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i 

Public Review Letters 

The following comment letters were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals during 

the public review of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). A copy of each comment 

letter along with corresponding staff responses has been included. Letters and responses are 

provided in side-by-side format for ease of reader review. 

 

Comment letters were received from the 60 agencies, organizations and individuals shown on the 

matrix below. Several comment letters received during the Draft EIR public review period contained 

requests for revisions that resulted in minor changes and text clarifications to the Draft EIR text. 

These changes to the text are indicated by strikeout (deleted) and underline (inserted) markings in 

the Final EIR or Errata. Some of the comments do not pertain to the adequacy of analysis in the 

Draft EIR or to other aspects pertinent to the potential effects of the proposed project on the 

environment pursuant to CEQA. Regardless, a good faith effort has been made by the City to 

respond to the comments submitted where they may touch on environmental analyses.  

 

Certain responses have been identified as “Topical Responses,” as described and listed below the list 

of commenters.  

 

Letter Identification Commenter Address RTC Starting Page  

State Agencies 

S1 
California Department of 

Fish and Wildlife 

David Mayer 

Environmental Program Manager 

3883 Ruffin Road 

San Diego, CA 92123 

1 

S2 
California Department of 

Transportation 

Maurice Eaton 
Branch Chief, Local Development 
and Intergovernmental Review 

Branch 

4050 Taylor Street, MS-240 
San Diego, CA 92110 

8 

S3 
California Highway Patrol 

T. Cooper 
Captain, Commander 

5902 Kearny Villa Road 
San Diego, CA 92123 

13 

S4 
State Clearinghouse 

CEQAnet P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, CA 95812 

https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/ 

14 

Regional Agencies/Organizations 

R1 
County of San Diego 

Department of 
Environmental Health, 

Vector Control Program 

Michelle Price 
Program Coordinator, Vector 

Control Program 

5570 Overland Avenue 
Suite 102 

San Diego, CA 92123 

20 

R2 
San Diego Association of 

Governments 

Katie Hentrich 
Associate Regional Energy/Climate 

Planner  

401 B Street 
Suite 800 

San Diego, CA 92101 

22 

R3 
San Diego County 

Archaeological Society 

James Royle 
Chairperson, Environmental 

Review Committee 

P.O. Box 81106 
San Diego, CA 92138 

25 

https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/


ii 

Letter Identification Commenter Address RTC Starting Page  

Special Interest and Individuals 

SI1 
DeLano & DeLano for PQ-

NW Action Group 

Everett Delano 104 West Grand Avenue 

Suite A 

Escondido, CA 92025 

26 

SI2 
Individual 

John Chiu  john.chiu.5@gmail.com 44 

SI3A and B 
Individual 

Stephan Haight 14624 Wye Street 
San Diego, CA 92129 

52/80 

SI4 
Individual 

Todd Derbique 11235 Del Diablo Street 
San Diego, CA 92129 

87 

SI5 
Individual 

Joan Commons 14625 Wye Street 

San Diego, CA 92129 

95 

SI6 
Individual 

Melissa Ellefsen melissa.ellefsen@gmail.com 109 

SI7 
Individual 

Dianne Alfoldy 15525 Andorra Way 

San Diego, CA 92129 

110 

SI8A and B 
Individual 

David Birdsall dnbirdsall@gmail.com 113/115 

SI9 
Individual 

Dan Cichelli 11251 Del Diablo Street 

San Diego, CA 92129 

118 

SI10 
Individual 

Tim Clayton timster@san.rr.com 122 

SI11 
Individual 

Kymberli Clement kc@kcdesigndev.com 126 

SI12 
Individual 

Kathryn Coffelt 11413 Meknes Way 

San Diego, CA 92129 

127 

SI13 
Individual 

Shari Collins 11045 Madrigal Street,  

San Diego, CA 92129 

128 

SI14 
Individual 

Pamela Bane p_l_bane@yahoo.com 146 

SI15 
Individual 

Judy Day judyday@san.rr.com 149 

SI16 
Individual 

David and Lynn Delgado 15715 Andora Way 
San Diego, CA 92129 

150 

SI17 
Individual 

Gina Betts 11344 Almazon Street  

San Diego, CA 92129 

151 

SI18 
Individual 

Andrew Bortolutti sddru_1@hotmail.com 153 

SI19 
Individual 

Christina Catalano 15357 Calle Juanito 

San Diego, CA 92129 

154 

SI20  
Individual 

Bob and Lorraine Hansen 14515 Janal Way 
San Diego, CA 92129  

156 

SI21A to C 
Individual 

Pat Harris 14397 Janal Way 
San Diego, CA 92129 

161/165/174 

SI22 
Individual 

Brian Hollandsworth brian.hollandsworth@gmail.com 180 

SI23 
Individual 

Philip Hoos philliphoos@gmail.com 185 

SI24 
Individual 

Gary and Virginia Jackson gjackson4344@gmail.com 192 

SI25 
Individual 

Sunita Juneja 11387 Ajanta Court 
San Diego, CA 92129 

196 

SI26 
Individual 

Kirsten Kung 14723 Penasquitos Drive 
San Diego, CA 92129 

198 



iii 

Letter Identification Commenter Address RTC Starting Page  

Special Interest and Individuals (cont.) 

SI27 
Individual 

Valerie Lew vlew@sandi.net 200 

SI28 
Individual 

Genie Lovorn 14895 Penasquitos Court 
San Diego, CA 92129 

202 

SI29A and B 
Individual 

Tom Lovorn 14895 Penasquitos Court 
San Diego, CA 92129 

204/209 

SI30 
Individual 

Nels Lundgren 14421 Yazoo Street  
San Diego, CA 92129 

212 

SI31 
Individual 

Katy McClelland katymcc@hotmail.com 219 

SI32 
Individual 

Barbara Melabranche 15589 Paseo Jenghiz 
San Diego, CA 92129 

224 

SI33 
Individual 

Brian Meredith briankmeredith@gmail.com 228 

SI34 
Individual 

Keith Nyberg 10959 Guadalimar Way 
San Diego, CA 92129 

231 

SI35 
Individual 

Geoffery Patrick geoff@san.rr.com 235 

SI36 
Individual 

Judy Piercey 14898 Penasquitos Court  
San Diego CA 92129 

242 

SI37 
Individual 

Joe Pierzina 15145 Andorra Way 
San Diego, CA 92129 

246 

SI38 
Individual 

Roland Pietsch rpietsch55@gmail.com 248 

SI39A to G 
Individual 

Dale Politte 11146 Amazon Street 
San Diego, CA 92129 

249/252/278/306/ 

313/319/330 

SI40 
Individual 

Jeanine Politte 11146 Amazon Street 
San Diego, CA 92129 

334 

SI41 
Individual 

Elaine Wilson 10951 Guadalimar Way 
San Diego, CA 92129 

347 

SI42 
Individual 

Danny Redfern redferndanny@hotmail.com 348 

SI43 
Individual 

Tara Selhorn tara.selhorn@gmail.com 352 

SI44 
Individual 

Lin Siepert 14555 Yukon Street 
San Diego, CA 92129 

355 

SI45A to E 
Individual 

Simone Sigell simoneaj.sigell@gmail.com 357/358/360/ 
361/364 

SI46 
Individual 

Darlene Simmons dgs5188@gmail.com 365 

SI47 
Individual 

Mike Slavin slavenwy4@gmail.com 369 

SI48 
Individual 

Shelley Stapley 14655 Wye Street 
San Diego, CA 92129 

370 

SI49 
Individual 

David J. Tooley 11375 Nawa Way 
San Diego, CA 92129 

372 

SI50 
Individual 

Karen Vogue 14788 Carmel Ridge Road 
San Diego, CA 92128 

375 

SI51 
Individual 

Karen Wilmoth 6657 Valjean Court 
San Diego, CA 92111 

388 



iv 

Letter Identification Commenter Address RTC Starting Page  

Special Interest and Individuals (cont.) 

SI52A 
Individual/PQ-NE Action 

Group 

Junaid Razvi 14829 Penasquitos Court 
San Diego, CA 92129 

389 

SI52B 
Individual/PQ-NE Action 

Group 

Junaid Razvi 14829 Penasquitos Court 
San Diego, CA 92129 

406 

 

Certain responses are identified as “Topical Responses,” covering issues that were addressed by 

multiple commenters. In order to minimize duplication, one compiled response was created to 

address all comments on the issue, and other commenters were then referred to that topical 

response regarding their comments on the same or a similar issue. The following matrix 

summarizes the topical responses, including the issue covered and the location within the 

responses where each topical response may be found. 

 

Response Topic 
Commenter/ 

Letter No. 

Comment 

No. 

RTC Page 

No. 

Trip Rate Methodology DeLano / SI1 2 27 

Freeway Mainline and On-ramps Thresholds DeLano / SI1 4 28 

Cumulative Projects Addressed in the EIR DeLano / SI1 5 29 

Community Plan Amendments DeLano / SI1 8 31 

Vehicular Trip Distribution Chiu / SI2 5 48 

Project Benefits Haight / SI3A 1 52 

Tennis Courts and Alternative Recreational Amenities Haight / SI3A 2 53 

Project Alternatives and   Zoning Haight / SI3A 3 55 

Housing Need and Site Utilization Haight / SI3A 5 58 

Climate Change and Public Transportation Haight / SI3A 14 64 

Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone/Potential 
for Future Proposals 

Haight / SI3A 16 69 

Intersection Improvements Haight / SI3A 20 71 

Black Mountain Open Space VHFHSZ Haight / SI3A 25 76 

Wildfire Evacuation Planning Derbique / SI4 1 87 

Quality of Life Derbique / SI4 6 93 

Project Age Qualifications Commons / SI5 13 103 

Peñasquitos Drive Vehicular Queue Lengths Commons / SI5 15 105 

Lack of Need for Additional I-15 Interchanges Birdsall / SI6 2 113 

Vehicular Counts and Peak Hour Periods Cicchelli / SI9 1 118 

Fire Behavior Modeling Cicchelli / SI9 3 119 

Andorra Way Emergency Operations/Maintenance Collins / SI13 4 129 

Wildlife Corridors McClelland / SI31 2 219 

 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-1 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S1-1 Comments noted. These comments do not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the analyses in the Draft EIR and do 

not require a response. 

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-2 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S1-2 As shown in Figure 3 of the project’s Biological Resources Letter 

Report (Appendix F) and explained in Section 5.1.1.2 of the EIR, 

at its closest point, the portion of the Open Space that is 

designated MHPA is approximately 690 feet from the project 

site, with existing homes, Peñasquitos Drive, and a City 

reservoir property separating the project from this MHPA area. 

Staff agrees with the commenter that the project is not directly 

adjacent to the MSCP and therefore the City’s MHPA Land Use 

Adjacency Guidelines (LUAGs) do not apply to the project. 

