
J3 The Project does not propose an increase to the retail square footage or change in 

the retail type from that currently on site. However, the VMT of the existing retail 
use was included in the analysis summarized in Table 5.2-22 as part of a 
conservative estimate of total project VMT. Footnote 4 was added to this table to 
clarify this information. Therefore, as explained in draft EIR’s Transportation/ 
Circulation Section 5.2.6.1, for large land use plans such as Specific Plans or 
Master Plans such as the project, the analysis would be to aggregate all Proposed 
Commercial Employment use (Scientific Research and Development, Office, and 
Hotel) and compare the resulting VMT/Employee to the regional average. The 
significance threshold is 15 percent below the regional average of VMT/ 
Employee. This procedure is consistent with the City’s draft Transportation Study 
Manual (dated 6/10/20) and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research’s 
(OPR) Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (2018). 
Therefore, based on the above information, the VMT analysis was adequately 
conducted. 

Refer to response to Comment J2. The draft EIR contains a thorough analysis of 
potential transportation significant impacts within the project study area for 
roadways and intersections in Section 5.2 and identifies feasible mitigation 
measures. The analysis was performed in accordance with City standards and 
procedures and evaluated using the LOS metric under CEQA thresholds that were 
applicable when the draft EIR was circulated for public review, as detailed in 
response to Comment J2. 
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J3 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J4 The Project proposes between 1,837 and 2,076 parking spaces. The parking 

requirements of the Project are required to be met on site and cannot assume off-
street parking is available to meet the Project’s parking demand. The 
commenter’s opinion of the number of proposed parking spaces is noted. 
 
The Introduction to the OPR technical advisory referenced by the Commenter 
states, “The purpose of this document is to provide advice and recommendations, 
which agencies and other entities may use at their discretion. This document does 
not alter lead agency discretion in preparing environmental documents subject to 
CEQA” (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 2018: 1). As explained in the 
draft EIR Section 5.2.6.2, in its discretion as a CEQA Lead Agency, the City has 
released draft VMT guidelines and significance thresholds. Regardless of any 
presumption, a detailed VMT analysis was conducted, which concluded that the 
Project would have a less than significant impact related to VMT. While a VMT 
analysis was conducted, refer to the response to Comment J2 regarding the 
appropriate CEQA metric for traffic. Comments on malls and transit ridership are 
noted. 
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J4 
cont. 
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J4 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J5 Section 5.2.6, Impact 5: Vehicle Miles Traveled, of the draft EIR includes the 

calculation and reference to the VMT calculations, with additional detail provided 
in the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix T of EIR Appendix B). Trip lengths 
for each use type were based on published SANDAG trip lengths per SANDAG’s 
Not So Brief Guide for Vehicular Traffic Generation Rates for the San Diego 
Region. As shown in Appendix T and discussed in Comment J7, the average trip 
length (round-trip) for office employee was assumed as 17.6 miles as compared to 
23.4 miles for the other uses, which does not equate to office workers’ trip length 
to be twice as other uses. 
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J5 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J7 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J6 Refer to response to Comment J3 regarding VMT per employee as the appropriate 

VMT metric for Commercial Employment uses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J7 The comment incorrectly compares average trip length presented on page 714 of 

draft EIR Appendix B with VMT, but these metrics are not comparable. The 
calculation of VMT, as indicated on the second table of that page, accounts for 
number of employees, number of daily trips, and trip length. The average round-
trip trip length (per SANDAG) assumed for the Scientific R&D use is 23.4 miles, 
which is used as one input among others to the VMT calculations. Furthermore, 
Commenter has incorrectly calculated 20.25 as the VMT per employee (the 
correct calculation of VMT per employee for R&D is 20.35). Similar incorrect 
comparisons between average trip length and VMT per employee were made for 
the office use. 
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J7 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J8 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J8 Per the City’s draft TSM, the project’s VMT per employee is compared to the 

regional average VMT per employee per the screening maps to evaluate a 
transportation VMT significant impact. At the time the VMT analysis was 
prepared, the SANDAG 2012 Regional Mean for VMT/Employee was 25.90 per the 
SANDAG SB 743 Concept Map for the San Diego Region. 
 