 

However, Section 5.8.5 of the EIR explains that the project 

would restrict non-native invasive plant species and incorporate 

native plant species into the private HOA open space and 

landscaping around the site perimeter (see Figures 5.3-5 b 

through n). A streetscape plant palette containing native species 

also would surround the publicly accessible game courts and 

seating areas in the mobility zone (see specifically EIR 

Figure 5.3-5f). 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-3 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 S1-2 (cont.) Species proposed throughout the site include California 

sycamore, western cottonwood, Gooding’s willow, coast live 

oak, Engelmann oak, common yarrow, agave, coyote brush, 

California brittlebush, California buckwheat, California flannel 

bush, yucca, toyon, San Diego marsh elder, prickly pear, 

California coffeeberry, lemonade berry, and San Diego County 

viguiera. The Neighborhood Park has already undergone the 

City’s GDP process, and the plant palette for the Neighborhood 

Park is required to meet City standards. Based on the project 

landscape plan (as shown in EIR Figures 5.3-5a-n), incorporation 

of non-invasive species, and implementation of the public park 

pursuant to the approved GDP concept plan and City standards, 

no mitigation is required. Additionally, as shown in EIR 

Figures 3-1, Illustrative Site Plan, and 3-3, Proposed Lots and 

Zoning, in Section 3.0 of the EIR, the arrangement of the 

project’s open space components would allow for the 

movement of birds and pollinator species through the site and 

between other open space areas to the east and west of the 

site. Thus, the open space component of the project, as 

designed, would provide suitable “stepping-stone habitat” for 

bird and pollinator species, as referenced in the comment. 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-4 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

S1-3 Excluding the Neighborhood Park, which would be deeded to 

and maintained by the City following its construction by the 

project, the project would provide for future HOA maintenance 

of open space and trails within the project site, which fulfills the 

Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan recommendation to 

define maintenance responsibilities within open space as part 

of development approvals. Please refer to EIR Figure 3-10a and 

3-10b, as well as 3-11 for locations and variety of recreational 

amenities proposed by the project. As shown, the project 

proposes publicly accessible active and passive park and open 

space uses that would provide recreational opportunities for 

the future residents of the project as well as residents within 

the existing community, and would help to meet the 

recreational needs of the community. The project’s relationship 

to Black Mountain Open Space Park (BMOS) is discussed in EIR 

Section 5.13.1.4, Parks and Recreation Areas, including 

acknowledgement of the BMOS trailheads. Further, the BMOS 

Natural Resource Management Plan (NRMP) is the 

implementing plan for the BMOS pursuant to the MSCP 

Subarea Plan and provides guidance for the City’s habitat 

management and maintenance of the BMOS and MHPA lands. It 

does not apply to the proposed project. The project does not 

propose any new trails in the BMOS and proposed on-site trails 

do not connect directly to the BMOS given the distance and 

existing development between the proposed project and the 

BMOS. As described in Section 6.A, New Development, of the 

NRMP, no future development within the BMOS could occur 

without City approval, including subsequent CEQA analysis and 

MSCP compliance. Management and maintenance of the BMOS 

is the responsibility of the City of San Diego Park and Recreation 

Department, Open Space Division, with funds allocated annually 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-5 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 S1-3 (cont.) to the City Park and Recreation budget, as described in 

the BMOS NRMP, Section 11.C. No significant impacts were 

assessed to City park and recreation areas in the EIR analysis, 

and additional mitigation beyond project design is not required. 

 

SI-4 Comments noted. There were no special status species or 

natural communities detected during project surveys that 

would require reporting to the California Natural Diversity 

Database. 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-6 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

S1-5 Comment noted. The required fees will be paid upon filing the 

Notice of Determination. 

 

 

S1-6 Comments noted. These comments do not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the analyses in the Draft EIR and do 

not require additional response. 

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-7 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

S1-7 As explained above in Response to Comments 2 and 3, no 

significant impacts were identified with respect to invasive 

species or the BMOS, and therefore no associated mitigation is 

required. 

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-8 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S2-1 Comment noted. This comment does not address adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require 

response. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S2-2 The right-turn lane would meet Caltrans design criteria in 

Caltrans jurisdiction. Within City jurisdiction, the lane would 

meet City design standards. 

 

S2-3 In accordance with the comment, the existing plan within 

Caltrans jurisdiction is for a raised median with a Type B-2 curb 

and gutter. The VTM will be revised to specify the curb type 

within the Caltrans right-of-way (ROW). 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-9 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

S2-4 Comments noted. The applicant understands that a PEER is 

required and will be prepared as part of final design.  

 

 

 

 

S2-5 The final design will comply with all appropriate accessibility 

standards. 

 

 

S2-6 Caltrans agreement with the proposed 6-foot bike lane with a 

2-foot buffer on Carmel Mountain Road is noted. 

 

S2-7 Comments noted. Consistent with the comment, the cited 

design elements are typical of bicycle and pedestrian 

treatments. The applicant will implement signing and striping 

associated with the right turn in only lane consistent with the 

appropriate Caltrans and City Standards. 

 

S2-8 City staff recommends that a 6-foot wide sidewalk be 

implemented within the Caltrans ROW so that a design 

standard decision is not needed and will not delay 

implementation. This would be implemented where new 

sidewalk is being provided, as shown on TM Sheet C4. 

 

S2-9 Comments noted. It is acknowledged that the Type H curb is 

used by Caltrans for bridge improvements. The City uses this 

type of curb for suburban improvements. The project specifies 

it for areas within both City and Caltrans jurisdiction on Carmel 

Mountain Road. 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-10 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

S2-10 Proposed grading within Caltrans jurisdiction, shown on the 

project Tentative Map (TM), has been through a review process 

with Caltrans. In a telephone call between the applicant and 

Mr. Trent Clark on April 29, 2019, it was confirmed that the TM 

design was approved and that no additional documents need to 

be submitted prior to final design. It is understood that an 

encroachment permit would be required, as part of the process, 

to enter Caltrans property and perform the work. Please also 

see Response to Comment 11, below. 

 

S2-11 Comments noted. The requirement to provide a final 

environmental document is understood. The EIR (Section 3.0, 

Project Description) addresses the area within Caltrans ROW. The 

requirement for the encroachment permit was specifically 

identified in EIR Table 3-2, Discretionary Actions Required. 

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-11 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-12 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-13 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

S3-1 Comments noted. Potential project effects focused on relevant 

roadways are documented in EIR Section 5.2, Transportation/ 

Circulation, and the project Transportation Impact Analysis 

(Appendix B to the EIR). As documented, Interstate 15 (I-15) 

roadway segments would not change in Level of Service (LOS) 

with implementation of the project – or with the project as well 

as known cumulative projects (see Tables 5.2-6, 5.2-8, and 

5.2-10). There is also no considerable or significant contribution 

to cumulative volumes at on-ramp intersections to I-15 (see 

intersections 2 and 3 for northbound and southbound on-

ramps from Carmel Mountain Road to I-15, and intersections 10 

and 11 for Rancho Peñasquitos Boulevard/Carmel Mountain 

Road westbound and eastbound ramps onto I-15, respectively). 

As shown on EIR Tables 5.2-5, 5.2-7, and 5.2-9, there would be 

no change in intersection LOS from existing conditions, with the 

addition of project traffic. The project would add up to 

0.3 second of delay to these intersections, which is not a 

significant impact. 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-14 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

S4-1 The comment consists of the Notice of Completion files with the 

state Clearinghouse, as well as the CEQAnet documentation. 

Together, they note dates of public circulation, describe the 

project, and state agencies to which the City independently sent 

project notices of availability, or requested the state to do so. 

They also identify the three state agencies that submitted 

comment letters in response (California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, California Department of Transportation, and California 

Highway Patrol). Those letters, together with any attachments 

submitted by the commenting agencies, and specific responses 

to them, are provided above (reference letters S1, S2 and S3, 

respectively). 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-15 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-16 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-17 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-18 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-19 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-20 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

R1-1 Construction-related depressions, created by grading activities, 

vehicle tires, ditches and landscaping, would not result in 

depressions that would hold water. In addition, the project 

design features would ensure that drainage areas (capable of 

capturing and holding water of more than 0.5 inch for more 

than 96 hours) and other structures do not create a potential 

mosquito breeding source. The project would implement 

Construction BMPs through condition of permit and would be 

consistent with the California Stormwater Quality Association 

Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, to ensure 

that drainage occurs within 72 hours/there is no standing water 

in drainage areas between storms. This would prevent creation 

of mosquito habitat and minimize opportunity for breeding.  

 

R1-2 The VCP’s authority to control vectors during the project 

construction and operation is noted.. 
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-21 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

R1-3 County Guidelines for Determining Significance for Vectors are 

noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-22 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

R2-1 For clarification, the project would not result in adverse impacts 

to multi-modal transportation; see EIR Section 5.2.4, Alternative 

Transportation, which determined no significant impacts would 

occur and no mitigation measures would be required. Text 

below includes additional information on the multimodal 

transportation components of the project and how the traffic 

mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2 accommodate 

multimodal transportation. 

 

The beneficial on-site social loop trail, sidewalks and bike lanes 

are designed to connect to existing off-site sidewalks and 

crosswalks (see EIR Figure 3-9a). This includes connections to 

existing sidewalks along Peñasquitos Drive, Del Diablo Way, Del 

Diablo Street and Carmel Mountain Road, that lead to Rolling 

Hills Elementary School ball fields and through the residential 

neighborhood.  

 

As shown on EIR Figure 3-9b, existing Class II (striped) bike lanes 

are located along Peñasquitos Drive (marked up to and fronting 

the school to the intersection with Almazon Street north of the 

school) and along Carmel Mountain Road. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-23 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 R2-1 (cont.) Similarly, they are located along Carmel Mountain Road 

as it trends easterly, across I-15 to meet the Class II facilities 

along Rancho Carmel Drive and provide bike lane access to 

both sides of Carmel Mountain Plaza. Access to the north side 

of Peñasquitos Drive (west-bound street) would be facilitated by 

the roundabout proposed at Janal Way (Mitigation Measure 

TRA-2), which would improve crossing conditions for 

pedestrians and cyclists as they enter or cross Peñasquitos 

Drive as it would provide traffic calming along Peñasquitos 

Drive at Janal Way, which is currently controlled by stop signage 

on Janal only . The proposed roundabout would improve entry 

and crossing potential for non-vehicular users. Crossings at 

Carmel Mountain Road are already signalized at Peñasquitos 

Drive, and another signal would be installed by the project at 

Peñasquitos Drive and Cuca Street (Mitigation Measure TRA-1), 

which provide protected crossings for pedestrians and cyclists 

due to stopping of vehicular traffic. 

 

In addition, the project incorporates a mobility zone and bicycle 

hub within the southeastern corner of the project site, to 

promote bicycling, transit, ridesharing and other options. The 

mobility zone is proposed to include a drop-off/pickup area for 

rideshare, carpool and similar purposes; signage regarding 

transit options and schedule; and shaded seating areas. The 

bicycle hub is proposed to include bicycle racks (14 spaces), 

pneumatic air pressure facilities, bike stands with tethered 

repair tools, outdoor day use lockers and two bike vending 

kiosks, a staging area for shared scooters and ebikes with 

posted user information, and posted information regarding 

local and regional streets and trails showing bike routes. A 

shade structure also would be provided to create an 

environment conducive to waiting for on-demand service (see 

EIR Figure 3-8). 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-24 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 R2-1 (cont.) The project is anticipated to improve pedestrian and 

biking use within the community. EIR Section 5.2.4 analyzed 

Alternative Transportation and determined that no significant 

impacts would occur and no mitigation measures would be 

required. 

 

R2-2 Comments noted. The streets incorporate a pedestrian access 

network that internally links all uses and connects to existing 

external streets and pedestrian facilities contiguous with the 

project site. This, together with the roundabouts added as 

traffic calming measures along Private Driveways A and B (see 

Figure 3-12a, Project Internal Street Layout and Connections to 

Off-Site Roads), and vegetation along the walkways consistent 

with Mobility Element Table ME-1 would encourage pedestrian 

activity. The primary access driveways A, B and C would have 

medians to facilitate pedestrian crossings at intersections. 

Class II bike lanes would be incorporated along Private 

Driveways A, V, and portions of B, C and O, to allow for 

separated lane bicycle travel on portions of the site that would 

be more heavily traveled. 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-25 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

R3-1 The San Diego County Archaeological Society concurrence with 

impact analysis conclusions and the proposed monitoring 

program in the project’s EIR and supporting technical studies in 

Appendices I1, I2 and I3 is noted. No additional response is 

required. 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-26 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI1-1 The comment provides general guidance regarding CEQA. The 

comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of the 

Draft EIR; no further response is required. 
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SI1-2 Topical Response – Trip Rate Methodology. As stated in EIR 

Section 5.2.2.2, Impact Analysis, under the heading 

“Methodology,” and Transportation Impact Analysis Section 7.1, 

Trip Generation, the trip rate used is based on the City’s 2003 

Trip Generation Manual for “Retirement/Senior Citizen 

Housing.” Please note that the trip rates for different uses 

shown on these tables are averages for the use type. In other 

words, whereas one resident may stay at home for an entire 

day, another may make more than four trips on that same day. 

These thresholds and standards are used consistently in City 

technical analyses. Residents of age-qualified housing include 

both retirees who would tend to avoid unnecessary peak hour 

trips and travel to a variety of local and regional destinations, 

and those still in the workforce whose travel patterns reflect 

that of a more typical commuter. The trip distribution used was 

not altered from a standard residential trip distribution, which 

assumes a large portion of residential trips are work related, 

and therefore oriented toward the nearest freeway. 

 

This provides adequate support for the EIR analysis. 

 

SI1-3 EIR Tables 5.2-7, 5.2-9, 5.2-12 and 5.2-13 specifically address 

impacts for this intersection including the proposed project, as 

well as Pacific Village, Merge 56, and the Preserve at Torrey 

Highlands in the Near-term as well as Horizon Year (2050) 

conditions, prior to and post mitigation. 
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 SI1-4 Topical Response – Freeway Mainline and On-ramp 

Thresholds. As explained in EIR Section 5.2.1.1, per City 

standards, a freeway analysis is typically required if a project 

contributes over 150 peak hour trips to the freeway. A more 

conservative trigger of 50 peak hour trips was used for this 

project (consistent with regionally adopted San Diego Traffic 

Engineer’s Council [SANTEC] ITE guidelines). Also per 

SANTEC/ITE guidelines, the threshold to conduct ramp meter 

analysis is 20 peak hour trips contributed to any ramp meter. 

Figure 5.2-2b of the EIR shows that project-related peak hour 

trips entering the freeway would be below each of these 

thresholds (i.e., are below the threshold of 50 peak-hour trips, 

and the project would add less than 20 peak hour trips to any 

metered freeway ramps). 

 

Relative to the interchanges with I-15, the on-ramps are 

metered. The meters release traffic onto the state facilities 

based on mainline loading, with access intervals increased or 

decreased based on levels of main-line congestion. As shown 

on EIR Table 5.2-1, intersections 2 and 3, addressing the Carmel 

Mountain Road and I-15 north- and southbound ramps, 

respectively, as well as intersections 10 and 11, addressing 

Rancho Peñasquitos Boulevard and SR-56 west- and eastbound 

ramps, respectively, currently operate at acceptable levels of 

service providing access to or exit from these facilities with one 

exception. Intersection 11, the eastbound SR-56 on-ramp, 

currently operates at Level of Service (LOS) E during the PM 

peak hour. These same LOS values continue with the addition of 

the project under existing plus project conditions, with the 

project adding less than two seconds of delay (see Table 5.2-3, 

Traffic Impact Significance Thresholds). 
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 SI1-4 (cont.) As shown on EIR Table 5.2-7, the Opening Day (2020) Plus 

Project (Near-term) condition would remain at acceptable LOS C 

or D for Carmel Mountain Road/I-15 Northbound Ramps 

(intersection 2), Carmel Mountain Road /I-15 Southbound 

Ramps (intersection 3) and Rancho Peñasquitos Boulevard/ 

Carmel Mountain Road/SR-56 Westbound Ramps (intersection 

10) as well as Rancho Peñasquitos Boulevard/Carmel Mountain 

Road/SR-56 Eastbound Ramps (intersection 11) in the AM peak 

hour. For intersection 11 in the PM peak hour, LOS would 

remain at E, but the increase in delay would be only 0.5 second. 

Under Horizon Year (2050) Plus Project conditions, as shown on 

EIR Table 5.2-9, conditions would remain at acceptable LOS C or 

D for intersections 2 and 3, and for intersection 10 in the PM 

peak hour. Intersection 10 would be LOS E in the AM peak hour, 

but there would be a 0.0 second increase in delay due to the 

project. At intersection 11, LOS E and F would occur in the AM 

and PM peak hours, respectively, under both with and without 

project conditions. The increases in delay would be 0.2 and 

0.8 second, respectively, which would be under both the 

thresholds for significant impacts (i.e., increases of 2.0 seconds 

for LOS E threshold and 1.0 second for LOS F threshold) as 

shown in Table 5.2-3. Therefore, the project would not result in 

significant adverse impact to this on-ramp. This information is 

provided in the EIR and provides adequate support for the EIR 

analysis. 

 

SI1-5 Topical Response – Cumulative Projects Addressed in the 

EIR. The EIR addresses potential cumulative impacts. In addition 

to impacts associated with the proposed project as addressed 

in EIR Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, EIR Section 6.0, 

Cumulative Impacts, specifically evaluated cumulative effects. 

This included analysis of the effects of the proposed project in 

combination with potential effects of other reasonably 

foreseeable projects known to the City as of April 10, 2018, 

when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the project EIR was 

issued. The date of issuance of the NOP establishes the CEQA  
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 SI1-5 (cont.) baseline for project analyses in the EIR, per CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15125, and per standard City practice. As 

stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15125: 

 

An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental 

conditions in the vicinity of the project. This environmental 

setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions 

by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is 

significant…Generally, the lead agency should describe physical 

environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of 

preparation is published. 

 

At the time of the NOP, three projects were identified as having 

the potential to contribute to cumulative impacts, and were 

evaluated in the EIR. These include Pacific Villages, for which a 

CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration had been completed, 

along with Merge 56 and The Preserve at Torrey Highlands, 

each of which had active development applications at the City at 

the time of issuance of the NOP for the proposed project. The 

application for the Millennium PQ project on the Hotel Karlan 

site was deemed complete on June 14, 2019, and the 

application for the Carmel Mountain Ranch Golf Course 

redevelopment (Trails at Carmel Mountain Ranch) was deemed 

complete on January 31, 2020. Both applications postdate the 

proposed project NOP. It is therefore not required for the 

project EIR to address these projects as a part of the 

environmental baseline for cumulative analysis purposes. 

 

SI1-6 Aesthetic issues are discussed in EIR Section 5.3, Visual 

Effects/Neighborhood Character. Typical public views to the 

project site (Figures 5.3-2a-e), project vicinity photos of Del 

Diablo Street and Caminito Orense Este (Figure 5.3-3) and 

photo-simulations towards the project from Carmel Mountain 

Road and I-15 (Figures 5.3-4a-d), all together, provide a wide 

range of perspectives from various publicly accessible locations 
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 SI1-6 (cont.) around the site, the I-15 freeway and the Black Mountain 

Open Space Park. The photo-simulations depict the proposed 

project’s built condition from locales with the greatest number 

of potential viewers – along Carmel Mountain Road and I-15. 

City and CEQA thresholds focus on public viewpoints that are 

accessible to the public (and by extension to the greatest 

number of viewers). The selected representative viewpoints that 

were studied in the EIR were publicly accessible and provided 

documentation of the visibility of site from potential off-site 

(including neighborhood) viewers, as well as examples of 

visibility compared to the existing surrounding conditions. The 

photographs and simulations provide adequate support for the 

relevant portions of the aesthetics and community character 

analyses. EIR Section 5.3 determined that no significant impacts 

would occur and no mitigation measures would be required. 

 

SI1-7 Topical Response – Community Plan Amendments. The 

comment is correct regarding current Community Plan Open 

Space designation and related policy text. Please note that 

private property owners may propose any legal use for their 

property, and the City evaluates any proposal in the light of 

applicable law (including CEQA requirements) and City 

ordinances and planning documents. The proposed project 

requests a Community Plan Amendment to address the 

inconsistency with the current designation and policy of the 

Plan for the closed golf course at the property. 

 

The City has a process for amending community plans that is 

outlined in the General Plan, and discussed in the project EIR 

Section 5.1.1.2, Regulatory Framework, under the heading ”Local 

Plans and Regulations” for general discussion of how 

amendments are anticipated and planned for, and specific 

discussion of open space under the heading “Rancho 

Peñasquitos Community Plan.” The potential impacts are 

addressed in Section 5.1.2.2, Impact Analysis, under the heading 
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 SI1-7 (cont.) “Consistency with General Plan and Rancho Peñasquitos 

Community Plan Designated Land Uses (Issue 1).” 

 

As noted, the RPCP recommends preservation of “the golf 

course as a unifying open space element and buffer from the 

freeway, and to maintain the existing quality of development in 

the area.” As stated in Section 3.0, “the prior [golf course] owner 

elected to shut down in 2015, citing reduced golf course 

usage/revenues and higher water costs as the reasons for the 

closure.” Since 2015, the site has not served as a recreational 

resource within the project area. It is currently fenced off and is 

not available for any sort of open space use. Since the golf 

course has not been accessible to the public since 2015, the EIR 

concluded in Section 5.1.2.2 that there would be no loss of 

publicly accessible open space as a result of the project.  

 

Moreover, the project would provide open space around the 

edge of the future development and construct a public park as 

well as publicly accessible trails within this open space. This 

would keep a portion of the site as an open space amenity and 

provide public access. 

 

Also, as noted in EIR Section 5.3.4.2 under the heading 

“Community Landmarks”: 

 

It is noted that the RPCP also recommends that the golf course 

be preserved “as a unifying open space element and buffer from 

the freeway” (RPCP) but that language specifically does not 

identify the project site as a community identification symbol or 

landmark – instead the RPCP considers the site to be a buffer 

between existing residential uses and the industrial 

transportation nature of I-15. At this point in time, the loss of the 

property as a golf course is three years in the past, and 

preservation of it as such is not feasible. Rather, the project 

would implement compatible residential uses with substantial 

landscaping buffers onto the site. 
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 SI1-7 (cont.) Additional detailed discussion is provided in EIR Section 

5.3.4.2 relative to quality of development (bulk and mass, 

architectural styles, project visibility and contrast, etc.). The 

RPCP analysis in the EIR adequately addresses the Community 

Plan Amendment and proposed loss of the golf course by 

describing the proposed project elements that would promote 

consistency with the community plan. These features include, 

but are not limited to, incorporation of open space along the 

site perimeter, inclusion of parks and streetscape landscaping, 

and proposal of residential uses that would be compatible with 

the existing surrounding community. These features would 

provide open space and buffer existing residential uses from 

I-15.  

 

SI1-8 Section 3.5, Discretionary Actions, addresses deviations on 

Tables 3-3 and 5.1-2, Proposed Deviations, which list the 

differences between the existing regulations and the proposed 

condition. The analysis in Section 5.1.2, Impact 1: Potential 

Conflicts with General or Community Plans and potential Need for a 

Deviation or Variance, also explicitly addresses the variations 

under the heading “Consistency with the Land Development 

Code (Issue 2).” These address the minor deviations for private 

exterior open space barrier height, RM-1-1 setbacks, length of 

lot frontage on public streets for multi-family residential, and lot 

widths in the OR-1-1 Open Space zone. Each of these topics was 

analyzed for effect and beneficial aspect. As concluded in that 

discussion, 

 

The preceding discussion demonstrates that the proposed 

development would comply with the regulations of the LDC 

[Land Development Code] (including any proposed deviations 

pursuant to Section 126.0602[b][1] that are appropriate for this 

location), and would result in a more desirable project than 

would be achieved if designed in strict conformance with the 

development regulations of the applicable zone and any  
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 SI1-8 (cont.)  

allowable deviations that are otherwise authorized pursuant to 

the LDC. 

 

A variance to the Inclusionary Affordable Housing regulations to 

address comparable bedroom mix between affordable and 

market rate units, was identified on Table 3-2, Discretionary 

Actions Required, and was also addressed in Section 5.1.2.  

 

The EIR adequately addresses the proposed variances and 

deviations, as well as the impacts of implementation of the 

proposed project, as designed, with the proposed variances and 

deviations incorporated. 

 

SI1-9 The EIR does not find that construction noise would be less than 

significant solely due to its temporary nature. In addition, the 

use of a 12-hour average in the analysis of construction noise is 

not inappropriate. The EIR uses an average and specifically 

designates the 12-hour period from 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. This is 

not the only threshold that the City applies or that is analyzed in 

the EIR. The analysis also addressed noise levels at property 

lines, in conformance with City of San Diego thresholds and 

requirements. As stated in Section 5.4.2.1, Impact Thresholds, 

and analyzed in Section 5.4.2.2 of the EIR: 

 

A significant noise impact would occur from construction of a 

project if it would result in temporary construction noise that 

exceeds 75 dBA LEQ (12 hour) at the property line of a 

residentially zoned property from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. (as 

identified in SDMC Section 59.0404) or if non-emergency 

construction occurs during the 12-hour period from 7:00 p.m. to 

7:00 a.m. Monday through Saturday. Additionally, where 

temporary construction noise would substantially interfere with 

normal business communication, or affect sensitive receptors 

such as day care facilities, a significant noise impact may be 

identified. 
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 SI1-9 (cont.) As concluded in EIR Section 5.4.2.2, based on the SDMC 

construction noise limits, project construction noise (including 

noise generated by construction-related traffic) would be less 

than significant. 