The comment includes an example from SANDAG that states a SANDAG Regional 
Average of 26.25 VMT/Employee but does not provide a source for this number. 
Furthermore, the link provided in the comment is to a white paper published by 
SANDAG in May 2013, which was prior to SB 743 being approved (September 
2013) and furthermore, the white paper does not relate to using VMT as a metric 
for transportation impacts. The white paper is not an applicable reference and 
does not address the adequacy of the document.  
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J8 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 J8 (cont.) While the VMT analysis was conducted, refer to the response to Comment 
J2 regarding the appropriate CEQA metric for this project. No further response is 
necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J9 Commenter’s opinion on the VMT studies is noted. Per the City’s draft TSM, for 
Commercial Employment projects such as Costa Verde, the Project’s VMT per 
employee is compared to the regional average VMT per employee to evaluate a 
significant transportation VMT impact. Existing VMT/Employee is already included 
as a part of the regional baseline. While the VMT analysis was conducted, refer to 
the response to Comment J2 regarding the appropriate CEQA metric for this 
project. 
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J9 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J10 Refer to the response to Comment J3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-402 

 

 
J10 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
J11 Comments regarding the Project’s bulk and scale are noted. The proposed 

development and visual patterns would be compatible with the highly urbanized 
character of surrounding development within this area, which is identified as an 
Urban Node in the Community Plan, an area with high propensity for village site 
development in the City’s General Plan, a City-designated Transit Priority Area, 
and an Urban Center smart growth area on the SANDAG Smart Growth Concept 
Map. As described in the Strategic Framework of the City’s General Plan, “[N]ew 
policies have been created to support changes in development patterns to 
emphasize combining housing, shopping, employment uses, schools, and civic 
uses, at different scales, in village centers. By directing growth primarily toward 
village centers, the strategy works to preserve established residential 
neighborhoods and open space, and to manage the City’s continued growth over 
the long term” (page SF-6). As detailed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the EIR, the 
Project would be consistent with applicable land use plans and policies. 
Commenter is correct that 13.9 acres equates to 605,484 square feet; this 
calculation remains the same regardless of development. 

 
 
 
 
J12 The preparation of the draft EIR and associated analysis was conducted pursuant 

to CEQA. For the purposes of CEQA, the proposed land use applications that are 
under review by the City constitute a new land use project, regardless of whether 
a use has existed at the site. The addition of Scientific Research and Development, 
Office and Hotel are considered new land uses as these uses currently do not exist 
at the Costa Verde Center. Therefore, while the project site may be existing, the 
Project is considered a new land use project. Refer to draft EIR Section 5.2.6 for 
the analysis for transportation significant impacts for the project and response to 
Comment J3 regarding total VMT and thresholds. 
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J12 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J13 Comments regarding general CEQA and VMT analysis guidance are noted. The 

analysis presented is consistent with OPR and the draft City of San Diego 
Transportation Study Manual per CEQA requirements. 
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J13 
cont. 
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J13 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 

J14 Refer to the response to Comment J3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J15 Refer to the response to Comment J3. 
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J16 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J17 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
J16 The Project EIR and Transportation Impact Analysis have both been reviewed by 

qualified technical staff of the City’s Development Services Department. Refer to 
draft EIR Section 5.2.6 and Chapter 21 of Appendix B for VMT Methodology, as 
well as to the response to Comment J3 regarding the appropriateness of the 
metric used for analysis. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J17 The Costa Verde Project draft EIR and associated Transportation Impact Analysis 

have been in process for over five years with Planning Commission initiation in 
2015 and a release of the prior project draft EIR for public review in 2018. Given 
this timeline, the forecast volumes and associated traffic analysis were conducted 
in Series 12 for several reasons. The Series 12 traffic model included the University 
City Community Plan Amendment (UCCPA) land uses and roadway network as 
well as calibration parameters that were conducted as a part of the UCCPA EIR. 
Land use assumptions reflect planned buildout of the community and are 
unaffected by downturns in the economy. Based on discussions between City of 
San Diego Transportation staff and the traffic engineering consultant, continued 
usage of Series 12 modeling was deemed appropriate to ensure that the UCCPA  

 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-407 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J17 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
J17 (cont.) buildout land use projections and model calibration parameters are 

captured and that there is consistency with the analysis and results between the 
prior project and current project. Furthermore, a calibrated University Community 
Plan Series 13 model that includes the UCCPA land use buildout projections was 
and continues to be unavailable to run VMT outputs. 
 
The lead agency is responsible for determining the methodology for assessing 
impacts. Therefore, consistent with OPR Technical Advisory and CEQA Section 
15064.3, which defers to lead agencies on the choice of methodology to analyze 
VMT impacts, a trip-based approach was used to conduct the project’s VMT 
analysis.  
 
Refer to the response to Comment J9 regarding use of a baseline VMT per 
employee of 26.25.  
 
Based on the above, it is concluded that the VMT analysis contained in the draft 
EIR was appropriately conducted. While the VMT analysis was conducted, refer to 
the response to Comment J2 regarding the appropriate CEQA metric for this 
project. 
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J17 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J18 Refer to the response to Comment J4 regarding to parking. 
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J18 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

J19 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J19 Refer to the response to Comment J4 regarding to the Project’s location within a 

TPA, Comments J6 and J9 regarding the source of the analytic modeling 
assumptions, and Comment J13 regarding the Project constituting a new land use 
for the purposes of CEQA analysis. 
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J19 

cont. 
 
 
 
 
 

J20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
J20 The VMT analysis for the Project was adequately conducted per the draft 

Transportation Study Manual. Based on the above responses, no changes to the 
VMT analysis are required. While the VMT analysis was conducted, refer to the 
response to Comment J2 regarding the appropriate CEQA metric for this Project. 
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K1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
K1 Commenter’s support of the Project is noted. As the comments do not pertain to 

the adequacy of the EIR, no further response is necessary. 
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L1 

L2 

L3 

L4 

L5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

L1 Comments regarding other development in the vicinity are noted. 
 
L2 Refer to the response to Comment D2. 
 
L3 Construction-related impacts are detailed in applicable sections of Chapter 5 in 

the EIR with respect to traffic, air quality, noise, hydrology/water quality, and 
mitigation measures are identified for associated significant impacts. The draft EIR 
analyzed potential effects to study area intersections and street segments during 
construction in Section 5.2, Transportation/Circulation. No significant intersection 
impacts are identified with implementation of the project construction. Significant 
transportation impacts associated with the project during Near-Term (Year 2023) 
and Build-Out (Year 2035) are addressed in Section 5.2. 

 
L4 Comments regarding stores potentially leaving the area are noted; however, 

concerns regarding economic activity, in the absence of a tangible environmental 
impact, are not issues required to be addressed under CEQA and do not address 
the adequacy of the document. Therefore, no response is necessary. 

 
L5 Comment noted. Refer to the response to Comment L2. 

 

  



 

 RTC-413 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

M1 
 
 

M2 
 
 
 
 

M3 
 
 
 
 

M4 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M1 Comments noted. Mitigation measures are identified for each identified 

significant impact in the document. The required mitigation measures would 
reduce impacts at five intersections and one metered freeway ramp to below a 
level of significance. However, transportation/circulation impacts at four 
intersections, six roadway segments, three freeway segments, and one metered 
freeway ramp would remain significant even after implementation of the 
identified mitigation requirements. 

 
M2 While the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) is intended to ameliorate the impacts of 

climate change, including the potential for wildfire size and frequency, it does not 
provide requirements for individual projects to implement related to fire or 
evacuation concerns. Consistency with the requirements of the CAP is addressed 
in EIR Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Appendix D, CAP Consistency 
Checklist. 

 
M3 Existing and proposed bicycle facilities and amenities within the study area are 

discussed in Section 5.2.1.1 and Section 5.2.4.2, respectively, of the draft EIR. The 
previously existing Class II bicycle lanes that were eliminated during Mid-Coast 
Trolley construction activities will be replaced along the project site’s frontage on 
Genesee Avenue by the Mid-Coast Trolley. The Project would construct a Class IV 
one-way Cycle-Track on Nobel Drive between Genesee Avenue and Regents Road, 
consistent with the planned bicycle network per the draft University Community 
Plan Update (March 2020). Refer to the response to Comment E72 regarding 
connectivity between the northern and southern portions of the University City 
community. 