 

SI1-10 The project complies with the San Diego Municipal Code and 

includes design features that result in no required mitigation. 

Analysis has been completed at the appropriate level of 

specificity. 

 

Details are provided in Section 5.4.2, Impact 1: Exposure to 

Operational and Construction Noise. The project would comply 

with decibel thresholds through design and/or distance from 

sensitive receptors. Noise compatibility issues are addressed 

through project design. As stated in EIR Section 5.4.2.2: 

 

The Acoustical Analysis Report in Appendix C provides 

documentation of the project noise levels for the project site, 

including the public and private open space/recreational areas, 

the private exterior open space for the proposed residences, and 

the interiors of the proposed homes. The results are compared 

to the City’s General Plan Noise Element compatibility standards 

and required measures to attenuate noise levels to meet City 

standards are provided. Those measures have been 

incorporated into the project plans. The potential impacts of the 

existing noise environment on the project do not constitute an 

impact under CEQA. Consistency with the General Plan Noise 

Element is evaluated in Section 5.1, and the proposed noise 

attenuation measures that have been incorporated into the 

project are described in Section 3.0. 

 

Section 3.3.1.9, Noise Control, identifies the project design 

elements relied upon in the technical analysis (EIR Appendix C), 

and the residential structure types include disclosure of exterior 

sound barriers, as applicable. 
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 SI1-10 (cont.) As discussed in Section 5.13, Impact 2: Potential Exposure 

to Excessive Noise Levels, on-site residences could require 

exterior barriers or additional architectural buffering. Figure 

5.1-4 depicts the residences requiring sound barriers, and their 

respective height (ranging from 6 to 9 feet in height). Figure 

5.1-5 identifies residences requiring interior use area noise 

attenuation and specifies which residences would require: 

(1) enhanced STC 37-rated windows, (2) STC 56-rated walls 

(double stud walls) and enhanced STC -37 rated windows, and 

(3) residences requiring double-glazed windows. Project design 

commitments are included in project permit conditions 

required during construction and would be confirmed by 

qualified City inspectors during structure construction. 

Furthermore, Section 5.4 fully analyzes the impacts of the 

project to off-site uses, and concludes that no impacts would 

occur. Therefore, no mitigation of such impacts is required. The 

analysis provides the appropriate level of specificity and 

supports enforceability through the required permit conditions. 

 

SI1-11 As stated in Section 3.3.2.3, Construction Staging and Component 

Phasing, development of the for-sale and rental components of 

the project would be constructed concurrently. Given the 

intensive construction period of 40 months to grade, install 

infrastructure, construct housing and implement landscaping 

and recreational amenities, concurrent construction and project 

operations is not anticipated. As documented in EIR Table 5.6-3, 

Anticipated Construction Schedule, demolition, site preparation, 

grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coating, 

are consecutive steps; all of which would be completed prior to 

residential use of the project. Because construction and 

operations would not overlap, it is incorrect to combine VOC 

emissions from Tables 5.5-5 and 5.5-6. As stated in EIR Section 

5.5.3.3, Significance of Impact, “The project would not result in a 

violation of any air quality standard, nor would it contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation that 

would contribute to a direct or cumulative impact to air quality.” 
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 SI1-12 Please refer to the Response to Comment 2, above. The project 

vehicle trip estimates in the EIR Section 5.2 and Transportation 

Impact Analysis (Appendix B to the EIR) are appropriate and 

consistent with published City trip generation rates. The air 

quality analysis therefore correctly analyzes the project 

contribution to air quality impacts. 

 

SI-13 The City finds that hazardous materials were adequately 

analyzed. Relative to underground storage tanks (USTs), EIR 

Section 5.14.1.1 under the heading “Hazardous Materials 

Database Search,” two USTs had been noted for the site as early 

as 1988. These two USTs were removed and received closure in 

1992. As stated in EIR Section 5.14.2.3, “there are no listed 

hazardous materials sites on the project site or in the vicinity 

that could pose a threat to human health or safety.” It is also 

noted that testing for pesticides, etc. in on-site soils did not 

identify significant impacts. Potential for asbestos-lined pipes 

was considered most likely, if present, to be associated with the 

main drain/sewer from the golf course (Terwiliger 2018: pers. 

comm.). As stated in EIR Section 5.14.2.2, 

 

… the project site encompasses an area where the previous 

handling of hazardous materials and petroleum products 

constitutes an environmental condition that could create a 

significant hazard to the public or environment as the ground is 

disturbed and structures/built materials are removed during 

construction. The site has a history of containing USTs and ASTs, 

as well as a noted potential for asbestos-containing materials in 

golf course pipes and the on-site sheds (one of which has been 

removed), as well as handling or generating hazardous 

materials including fertilizers, pesticides/herbicides, waste and 

mixed oil, diesel fuel, solvents, and gasoline, during its use as a 

golf course site. The potential asbestos-lined pipes are 

considered most likely, if present, to be associated with the main 

drain/sewer from the golf course (Terwiliger 2018: pers. comm.). 
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 SI1-13 (cont.)  

Based on this historical use, the applicant would be conditioned 

to implement a soil management plan (SMP) to address any 

potentially contaminated soils during demolition or grading 

activities in the focused areas where these maintenance 

activities were completed and to evaluate and dispose of piping 

exposed during grading (Hillmann Consulting 2016 and 2018b). 

An SMP routinely accompanies efforts where any prior 

controlled use is identified on site, and would contain worker 

health and safety controls, soils excavation and monitoring, 

management of any identified contaminated or potentially 

contaminated materials, and on-site re-use or (if required) off-

site disposal. Part of the SMP would address potential for testing 

and disposal of any asbestos-containing piping identified during 

project grading. 

 

This measure is required in mitigation measure Haz-1, and 

implementation of the SMP is expressly stated to be the 

responsibility of the City Mitigation Monitoring Coordinator. 

Because the SMP deals with soils that would be encountered 

during construction, that mitigation is timely and there has 

been no improper deferral of environmental assessment. 

 

SI1-14 City Fire-Rescue and Police departments were involved in 

document review and listed under individuals consulted/ 

preparer (see Section 11.0, Individuals Consulted/Preparers). As 

described in EIR Section 5.13.2, “impacts to public services and 

facilities would be significant if a project would result in the 

need for new or altered public service facilities, the construction 

of which would cause direct, adverse physical environmental 

impacts…” For fire, the 0.4 call per day projected to be 

associated with project development would not result in need 

for any new or improved facilities. Similarly, as stated for police, 

the incremental increase of residents in a largely gated 

community would not require new or expanded facilities. 
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 SI1-14 (cont.) The General Plan requires projects requesting a plan 

amendment to demonstrate “provision of public facilities,” 

(Policy LU-D.13) as one of several standard issues to be 

evaluated as part of the amendment process (see EIR Section 

5.1.1). As stated in EIR Section 5.13.2.3, ”Furthermore, the 

project would pay developer impact fees and a portion of future 

residents’ property and sales taxes would go toward fire and life 

protection funding.” 

 

Impacts to public facilities and services were adequately 

addressed in the EIR. 

 

SI1-15 The EIR analyzed measures beyond those adopted by the State. 

The EIR also addresses consistency with the City’s Climate 

Action Plan (CAP) by completing the CAP Consistency Checklist. 

As expressly stated in EIR Section 5.6.2.1, Impact Thresholds: 

 

According to the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, 

projects that are consistent with the City’s CAP [Climate Action 

Plan], as determined using the CAP Consistency Checklist, would 

result in a less than significant cumulative impact regarding 

GHG emissions. If a project is not consistent with the City’s CAP, 

as determined with the CAP Consistency Checklist, potentially 

significant GHG impacts would occur. 

 

Global climate change is inherently a cumulative impact; a 

project participates in this potential global impact through its 

incremental contribution combined with the cumulative increase 

of all other sources of GHGs. The City’s CAP Consistency Checklist 

also serves as the significance determination threshold for 

cumulative impacts related to climate change. 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-40 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 SI1-15 (cont.) The City’s CAP was publicly circulated and duly adopted 

by the City Council. As analyzed in the project GHG Emissions 

Technical Report and the EIR, the project would result in less 

than significant impacts based on the conclusions of the CAP 

checklist. This included incorporation of numerous project 

design measures above and beyond existing regulatory 

requirements (See Section 3.3.1.3 of the EIR), as well as 

modeling of the proposed project emissions compared with the 

emissions that could occur from implementation and operation 

of a new golf course at the project site, consistent with the 

existing RPCP land use designation. That analysis concluded 

that the project emissions would be lower than a new golf 

course. The evaluation also addressed General Plan 

Implementation Policies for reducing GHG emissions, and found 

the project consistent. 

 

SI1-16 While the air quality section of the EIR analyzes construction 

emissions at the time that they would occur (see Table 5.5-5), 

amortization of construction-related GHG emissions is used by 

lead agencies across California. It is industry practice to 

amortize construction-related GHG emissions for residential 

and commercial projects over a 30-year period, which 

corresponds to the assumed operational life of such projects. 

See, for example, the following two citations, as cited in the Air 

Quality Technical Report: 

 

• Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP). 2010. Spring 

2010 Advanced CEQA Workshop. San Diego Chapter. May 13. 

 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD). 2009. 

Greenhouse Gas CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder 

Working Group 14. Available at: 

http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/GHG/2009/nov19mtg/gh

gmtg14.pdf. November 19, 2009. 
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 SI1-17 The commenter’s reference to 2024 emissions in the 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report relates solely to 

Table 6 of the report, which simply compares a year’s worth of 

emissions against those of alternative development programs. 

Year 2024 was identified as the first full year of operations 

because: (1) the project would not be fully operational in 2023 

which was estimated to be the final year of construction (i.e., all 

homes would not sell, and all apartments would not be rented, 

on day one following construction); and (2) CalEEMod modeling 

requires a full year’s worth of data and the model’s underlying 

assumptions regarding fleet efficiency, etc. are based on the 

calendar year. Subsequent years result in reduced emissions 

due to things like vehicle fleet turnover. Operations modeling 

focuses on 2024 because the partial year’s-worth of emissions 

that would occur in 2023 would yield unnecessarily speculative 

results. This is supported by the fact that modeling also 

assumed development to begin in November 2019. That did not 

occur. As noted above, this delay will result in lower operational 

emissions impacts than was projected in the EIR; please also 

see EIR Table 5.5-6. Each of the emissions was substantially 

below significance thresholds incorporation of subsets of those 

numbers would not result in any change to the less than 

significant CEQA findings made for the project. 

 

SI1-18 The comment is incorrect. The Water Supply Assessment (WSA) 

prepared by the City Public Utilities Department concludes that 

the project’s water demand would be consistent with regional 

water resource plans for the City, San Diego County Water 

Authority (SDCWA), and Metropolitan Water District of Southern 

California. The SDCWA has confirmed that the project meets the 

criteria for the Accelerated Forecasted Growth component of 

the SDCWA 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, and that its 

accounting of the remaining Accelerated Forecasted Growth 

(AFG) component will be adjusted to reflect the additional 

demand associated with the project. The WSA therefore 

demonstrates that there would be sufficient planned water 
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 SI1-18 (cont.) supply to serve the project in normal and dry year 

forecasts during a 20 year projection as described in Section 

5.12.2.2, Impact Analysis, under the heading “Supply.” 