 
M4 Comment noted. 
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N1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N1 Comments indicating that the draft EIR appears complete and accurate are noted. 

Construction-related impacts pertaining to noise, traffic, pollution, and visual 
effects are considered in the draft EIR. Noise impacts from demolition, grading, 
and building construction associated with the Project are discussed in Section 
5.7.2.2 of the draft EIR. As described in that section, the Project would comply 
with the City’s construction noise limits of 75 dBA LEQ (12 hour) with 
implementation of mitigation measures NOI-4 and NOI-5. These measures would 
reduce impacts to below a level of significance. Transportation/circulation impacts 
during construction activities are addressed in Section 5.2.2.2 of the draft EIR and 
would be less than significant. Section 5.4, Air Quality, addresses emissions of air 
pollutants. As shown in Table 5.4-5, construction emissions of these pollutants 
would be substantially below the screening thresholds that have been established 
by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District to protect the public’s health and 
welfare. Visual effects are addressed in Section 5.3, Visual Effects/Neighborhood 
Character, which concludes that these effects would be less than significant. With 
regard to tenants leaving the center, concerns regarding economic activity, in the 
absence of a tangible environmental impact, are not issues required to be 
addressed under CEQA. 
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O1 
 
 
 

O2 
 
 
 
 

O3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

O1 Regarding the heights of the proposed buildings, please note that retail buildings, 
which would continue to comprise the majority of buildings on the site, would be 
a maximum of 45 feet tall. One of the proposed office buildings would be 90 feet 
tall (including the mechanical screen). Three buildings (two office buildings and 
the hotel) are proposed to reach a maximum of 135 feet. It should also be noted 
that the project site is located in the Urban Node of the University Community, 
which is intended to be developed as a dense, mixed-use core of the community. 
Comments regarding the desirability of this area as a residential area are noted 
but are not relevant to the adequacy of the draft EIR; therefore, no further 
response is necessary. 

 
O2 Comments regarding prior changes to the character of the community are noted, 

and do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the draft EIR. The pedestrian 
bridge linking Costa Verde Center and UTC was demolished to allow for Mid-Coast 
Trolley construction, and a new connection will be constructed to link these two 
centers across the Trolley platform. 

 
O3 Comment noted. Refer to comment D2. Please also note that the Project has 

undergone a lengthy environmental review process, beginning with Planning 
Commission approval of initiation of the amendments to the University 
Community Plan and Costa Verde Specific Plan in March 2015. Public review of the 
Draft EIR began on March 12, 2020 at which time the local effects of the pandemic 
were not foreseen. 
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P1 
 
 
 
 

P2 
 

P3 

P4 

P5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
P1 The Commenter’s objections to the Project and introductory comments are noted. 

The comment does not address the adequacy of the draft EIR and no further 
response is necessary. 

 
P2 Construction-related impacts are detailed in applicable sections of the draft EIR. 

Section 5.4, Air Quality, addresses both respirable particulate matter (PM10) and 
fine particulate matter (PM2.5), which are the forms of dust associated with 
potential health effects (see Section 5.4.1.2). As shown in Table 5.4-5, 
construction emissions of these pollutants would be substantially below the 
screening thresholds that have been established by the San Diego Air Pollution 
Control District to protect the public’s health and welfare. Emissions of toxic air 
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, during construction also would 
be less than significant (page Section 5.4.4.2). 

 
P3 The economic viability of a hotel and additional shops and restaurants is an 

economic consideration not required to be addressed under CEQA. The 
anticipated transportation significant impacts are detailed in draft EIR Section 5.2, 
Transportation/Circulation. Mitigation measures would reduce impacts at five 
intersections and one metered freeway ramp to below a level of significance; 
however, traffic impacts at four intersections, six roadway segments, three 
freeway segments, and one metered freeway ramp would remain significant and 
unmitigated after implementation of feasible mitigation measures. 

 
P4 As noted in the response to Comment P2, impacts related to air quality are 

described Section 5.4 of the draft EIR. As described therein, the Project is not 
expected to result in significant construction or operational air quality impacts. 

 
P5 Comment noted. 
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Q1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q1 Commenter’s preference for inclusion of housing in the project is noted. An 

alternative that includes housing, referred to as the Retail, Hotel, and Residential 
Alternative, is addressed in the draft EIR Section 8.4.2. 
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R1 

 
 
 

R2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R1 Comments regarding participation in the University Community Planning Group 

do not pertain to the adequacy of the draft EIR; therefore, no further response is 
necessary. 

 
 
R2 Commenter’s preference regarding timing of project implementation is noted. 

Refer to response to Comment E72 regarding previous removal of the Regents 
Road Bridge from the University Community Plan’s Transportation Element 
through a City Council vote on December 5, 2016. 
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R3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
R3 Commenter’s preference that the project’s proposed parking garage serve as a 

conflagration shelter is noted. As the comment does not pertain to the adequacy 
of the draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R4 As Commenter notes, the minimum required parking rates for the Project are 

consistent with Chapter 14, Article 2, and Division 5 of the San Diego Municipal 
Code for projects located within a Transit Priority Area. In addition to the Trolley 
currently under construction, the project site is adjacent to the existing UTC 
Transit Station. As described in the draft EIR Section 3.2.6, while the minimum 
required number of parking spaces is 1,837, the Project proposes up to 2,076 
spaces.  
 
Comments regarding the design of the parking garage are noted, but do not 
address the adequacy of the document; therefore, no response is required. 
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R4 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R5 
 
 
 

R6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R5 The comment regarding time delays and increased traffic associated with 

implementation of the Project is noted. Refer to response to Comment E72 
regarding previous removal of the widening of Genesee Avenue and extension of 
Regents Road from the University Community Plan’s Transportation Element. 

 
R6 Impacts related to dust and noise are considered in the draft EIR. Noise impacts 

from demolition, grading, and building construction associated with the Project 
are discussed in Section 5.7.2.2 of the draft EIR. As described in that section, the 
Project would comply with the City’s construction noise limits of 75 dBA LEQ 
(12-hour) with implementation of mitigation measures NOI-4 and NOI-5. These 
measures provide a description of possible scenarios for sound attenuation barrier 
construction. Consistent with CEQA requirements, however, mitigation measures 
are performance-based, such that other measures could be employed if they are 
demonstrated to reduce the noise levels to the allowable limit. These measures 
would reduce impacts to below a level of significance.  

 
Section 5.4, Air Quality, of the draft EIR addresses both respirable particulate 
matter (PM10) and fine particulate matter (PM2.5), which are forms of dust. As 
shown in Table 5.4-5, construction emissions of these pollutants would be well 
below the level of significance. With regard to larger-particle fugitive dust 
(i.e., that would be visible), the Project would be required to comply with San 
Diego Air Pollution Control District Rule 55, as noted in Section 3.3 of the draft EIR. 
This rule requires measures to control dust and prohibits discharge of visible dust 
emissions into the atmosphere beyond the property line for a period or periods 
aggregating more than 3 minutes in any 60-minute period. Because the Project 
would comply with applicable regulations and would result in less-than-significant 
impacts, no mitigation (including installation of barriers for dust control) is 
required. 
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 R7 Comments regarding potential closures of streets and sidewalks during project 
construction are noted. As described in the draft EIR Section 3.3, construction-
related traffic control plans (which would include pedestrian and bicycle traffic) 
would be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer prior to construction 
activities for all phases. The traffic control plans would ensure that appropriate 
access remains available. The establishment of fees for sidewalk and street 
closures is beyond the purview of this EIR and does not address the adequacy of 
this document; therefore, no response is necessary to this issue. 

 
 
 
 
 

  



 

 RTC-422 
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S1 
 
 

S2 
 
 

S3 
 
 

S4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S6 
 

  
 

S1 Commenter’s introductory remarks are noted. Please refer to the response to 
Comment R5 regarding the University community roadway network. 

 
S2 Comments regarding the previously proposed project are noted. As they do not 

pertain to the adequacy of the current draft EIR, no further response is necessary. 
 