 

SI1-19 The EIR is in compliance with the regulations from the Public 

Resources Code. EIR Section 8.0, Project Alternatives, addresses 

the reasonable range of alternatives identified and analyzed in 

the EIR that would potentially avoid or substantially lessen 

significant impacts of the project. For each of the alternatives, 

all the resource topics addressed in Section 5.0, Environmental 

Analysis, are reviewed, with environmental impacts of the 

alternative compared to those of the proposed project. These 

analyses are summarized in Table 8-1, which compares each of 

the topic areas, and where impact assessments may be overall 

consistent (e.g., significant but mitigable, less than significant) 

the relative effect (comparatively greater or reduced) is 

indicated. The EIR discussion is not deficient and no revision is 

required. 

 

SI1-20 The project description and project objectives, as described in 

EIR Section 3.1, are appropriate. The objectives are consistent 

with local and regional planning for the area (including 

objectives related to sustainable development), City and 

statewide objectives to improve housing supply and address the 

need for affordable housing, the need for improved ingress and 

egress for emergency vehicles in the Glens community, and 

regulatory requirements to mitigate impacts to jurisdictional 

drainage features. The provision of analyses related to 

alternative development scenarios is informative to the City 

decisionmakers in weighing whether to approve the project as 

proposed. 
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 SI1-21 As discussed in each of the above responses, the comments are 

either incorrect and/or addressed through information 

provided in the Draft EIR or this Final EIR (with no changes to 

Draft EIR significance conclusions). There is no need to revise 

and recirculate the Draft EIR. 

 

SI1-22 Please see Responses to Comments 1 through 21, above. The 

EIR is adequate pursuant to CEQA and the state CEQA 

Guidelines. 
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SI2-1 As described in EIR Section 5.1.1.2:  

 

The General Plan incorporates the City of Villages strategy to 

focus growth into compact, mixed-use, walkable centers linked 

to an improved regional transit system. A “village” is defined as 

the mixed use community or neighborhood center where 

residential, commercial, employment, and civic uses are 

integrated by pedestrian-friendly design characterized by 

inviting, accessible, and attractive building frontages, streets, 

and public spaces. This compact urban form reduces the need to 

travel and makes alternative modes of transportation easier to 

use. 

 

The villages strategy as described in the General Plan addresses 

entire communities and identifies that growth should be 

focused into areas supporting a mix of uses, as well as focus on 

integration of uses via pedestrian-friendly design. High quality 

transit options are available at Sabre Springs Transit Center and 

Rancho Bernardo Transit Station located to the south and 

north, respectively, with the project having access to them, as 

depicted on EIR Figure 3-18c (additionally addressed in the EIR 

citation below). 

 

The project is not proposed as a stand-alone “village,” but 

instead comprises an infill development contributing to the 
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 SI2-1 (cont.) overall Rancho Peñasquitos community. The project is 

designed to be walkable, uses pedestrian friendly design, 

incorporates public spaces and connects to existing regional 

transit. The on-site social loop trail, sidewalks and bike lanes are 

designed to connect to existing off-site sidewalks and 

crosswalks (see EIR Figure 3-9a). This includes connections to 

existing sidewalks along Peñasquitos Drive, Del Diablo Way, Del 

Diablo Street and Carmel Mountain Road, that lead to Rolling 

Hills Elementary School ball fields and through the residential 

neighborhood. Bicycle travel also would be accommodated and 

would connect to existing Class II bike lanes (see EIR 

Figure 3-9b), located along Peñasquitos Drive and Carmel 

Mountain to meet facilities along Rancho Carmel Drive and 

provide bike lane access to both sides of Carmel Mountain 

Plaza. Consistency with each of the General Plan elements is 

assessed in Section 5.1.2.2. As described in EIR Section 5.1.2.2 

specific to public transportation: 

 

The project would increase the intensity of uses in a previously 

developed area in close proximity to regional uses, including 

shopping and employment centers and a regional park. In 

addition, the southeastern edge of the project site would be 

within five minutes (i.e., 0.25 mile by walking, 0.75 mile by 

biking, and 2.0 miles by vehicle) of existing and planned transit 

stations in the region, consistent with the City of Villages Strategy 

to add housing in proximity to transit. The site is approximately 

2.0 miles from the Rancho Bernardo Transit Station (accessible 

from the project site by the MTS Route 20 bus with stops within 

0.15 miles of the site) and 1.0 mile from the Sabre Springs/ 

Peñasquitos Transit Station and Parking Structure (an 

approximate 15-minute bike ride or a 5 minute drive); both of 

these stations provide access to all three major BRT services 

currently operating from North County throughout the San 

Diego region. 
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 SI2-1 (cont.) This supports the General Plan aspiration regarding 

placement of growth into areas linked to a regional 

transportation system and supporting pedestrian-friendly 

design. 

 

SI2-2 The traffic analysis looked specifically at cumulative projects 

known to the City at the time of issuance of the project Notice 

of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. 

 

SI2-3 The project’s Transportation Impact Analysis addressed 

cumulative projects that were known at the time that the 

project NOP was issued. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information 

regarding projects that were not known at the time of the NOP. 

As noted in the comment, the transportation analysis 

methodology accounts for additional cumulative trips from 

additional cumulative projects that may occur after the issuance 

of the project NOP by adding an average of one percent traffic 

growth in the area per year between 2020 and 2050. The one 

percent annual growth shown over a 30-year period represents 

the anticipated growth that would be expected to occur based 

on traffic forecast projections from the SANDAG regional travel 

demand model. This is a standard practice that is 

representative of future project contributions and is sufficient 

for the project’s 2050 cumulative transportation analysis 

purposes. 
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SI2-4 The operations of the intersections are related to, but not 

responsible for, main-line back-ups on the I-15 or SR-56. The 

on-ramps are metered. The meters release traffic onto the state 

facilities based on mainline loading, with access intervals 

increased or decreased based on levels of main-line congestion. 

As shown on EIR Table 5.2-1, intersections 2 and 3, addressing 

the Carmel Mountain Road and I-15 northbound and 

southbound ramps, respectively, as well as intersections 10 and 

11, addressing Rancho Peñasquitos Boulevard and SR-56 

westbound and eastbound ramps, respectively, currently 

operate at acceptable levels of service providing access to or 

exit from these facilities with one exception. Intersection 11, the 

eastbound SR-56 on-ramp, currently operates at Level of 

Service (LOS) E. These same LOS values continue with the 

addition of the project under existing plus project conditions. 

Please also refer to Response to Comment 4 of DeLano (Letter 

SI1), which addresses thresholds for ramp and freeway mainline 

analysis and Project findings. 

 

The comment is correct that the traffic analysis does not 

evaluate impacts to I-15 or SR-56; this was based on a screening 

threshold. Please refer to Response to Comment 4 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1) regarding thresholds for freeway and 

metered ramp analysis. City triggers for freeway analysis are 

based on project-specific contributions, and are not based on 

cumulative projects. Please also note that Caltrans provided a 

letter (Letter S1) and did not identify a need to address main-

line or ramp function. 
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 SI2-5 Topical Response – Vehicular Trip Distribution. As shown on 

the City Traffic Impact Study Requirement Flowchart in the City’s 

1998 Traffic Impact Study Manual, manual trip assignment is 

appropriate for a project generating under 2,400 ADT. 

Regarding specifics, as described in EIR Section 5.2.2.2 under 

the heading “Trip Distribution”: 

 

Trip distribution was based on the existing travel patterns in the 

area, the proximity of the project land uses to complementary 

uses, proximity to I-15, the type of housing proposed, and 

general knowledge of the area. Residents of age-qualified 

housing include both retirees who would tend to avoid 

unnecessary peak hour trips and travel to a variety of local and 

regional destinations, and those still in the workforce whose 

travel patterns reflect that of a more typical commuter. 

 

Using the above-mentioned assumptions, approximately 

20 percent of the daily project trips were regionally distributed 

on I-15 to the north, with 25 percent to the south and 11 percent 

oriented to/from the west on SR-56. The remaining 44 percent 

were distributed to the local network. 

 

SI2-6 Changes to the existing plan are not proposed. Fire and law 

enforcement agencies involved in implementing an evacuation 

order do not rely on a residential subdivision evacuation plan. 

Individual residential subdivision evacuation plans, including for 

the proposed project, have been prepared as a tool to help 

residents be aware of wildfire evacuations, their potential 

evacuation routes, and the fact that they may be directed to 

stay in their homes in lieu of evacuating. As such, this 

information is project-specific regarding adequate 

ingress/egress during emergencies. The disclosure of this 

information in Section 5.14.4 of the EIR is adequate and 

appropriate. Further, Incident Commands and law enforcement 

are not bound by subdivision-specific evacuation plans.  
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 SI2-6 (cont.) Instead, evacuation managers rely on situation 

awareness that dictates decision making and where possible, on 

wildfire pre-plans. The wildfire pre-plans are an operational tool 

provided to emergency responders that provide high-level fire 

environment, assets at risk, preferred evacuation approaches, 

and other safety information to responding personnel. 

 

Large-scale evacuations are complex, multi-jurisdictional efforts 

that require coordination among many agencies and 

organizations. Emergency services and other public safety 

organizations play key roles in ensuring that an evacuation is 

effective, efficient, and safe. Please see Section 3 of the 

Evacuation Plan regarding City evacuation planning actions and 

coordination. 
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SI3A-1 Topical Response – Project Benefits. The applicant has 

proposed amendments to the General Plan and Community 

Plan. The environmental impacts of the proposed amendments 

are addressed in the EIR. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 7 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. 

 

Although these comments do not address adequacy of the EIR, 

the comment is correct that the General Plan requires projects 

requesting a plan amendment to demonstrate additional public 

benefit. Policy LU-D.13 is one of several standard issues to be 

evaluated as part of the amendment process (see EIR Section 

5.1.1). The General Plan does not list specific benefits, however, 

the project would provide candidate benefits beyond typical 

requirements relative to: on-site affordable housing units, 

public park acreage, additional publicly accessible recreational 

uses, and emergency vehicle access and egress options for 

existing Glens neighborhood residents, (see EIR Sections 3.1.1.2, 

3.3.1.5, and 3.3.1.6, as well as additional description/analysis in 

Sections 5.13.2.2 and 5.14.2. 

 

Comment noted regarding sale/ownership of the golf course. As 

discussed on pages 5.1-40 and 5.1-41 of the EIR, this would 

require that the site be purchased and the golf course rebuilt by 

a golf course developer/operator or by the City of San Diego. 
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 SI3A-1 (cont.) Community plans may be modified as conditions 

(including the goals of a community or city overall, as well as 

those of a property owner) change over time. Please also refer 

to Response to Comment 7 of DeLano (Letter SI1) regarding the 

community plan amendment process and how amendments 

are anticipated and planned for. 

 

The less than significant nature of potential impacts is 

addressed in Section 5.1.2.2, Impact Analysis. 

 

SI3A-2 Topical Response – Tennis Courts and Alternative 

Recreational Amenities. The comments relative to retention of 

Hotel Karlan recreational facilities do not address the adequacy 

or accuracy of the EIR. The project proposes to rescind the 

existing CUP, as specified in EIR Section 3.5 and Table 3-2, 

Discretionary Actions Required, and change the existing 

underlying RS-1-14 zone to RM-1-1 and RM-3-7 residential zones 

and OR-1-1 and OP-1-1 open space zones. Changes to the RPCP 

text relative to deletion of the tennis courts are addressed in EIR 

Section 5.1.2 in the list of specific amendments to the RPCP. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter 

SI1) for information regarding Millennium PQ. The comment is 

correct that the Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan suggests 

that the private tennis courts and swimming club facilities 

(located on hotel property that was not part of the acreage sold 

to the Junipers applicant) “should be retained” on page 96. The 

hotel is now closed, and although the project-proposed 

amendments to the community plan would affect only golf 

course and tennis court uses, these previous private facilities 

are not currently available for paid use as they were in the past 

when the hotel allowed paid access. 