 
S3 It should be noted that a hotel is included as an element of the Project, as well as 

two of the build alternatives. The rendering reflects the plans as submitted by the 
applicant to the City at the time of preparation of the Draft EIR and is intended for 
illustrative purposes only. The hotel is described and analyzed throughout the 
draft EIR based on a maximum allowable height of 135 feet. 

 
S4 Comments regarding perceived improvements to the proposed project are noted; 

as they do not pertain to the adequacy of the current draft EIR no further 
response is necessary. 

 
S5 Please refer to the response to Comment R4 regarding proposed parking. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S6 Refer to response to Comment E72 regarding previous removal of the Regents 
Road Bridge from the University Community Plan’s Transportation Element. The 
draft EIR and Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix B) analyze potential 
significant impacts that would be expected to occur on the existing and planned 
roadway network with the addition of Project traffic. 

  



 

 RTC-426 

 

 
S6 

cont. 
 
 

S7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S9 
 
 
 
 
 

S10 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 

S7 The Project does not propose any changes to the existing Las Palmas driveway on 
Costa Verde Boulevard. Las Palmas Square is a one-way southbound private 
driveway that serves the adjacent Vi development and not the Costa Verde 
project. Vehicles exiting Las Palmas Square are only allowed to turn right out of 
this driveway, which does not conflict with turning movements for the adjacent 
the Costa Verde driveway. 

 
S8 Refer to the response to Comment R3 regarding potential use of the proposed 

parking garage as a conflagration shelter. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S9 Comments regarding potential closures of streets and sidewalks during project 

construction are noted. As described in the draft EIR Section 3.3, construction-
period traffic control plans (which would address pedestrian and bicycle traffic) 
would be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer prior to construction 
activities for all phases. The traffic control plans would ensure that appropriate 
access remains available, therefore, impacts related to the increase of traffic 
hazards would be expected to be less than significant. The design of the site 
reflects the site’s topography and does not provide an opportunity for pedestrian 
traffic to be placed over parking garage entries and exits. Pedestrian paths are 
illustrated on Figure 3-5, Circulation Plan, of the draft EIR. 

 
S10 The City’s Mitigation Monitoring Coordination staff are responsible for 

enforcement of mitigation measures, as detailed in Chapter 9.0, Mitigation, 
Monitoring and Reporting Program, of the draft EIR. Please refer to the response 
to Comment R6 regarding dust, noise, and air quality controls. 
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S11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S12 
 
 
 
 

  
 
S11 Refer to the response to Comment R3 regarding potential use of the proposed 

parking garage as a conflagration shelter and the response to Comment R5 
regarding the University community’s roadway network. The widening of Genesee 
Avenue to six lanes south of Nobel Drive is not proposed as a mitigation measure 
for the Project. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S12 Comments regarding potential community support for the Project are noted. 

Refer to the responses to Comment R5 regarding parking and Comments R6 and 
R11 regarding the community’s roadway network. Articles regarding prior projects 
are noted; however, as they do not pertain to the adequacy of the draft EIR, no 
further response is necessary. 
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S12 
cont. 
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S12 
cont. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

S14 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S13 Refer to the response to Comment R7 regarding potential street and sidewalk 

closures during project construction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S14 Comments do not address the adequacy of the draft EIR and no further response 

is necessary. 
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S14 
cont. 
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S14 
cont. 
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S14 
cont. 
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S14 
cont. 
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T1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T1 The City believes strongly in the importance of public input as part of the 

environmental review process. As a result, it extended its public review period for 
the Draft EIR from the required 45 days to a total of 75 days to provide additional 
opportunity for public comment. All comments received during the extended 
public review period are addressed in this Final EIR and will be presented to 
decision-makers for their consideration. The public will also have the opportunity 
to participate in public hearings with the Planning Commission and City Council 
prior to a final decision being made regarding the Project. 
 
Impacts with regard to land use, traffic, noise, and air quality are addressed in 
detail in the EIR (Sections 5.1, 5.2, 5.7, and 5.4, respectively), and mitigation 
measures are specified in association with identified significant impacts. Concerns 
regarding economic activity (e.g., need for additional hotels or profits), are not 
themselves issues required to be addressed under CEQA. 
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