 

Alternative recreational amenities are proposed by the project, 

which is consistent with the intent of the Community Plan for 

recreational amenities to be accessible to the larger community. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-54 
 

 

 

 

 

 SI3A-2 (cont.) The proposed neighborhood park currently is planned to 

include a game plaza, children’s play slope, playground, picnic 

areas and dog runs, among other amenities (see EIR Figure 

3-10b). Specific to this public park, note that development of the 

park is subject to the City’s GDP process, which obtains public 

input as to what the park should contain. It is also noted that 

the publicly accessible 2.75-mile-long social loop trail with dog 

park and private mobility zone/bicycle hub/park area east of 

Private Driveway V would be open to public use through a 

recreation easement. The latter facility would have a basketball 

court and pickleball court. 
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 SI3A-3 Topical Response – Project Alternatives and Zoning. Per 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a): 

 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the 

project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 

attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would 

avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects 

of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 

alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable 

alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable 

range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 

informed decision making and public participation. An EIR is not 

required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. 

(emphasis added) 

 

As such, a project is required to review feasible alternatives that 

would lessen or eliminate significant environmental impacts. In 

this instance, based on project design, including proposed 

intensity of use, incorporation of hardscapes and drought-

tolerant native vegetation, and use of high-efficiency irrigation 

technologies (see Section 3.3.1.3, Sustainable Design Features), 

significant impacts were not identified to water use. As a result, 

no alternative is needed to address reduced water use.  

 

Alternatives evaluated for the project comprise Section 8.0, 

Project Alternatives, of the EIR. Alternatives reviewed include an 

alternative site, a no project/no development alternative, a no 

project/community plan consistency alternative, a reduced 

intensity alternative, and an existing zoning alternative. These 

are considered to comprise a “reasonable range” of design 

scenarios for the site, as they address the options of no 

development, development with a new golf course, 

development in accordance with existing zoning, and 

development at a lower intensity to address impacts such as air 

quality and traffic. Two of these alternatives reflect the 

commenter’s requests for evaluation. 
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 SI3A-3 (cont.) Please also note that the site is zoned for residential use 

and generally, the proposed project is not in conflict with zoning 

(see Section 2.4.4 of the EIR and as shown in Figure 2-6). The 

existing zoning equates to 831 residences on site, which is 295 

more homes than proposed. This alternative is described in EIR 

Section 8.3.2, Existing Zoning Alternative. However, the project 

proposes a rezone in conjunction with the community plan 

amendment to allow development of the project. 

 

The community plan intends the site to be used as open space, 

specifically a golf course. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 7 of the DeLano letter (SI1) regarding golf course 

development and closure. The project proposes a community 

plan amendment (see EIR Figure 5.1-2) which would retain 

approximately 40 acres of the 112.3-acre site as open space, 

including a neighborhood park. The remainder of the site would 

be redesignated as residential use for the development of 

housing. Specifically, the community plan amendment would 

designate the project site as low-medium residential 

(63.85 acres), and open space (39.57 acres). The latter includes 

the public neighborhood park (2.87 usable acres). The project 

would also include recreational amenities within the open 

space, such as the social loop trail, dog park, and pickle ball 

courts, etc. The neighborhood park would include recreational 

amenities per the GDP, including a dog park, children’s play 

areas, picnic and game areas, and a large turf area. 

 

Given all of these considerations, it is concluded that 

alternatives were considered, the range of alternatives is 

reasonable, and the alternatives specifically deal with the 

zoning and intent shown in existing planning documents. 
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 SI3A-4 Overall, these comments request information and do not 

address adequacy of the EIR. Yes, storm water flows and project 

construction and operations have been carefully reviewed and 

analyzed in compliance with state and local regulations 

regulating water quality. A Drainage Study and Storm Water 

Quality Plan were prepared for the project and are included in 

Appendices G1 and G2 of the EIR, respectively. Please refer to 

detail from these reports and other sources, provided in 

Sections 5.9.2 and 5.9.5. As concluded in Sections 5.9.2.3 and 

5.9.5.3 respectively: 

 

The project storm drain system would be designed to 

accommodate storm flows per applicable City requirements, 

and runoff leaving the site would be regulated by the proposed 

detention/water quality basins such that no net increase in 

off-site peak 100 year storm flow rates or amounts would result 

from project development. Accordingly, potential impacts from 

project implementation related to runoff rates/amounts and 

associated potential storm drain capacity, flooding, erosion/ 

sedimentation, and hydromodification effects would be less than 

significant (with additional discussion of potential erosion/ 

sedimentation effects provided below in Section 5.9.5). 

 

and 

 

Based on the implementation of the project design elements, 

including construction and post-construction BMPs, related 

maintenance efforts, and required conformance with City storm 

water standards and associated requirements (including the 

NPDES Construction General, Municipal and Groundwater 

permits), potential construction and long-term project related 

pollutant discharge and water quality impacts would be less 

than significant. 
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 SI3A-4 (cont.) Project design meets City standards designed to retain 

and improve off-flow and water quality downstream impacts. 

Downstream adverse impacts to Peñasquitos Creek are not 

anticipated (see Section 5.9.5.3), and therefore associated 

impacts to wildlife also would not occur. 

 

SI3A-5 Topical Response - Housing Need and Site Utilization. San 

Diego’s housing supply needs are based on the General Plan 

Housing Element which was recently updated and the Housing 

Element also includes a Regional Housing Needs Assessment 

(RHNA) which is adopted by SANDAG. As described in EIR 

Section 7.1.4, Population and Housing: 

 

There is a recognized housing shortage both in San Diego 

County and statewide, that is contributing toward rising rents 

and housing costs, and there is evidence that these conditions 

are adversely impacting housing opportunities for seniors and 

low income persons. According to the San Diego Housing 

Commission (SDHC), San Diego’s economic success and 

population growth over recent years have not been met with 

proportionate growth in the number of housing units. Over the 

past decade, population growth has averaged 1.2 percent per 

year – more than double the rate of housing growth at 

0.5 percent per year. Given demographic trends, which estimate 

the number of older adults aged 65 and above will double by 

2030, a good portion of the unmet need for housing units in the 

coming decades will directly impact older adults. It is estimated 

that the City of San Diego could fall short of its 2010-2020 

Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) goals (as set by 

SANDAG pursuant to state mandate) by as much as 50,000 

units, based on past and current housing production trends. The 

SDHC estimates that the City of San Diego will need to add 

between 150,000 to 220,000 housing units by 2028 (SDHC 2017). 

Thus, the additional age-restricted (55+) market rate and low 

income housing units proposed by the project would help to  
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 SI3A-5 (cont.)  

meet the existing and projected need for additional housing in 

the City of San Diego, including the need for additional senior 

housing and affordable housing. 

 

This is confirmed and expanded upon in the City’s June 2020-

adopted General Plan 6th Cycle Housing Element, which states 

in the introduction: 

 

The 6th Cycle Housing Element update comes at a critical time 

because San Diego is experiencing a housing crisis. To meet 

growing demand for housing, the City targeted to permit more 

than 88,000 new housing units between 2010 – 2020, but less 

than half of those units were constructed (42,275) as of 

December 2019. Of those units that were constructed, the 

majority were affordable only to households making more than 

120 percent of the City’s area median income (AMI); in 2019, AMI 

was $86,300. 

 

The San Diego Regional Economic Development Corporation 

(EDC) estimated in October 2019 that 57 percent of the median 

household’s income in San Diego is being spent on housing and 

transportation. The EDC also estimates that about 57 percent of 

renters and 34 percent of homeowners are cost-burdened 

(spend more than 30 percent of household income on housing). 

In addition to these existing challenges, San Diego is projected to 

add nearly 154,000 jobs between 2012 – 2035 even as the 

population of senior residents is projected to nearly double, 

growing from 11 percent to 18 percent of the population. 

 

As stated in Section 5.1.2.2 of the EIR: 

 

The site is currently underutilized at a time when the City is 

seeking potential parcels for development of senior and 

affordable housing due to an existing shortage of this resource. 
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 SI3A-5 (cont.)  

…the proposed residential community, with associated parks 

and recreational amenities, would be compatible with the 

adjacent Glens neighborhood, which is predominantly single-

family residential… Redevelopment of the site as an age 

restricted, 55+ community with affordable housing would be 

consistent with more current City housing, recreation, and 

mobility goals for the area. 

 

The EIR adequately addresses population and housing impacts 

and no change to the EIR is necessary. 

 

SI3A-6 The southeastern portion of the project site is within 2,000 

walkable feet (relatively level, lighted walkways) of existing 

eastbound and westbound bus stops adjacent to Carmel 

Mountain Road. Class II bike lanes are also proposed, 

connecting Peñasquitos Drive and Carmel Mountain Road 

through the project via Private Driveways A and V in both 

directions of travel (refer to EIR Figure 3-9a, Site Connectivity 

Map). Figure 3-9b, Local Connectivity Map, shows the site location 

relative to the Carmel Mountain Plaza major shopping/ 

commercial amenity (just across I-15), off site proposed and 

existing bike lanes, bus stops, park & ride locales, and the Sabre 

Springs Transit Center. Figure 3-9c, Regional Connectivity Map, 

provides further context for these resources by continuing 

south to Poway Road and north to Rancho Bernardo Road, 

additionally showing connections from the project to the 

Rancho Bernardo Transit Station. 

 

SI3A-7 The project’s biological analysis sufficiently analyzes potential 

impacts on area biological resources resulting from the project. 

The project biological analysis was completed by a qualified 

technical consultant, consistent with City requirements to 

evaluate sites with potential to contain sensitive biological 

resources. The findings were that that the abandoned,  
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 SI3A-7 (cont.) non-irrigated golf course does not support native 

biological habitat. No native habitats were recorded. As shown 

in Section 5.8, Biological Resources, Table 5.8-1 and Figure 5.8-1, 

existing habitats included eucalyptus woodland, non-native 

vegetation, disturbed land, and developed land. The EIR 

statements regarding an increase in native habitat refer to the 

reestablishment and replanting (with a palette including native 

species) of an existing 0.15-acre of on-site earthen and concrete 

drainage ditch that currently supports no native vegetation. As 

described in Section 3.3.1.7: 

 

An existing non-wetland, man-made ditch that trends through 

the eastern portion of the site is subject to the jurisdiction of the 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, and California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(resource agencies)…. The project plans depicted in this section 

of the EIR reflect the proposed on-site mitigation concept for the 

on-site mitigation that is under review by the resource agencies. 

As shown, the drainage would be reestablished along the 

eastern perimeter of the site and enhanced with native wetland 

habitat, such as southern willow scrub, mule fat scrub, and 

baccharis scrub. Only non-invasive landscape species would be 

permitted adjacent to this biology mitigation area. 

 

This would include an approximately 2.4-acre (1,750-linear-feet) 

biological open space component in the eastern portions of the 

site to support both native riparian and native upland scrub 

habitat elements. As shown on EIR Figure 5.3-5b, the mitigation 

area would include baccharis scrub, mule fat, and southern 

willow scrub plant palettes. 

 

SI3A-8 Please refer to the Responses to Comments 23 through 25, 

below, which focus on evacuation analyses. Please also refer to 

Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for 

additional related information. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-62 
 

 

 

 

 

 SI3A-9 Comments noted. Relative to alternatives addressed in 

Section 8.0, Project Alternatives, CEQA requires evaluation of a 

reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project that 

minimize or avoid significant impacts assessed to a project. 

Private property owners may propose any legal use for their 

property, and the City must then evaluate the proposal in the 

light of applicable law (including CEQA requirements) and City 

ordinances and planning documents. Please note that no 

significant safety impacts were identified based on traffic or fire 

(see EIR Section 5.14, Health and Safety), and the only significant 

traffic impacts (at two intersections) would be mitigated to a 

level that would surpass the existing, without project, condition. 

(Intersections at Peñasquitos Drive with Janal Way and Cuca 

Street would be improved from Level of Service (LOS) C/B and 

E/C, respectively shown on EIR Table 5.2-1 to A/A in all future 

conditions as shown on Tables 5.2-12 and 13). Similarly, water 

use was not identified as a significant impact (see Response to 

Comment 3 of this letter). As such, there is no need to identify 

alternatives to minimize or avoid these effects. 
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SI3A-10 The project EIR and Transportation Impact Analysis 

(Appendix B to the EIR) addressed cumulative projects that 

were known at the time that the project Notice of Preparation 

was issued in April 2018. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional 

information. Each of the street improvements proposed by 

the project, including the proposed roundabout and signal, 

will be designed to City standards (EIR Sections 5.14.4.2 and 

5.14.4.3), including elements such as width, grade (slope), line 

of sight, and requirements for safe travel of pedestrians, 

cyclists, community vehicles and emergency response 

vehicles, such as fire trucks. Because these design standards 

will be complied with, safety impacts would be less than 

significant. 

 

SI3A-11 Comments noted. Overall, these comments request 

information and do not address adequacy of the EIR. 

Development of City planning documents is a separate 

planning process from the CEQA review for the project EIR. 

The comment does not address adequacy or accuracy of 

analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require response. 

 

SI3A-12 Overall, these comments request information. The comment 

poses philosophical questions that do not directly address the 

accuracy or adequacy of the EIR. For clarification, however, 

please note that an alternative addressing retention of golf 

course uses is included in EIR Section 8.0, Project Alternatives. 

In addition, a Community Plan Amendment is proposed by the 

project, as described within the EIR in Section 3.5, Discretionary 

Actions, and 5.1.2.2, Impacts (Land Use). The RPCP 

recommended preservation of “the golf course as a unifying 

open space element and buffer from the freeway, and to 

maintain the existing quality of development in the area.” 

Since the golf course has not been accessible to the public 
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 SI3A-12 (cont.) since 2015, the EIR concluded in Section 5.1.2.2 that 

there would be no loss of publicly accessible open space as a 

result of the project. Moreover, the project would provide 

open space around the edge of the future development and 

construct publicly accessible trails within this open space. This 

would keep a portion of the site as an open space amenity 

and provide public access. 

 

SI3A-13 Overall, these comments request information and do not 

address adequacy or accuracy of the EIR. In addition, the 

comment incorrectly identifies existing zoning as not being 

residential in nature. The Project site’s base zone is RS-1-14, 

Residential – Single Unit. This zone designation allows golf 

course use with a Conditional Use Permit (CUP). Relative to 

existing and proposed zoning categories and their effect, 

please refer to Response to Comment 3 above. Specific to the 

CUP, The EIR acknowledges the existence of a CUP and 

proposed the rescission of the CUP (EIR Section 3.5, 

Discretionary Actions). The prior approval of the CUP allows the 

use and development of a golf course but did not change the 

underlying zone. Regarding the assertion that the site should 

be developed as a golf course, please also refer to Response 

to Comment 3 of this letter, as well as Response to Comment 

7 from Delano (Letter SI1) regarding golf course closure and 

recreational amenities proposed by the project. 

 

SI3A-14 Topical Response - Climate Change and Public 

Transportation. Air quality and greenhouse gases (GHGs) are 

addressed in Sections 5.5, Air Quality, and 5.6, Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, respectively. The elements noted in the comment 

(proximity to public transport and limitation of available 

parking) certainly can have a positive effect on vehicular 

emissions, however the required project review under CEQA 

and City thresholds and Climate Action Plan (CAP) compliance 

requirements is broader than that. Specific to GHGs,  
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 SI3A-14 (cont.) compliance with the City’s adopted CAP (2015) ensures 

compliance with state mandates.  

 

Relevant legislation/regulatory requirements, such as AB 32 

and the associated CARB Scoping Plan (CARB 2008), the four 

primary goals of the City CAP, and the results of the City CAP 

Consistency Checklist analysis for the project showing how 

project emissions comply with CEQA and the City’s Climate 

Action Plan, are addressed in EIR Section 5.6.1.2. The checklist 

contains measures to be implemented on a project-by-project 

basis to ensure that the specified emissions targets identified 

in the CAP are achieved. To reiterate, projects that are 

consistent with the CAP are assessed as having less than 

significant GHG emission impacts and to appropriately 

support the City in complying with AB 32. 

 

The CAP Checklist that is part of EIR Appendix E documents 

that the project would not impede the City’s ability to 

implement the actions identified in the CAP to achieve the 

CAP’s targets and associated GHG emission reductions, and 

would not generate greater GHG emissions than the prior golf 

course use on the project site. 

 

In addition, the City’s General Plan includes several climate 

change-related policies aimed at reducing GHG emissions 

from future development and City operations. The policy 

language includes sustainable land use patterns, alternative 

modes of transportation, energy efficiency, water 

conservation, waste reduction, and greater landfill efficiency. 

 

Ultimately, therefore, a project’s criteria pollutant and/or GHG 

emissions are related to vehicular use, availability of 

alternative modes of transportation (e.g., transit as mentioned 

by the commenter), amount of potable water used, types of 

landscaping, whether there are wood-burning (or even gas-

burning) fireplaces associated with a dwelling, types of  
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 SI3A-14 (cont.) roofing, availability of photovoltaic panels, etc. All of 

these factors (and more) feed into air quality and greenhouse 

gas emissions analyses. As documented in Section 5.5 in 

Tables 5.5-5 and 5.5-6, the criteria pollutant emissions during 

period of maximum construction or operation are well below 

thresholds of significance. No significant impacts would occur. 

 

Specific to public transportation, as described in the 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report (Appendix E to 

the EIR), in Section 1.3.3 (Mobile Source Reductions), consistent 

with the 2010 California Air Pollution Control Officers 

Association (CAPCOA) measures, the project is consistent with 

LUT-5: 

 

o LUT-5 Increased Transit Accessibility – Locating a project 

near transit will facilitate the use of transit by people 

traveling to or from the project site. The use of transit 

results in a mode shift and therefore reduced vehicle miles 

traveled (VMT). The Project site is located adjacent to San 

Diego Metropolitan Transit System Line 20, with a stop on 

both sides of Carmel Mountain Road at the intersection of 

Carmel Mountain Road and Peñasquitos Drive, within 

approximately 0.5 mile of the center of the Project site.  

 

Also, as shown in Section 5.6, project greenhouse gas 

emissions would be reduced compared to those associated 

with development of the site under the existing community 

plan designation. As such, the combination of locational and 

design factors results in CAP compliance. As evaluated in EIR 

Section 5.6.2.2, the modeled project emissions were 

compared with those that could occur under development of 

the project with housing allowed under existing single-family 

residential zoning, as well as emissions from regrading and 

reestablishment of golf course uses. The proposed project 

was found to result in lower emissions than the existing  
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 SI3A-14 (cont.) zoning and existing land use designation scenarios, as 

documented on EIR tables 5.6-6 through 5.6-8. 

 

Regarding light rail, there is no legal requirement for all new 

housing to be sited adjacent to light rail. The site is adjacent to 

existing public transit (Bus Route 20). Although the Rancho 

Peñasquitos Community Plan does identify light rail along I-15 

as a long-term goal on page 84 “to connect Rancho 

Peñasquitos to downtown, Mission Valley, and other major 

activity centers” and suggests that studies should be 

undertaken to determine feasibility, light rail is not currently 

proposed for the I-15 corridor in the vicinity of the project in 

the adopted San Diego Forward Regional Plan (SANDAG’s 

regional transportation plan). 

 

SI3A-15 The 1,160 parking spaces are not all proposed for project 

residences. As described in the cited section, a number of 

these spaces are in common areas next to park areas, etc., 

and would accommodate visitors. The additional 81 cited 

spaces would be for the affordable housing – one vehicle per 

apartment. Also, as described in Section 5.1.2.2, consistent 

with the comment, and consistent with a provision in SDMC 

142.0525(c), the project is providing fewer common area 

parking spaces than the typical 20 percent of total off-street 

parking spaces required in Rancho Peñasquitos and other 

similar areas. Please see Section 5.5, Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, for discussion of that issue and how the project 

complies. Please also refer to Section 3.3.1.3 of the EIR for a 

listing and description of sustainable design features that have 

been incorporated into the project, many of which are aimed 

at reducing GHG emissions. Of particular relevance to the 

discussion of parking and transit, the project would provide: 
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 SI3A-15 (cont.)  

Pre-wiring (i.e., cabinets and conduits provided for future wiring) 

of 3 percent of general community parking spaces is required (a 

total of 37 spaces for the future installation of EV charging 

stations, with 50 percent of that number (19 of the 37 spaces) to 

contain additional necessary equipment to create active vehicle 

charging stations consistent with the City Climate Action Plan. 

The 19 fully active EV charging stations would be located 

throughout the community, including 6 publicly accessible 

stations to be located on Lot F. In addition, the project would 

provide EV-ready pre-wiring in all 455 market-rate residential 

garages (exceeding the requirement by 419 spaces); 

 

and 

 

Increased transit accessibility due to improved pedestrian and 

bicycle access through the project site (near Metropolitan Transit 

System [MTS] Line 20) and provision of new senior housing 

adjacent to a SANDAG Transit Oriented District (SANDAG 2015). 
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SI3A-16 Topical Response - Community Plan Implementation 

Overlay Zone/Potential for Future Proposals. Overall, this 

comment requests information and does not address 

adequacy or accuracy of the EIR. Completion of environmental 

review and potential project approval does not restrict an 

owner from selling their property. In addition to the rezone, 

the project proposes a Community Plan Implementation 

Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) to ensure that project changes such as 

additional units would not be built as a matter of right. As 

stated in EIR Section 3.5: 

 

Per SDMC Chapter 13, Article 2, Division 14, Section 132.1401, a 

CPIOZ B ensures that development proposals are reviewed for 

consistency with the use and development criteria that have 

been adopted for specific sites within the RPCP. They therefore 

require discretionary review under CEQA for what otherwise 

might proceed as purely ministerial actions under approved 

zoning. 

 

In this case and as noted, the community plan amendment 

includes a CPIOZ, as described in EIR Sections 3.5 and 5.1.2. The 

proposed CPIOZ is Type B (discretionary review) and contains a 

single development standard that development shall be 

developed through the approval of a Planned Development 

Permit. The CPIOZ development standard is only enacted if the 

project’s PDP is not implemented. 

 

Refer to Figure 3-3, Proposed Lot Detail and Zoning, for the entire 

site, as well as EIR Section 5.1.2, under the heading “Consistency 

with the Land Development Code (Issue 2).” 
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 SI3A-16 (cont.) In addition to those areas rezoned for residential with 

RM-1-1, RM3-7, the proposed zoning would include open 

space and park designations for areas using OR-1-1 and 

OP-1-1, which restricts those areas for future residential 

development. 

 

SI3A-17 Peñasquitos Drive is posted for 35 miles per hour (mph). The 

comment is correct that the current intersection (a stop from 

Janal Way with no stop on Peñasquitos Drive) is not currently 

designed for a roundabout. This would be a mitigation 

measure. The roundabout has been designed to meet all City 

design and safety standards and to accommodate both 

community and emergency vehicles. The roundabout would 

both calm traffic speeds and improve entry onto/crossing of 

Peñasquitos Drive from northbound and southbound 

locations. The design is schematically shown on EIR Figure 

3-13e, which shows proposed lanes, fire truck aprons, etc. No 

additional traffic engineering analysis is required. 

 

SI3A-18 Please note that if the project is approved and constructed, 

the current stretch of Peñasquitos Drive would not be the only 

emergency access route to the Glens (see Responses to 

Comments 22 through 25 of this letter, below). The 

roundabout design is consistent with fire and other 

emergency vehicle access requirements. As stated in Section 

3.3.1.6, “Sight-distance analysis has been completed at both 

existing intersections and adequate vertical and horizontal 

sight distance is available (see Figure 3-12d). Project plans 

restrict landscape placement and height adjacent to 

intersections to ensure continued sight distance.” The 

roundabout would be constructed to meet City requirements 

for grade (width), curve, etc. and would accommodate 

community vehicles as well as emergency vehicles such as fire 

trucks. 
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 SI3A-19 The project Transportation Impact Analysis addressed 

cumulative projects that were known at the time that the 

project Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR was issued. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for additional information. EIR Section 5.2.2, 

Potential for Traffic Congestion, takes into consideration the 

proposed roundabout and signalized intersection along 

Peñasquitos Drive, and demonstrates that traffic will flow 

smoothly. The existing signal with Carmel Mountain Road and 

the proposed roundabout at Janal Way are within appropriate 

proximity per City design standards. 

 

SI3A-20 Topical Response – Intersection Improvements. Both the 

proposed roundabout and signal will be designed to meet City 

standards, including elements such as width, grade (slope), 

line of sight, and requirements for safe travel of pedestrians, 

cyclists, community vehicles and emergency response 

vehicles, such as fire trucks. The design for Peñasquitos Drive 

and Janal Way is schematically shown on EIR Figures 3-12e and 

f, which shows proposed lanes, fire truck aprons, etc. that 

support emergency vehicle movement through the 

roundabout. Because appropriate design standards would be 

met, safety impacts would be less than significant. 

 

EIR Section 5.2 discusses the effect of the proposed project on 

both area roadway segments and intersections. As shown on 

EIR Tables 5.2-6, 5.2-8 and 5.2-10, no change to Level of 

Service (LOS) on area roadway segments is expected. Relative 

to intersections, as shown on EIR Table 5.2-1, although varying 

in current amounts of congestion, most intersections 

evaluated operate at acceptable LOS D or better. One 

intersection in proximity to the project, the Peñasquitos 

Drive/Cuca Street, operates at failing LOS E in the AM peak 

hour, and the project would add more than 2.0 seconds of 

delay to the intersection, resulting in it operating at LOS F. The  
  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-72 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 SI3A-20 (cont.) Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/Future Project Access 

intersection currently operates at LOS B/C in the AM/PM peak 

hours, respectively, but would fall to LOS E in the AM peak 

hour with project implementation (see Table 5.2-7). Significant 

direct impacts are identified at both of these intersections and 

mitigation measures are identified requiring implementation 

of a signal and roundabout to reduce impacts to a less than 

significant level. 

 

The addition of a roundabout at the intersection of Janal Way 

and Peñasquitos Drive would provide day-to-day benefits to 

drivers using this intersection. Currently, Janal Way intersects 

Peñasquitos Drive with a stop sign on Janal Way before 

entering Peñasquitos Drive. No stop sign is located on 

Peñasquitos Drive. As documented in EIR Section 5.2, 

Transportation/Circulation, the existing level of service for 

vehicles turning from Janal Way onto Peñasquitos Drive is 

calculated at LOS C in the morning commute period. 

 

The roundabout design at the Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street 

intersection was abandoned in favor of a traffic signal when it 

was determined that the roundabout would have involved 

part of the privately owned Hotel Karlan property. The 

applicant also indicates that this decision was influenced by 

resident concerns about two roundabouts so close together, 

as expressed at a community meeting held by the developer. 

 

With the roundabout proposed by the project at Janal Way 

and the signal proposed at Cuca Street, the delay improves to 

LOS A for all movements at these intersections, both with the 

project on Opening Day (2020) in the Near-term (see EIR 

Table 5.2-7) and under Horizon Year (2050) conditions (see 

Table 5.2-13). 
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 SI3A-21 As stated in EIR Section 5.14.4.2, during emergency situations, 

roundabouts also allow for efficient emergency access and 

improve response times by minimizing intersection related 

delays. They also reduce demands on response resources by 

working effectively without assignment of emergency 

personnel to monitor the roundabout during emergency/ 

evacuation events, allowing for those personnel to be sent 

where needed most. The Carmel Mountain Road and 

Peñasquitos Drive intersection operates at LOS C (an 

acceptable LOS) during AM and PM peak hours under current 

conditions (see EIR Table 5.2-1). This condition continues for 

Opening Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term), and under 

Horizon Year (2050) Plus Project conditions, as shown on EIR 

Tables 5.2-5, 5.2-7 and 5.2-9. These latter conditions also 

include Cresta Bella as an existing condition, as well as the 

proposed project and cumulative projects that were known at 

the time of the project NOP (i.e., Pacific Village, The Preserve 

at Torrey Highlands, and Merge 56). Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 19 above.  
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SI3A-22 The Andorra Way emergency access route currently can be 

used by emergency vehicles, but is not open to community 

vehicles for travel during emergencies. The existing condition 

description was developed in conjunction with information 

provided by the City Fire Department, which characterized the 

bollards as being “cemented in” and “inoperable.” As 

described in Section 3.3.1.6 of the EIR, and shown on 

Figure 3-13: 

 

Off-site emergency access/egress between Andorra Way and 

Corte Raposo would be improved by the project to remove 

inoperable bollards, install an automatic gate to SDFRD 

requirements, resurface the connection to carry the imposed 

load of fire apparatus (75,000 pounds), and provide ongoing 

vegetation maintenance and gate maintenance funding, 

providing a usable emergency link between the two streets. The 

project would also provide for landscape and gate maintenance. 
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 SI3A-22 (cont.) This plan has been reviewed by the City Fire Marshal 

and approved as appropriate and feasible. No homes would 

have to be removed in order to reinforce the 20-foot-wide 

emergency route that could accommodate community 

vehicles as well as emergency response personnel. 

 

SI3A-23 In the experience of technical fire professionals who authored 

the Fire Protection Plan and the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan, 

as well as City fire managers and Fire-Rescue Department 

personnel, residents under evacuation orders will follow the 

directions of the emergency management personnel on the 

scene throughout the evacuation process. This is also true of 

the Carmel Mountain Road access point that can work as an 

egress during an evacuation event. Law enforcement officers 

would control intersections to facilitate traffic flow out onto 

Carmel Mountain Road and across the median. Drivers would 

be expected to follow those orders. Please refer to the 

Evacuation Plan introduction “Quick Reference – Wildland Fire 

Preparedness” where readers are directed to “follow 

directions provided by credible sources” and where it is noted 

that “Directions of travel and use of routes … will be controlled 

by Emergency Personnel in the event of a wildfire…” Also see 

Evacuation Plan Sections 1.3, 2, 3.3.3, 4, 4.1.1, 4.2, 7, 

Figures 1B and 8, and Table 1. 

 

SI3A-24 The comment is correct that the current sole egress point 

ultimately is through the Carmel Mountain Road/Peñasquitos 

Drive intersection. The comment is also correct regarding 

topographic and state route surroundings. These are the 

existing conditions. Refer to Response to Comment 1 from 

Derbique (Letter SI4), for detailed information regarding 

proposed emergency evacuation and access improvements. 

Regarding the Millennium PQ development, please refer to the 

response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1). 
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 SI3A-25 Topical Response - Black Mountain Open Space VHFHSZ. 

The comment is correct that the Black Mountain Open Space 

and portions of the project site are considered to be within a 

Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). This is 

referenced in the hazard and evacuation discussions in EIR 

Section 5.14, Health and Safety. As stated in EIR Section 

5.14.1.1, this means that it is an area identified by CAL FIRE as 

having the factors (fuel, slope, and fire weather) to result in 

severe risk of fire hazard. This does not indicate that 

development cannot occur within the VHFHSZ, let alone within 

its vicinity. Instead, it means that development must build to a 

greater level of ignition resistance and include additional fire 

protection features. The project includes these additional 

features and improves evacuation scenarios, regardless of the 

direction from which fire comes, because it provides 

additional evacuation routes. Please refer to EIR Section 5.14, 

Health and Safety. 

 

The presence of the VHFHSZ is the reason that the project Fire 

Protection Plan was prepared. The Wildland Fire Evacuation 

Plan was additionally prepared as a tool to help residents be 

aware of wildfire evacuations and their potential evacuation 

routes. 

 

SI3A-26 Overall, this comment requests information and does not 

address the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR, which 

adequately addresses health and safety issues in Section 5.14. 

For information on emergency evacuation, however, please 

refer to the Response to Comment 24, above, and the 

Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4). In 

addition to commenting and receiving responses to 

comments on the EIR, there will be opportunities to 

participate in hearings held on the project during 

consideration of the project for approval or denial by City 

decision makers. 
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 SI3A-27 Please refer to the Response to Comment 2 from DeLano & 

DeLano (Letter SI1) for an explanation of the trip generation 

rate used for the project Transportation Impact Analysis. 
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SI3A-28 In addition to roadway capacity based on number of lanes and 

other segment characteristics – traffic analyses also evaluate 

intersection function. Intersection function reflects directly on 

how well the adjacent segments function, and is focused on 

the worst-case peak hours. Where an intersection is failing, 

mitigation measures are required that will address traffic flow 

through and between them. In this case, intersection 

upgrades are proposed at both the Peñasquitos Drive/Janal 

Way/Future Project Access, as well as Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca 

Street. As demonstrated on EIR Tables 5.2.12 and 5.2-13 

addressing Opening Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term) and 

Horizon Year (2050) Plus Project conditions, the mitigation 

improvements would improve conditions from LOS E/D and 

F/D in the AM/PM peak hours, respectively to LOS A/A (at both 

locations, with implementation of the proposed project and 

the cumulative projects known at the time of the project NOP. 

The adjacent roadway segments on Peñasquitos Drive also 

continue to operate at LOS C in the existing condition, in 

Opening Day (2020) Plus Project, and Horizon Year (2050) Plus 

Project conditions, as shown on Tables 5.2-2, 5.2-6 and 5.2-8. 

 

SI3A-29 EIR Table 5.2-7 reflects estimated traffic conditions at the 

project’s modeled Opening Day in 2020 (Near-term). This 

includes the project traffic, as well as the cumulative projects 

known at the time of issuance of the Project NOP. As shown, 

all intersections would function at acceptable LOS levels with 

the mitigated condition at the Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street 

intersection, which would be mitigated to LOS A through 

mitigation measure TRA-1, and the mitigated condition at 

Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/Future Project Access which 

would be mitigated to LOS A through mitigation measure 

TRA-2. Both of these actions would improve conditions to 

levels exceeding current conditions. 
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 SI3A-29 (cont.) All mitigation intersections and travel lane upgrades 

(e.g., bike lane striping and the project’s entry-only lane on 

Carmel Mountain Road will be designed to City standards. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for additional information regarding new project 

applications that postdated the NOP for the proposed project. 

 

SI3A-30 Please refer to Response to Comment 14, above, regarding 

general elements that are incorporated into greenhouse gas 

emissions planning beyond parking allocations as well as 

AB 32 compliance through the City’s CAP. 

 

SI3A-31 Comments noted. Overall, these comments request 

information. Development of City planning documents is a 

separate planning process from the CEQA review for the 

project EIR. The comment does not address adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require 

response.  

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-80 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI3B-1 The purpose of Table 5.3-6 is to demonstrate the extent to 

which traffic contributing to specific roadway segments by the 

proposed project in the vicinity of the project could affect Level 

of Service (LOS). As shown on the table, there is no reduction in 

LOS expected under existing plus project conditions. All critical 

road segments related to the proposed project were analyzed. 

 

With respect to the Carmel Mountain Road overpass, function 

on this road segment is controlled by the two intersections at 

either end (Intersections 2 and 3, addressing the Carmel 

Mountain Road and I-15 northbound and southbound ramps, 

respectively, in the project traffic analysis). As shown on Tables 

5.2-5, 5.2-7 and 5.2-9, these intersections would be expected to 

operate at acceptable LOS in all scenarios. As such, this road 

segment does as well. 

 

As noted in the introduction to the comment letter, only 

Comment 1 is new. The remainder of the letter consists of the 

April 4 submittal, which is fully responded to immediately above 

in this file. (See responses to comments for your letter SI3A.)  
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SI4-1 Topical Response – Wildfire Evacuation Planning. The EIR for 

the project addressed cumulative projects that were known at 

the time that the project Notice of Preparation was issued. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for additional information. 

 

CEQA analyses address the amount of change from an existing 

condition, and whether a project would degrade environmental 

conditions. While the project and other proposed developments 

would add traffic to local roadways, the proposed increase in 

availability and quality of evacuation routes is anticipated to 

more than offset the increase in traffic and to reduce local 

evacuation times compared to the existing condition. As noted 

in the comment, and described in the Wildland Fire Evacuation 

Plan in Appendix K4 and in EIR Section 5.14.4.2, under existing 

conditions, an evacuation of the Glens community – with all 

vehicles traveling along Peñasquitos Drive and Carmel 

Mountain Road for substantial portions of those roads – is 

modeled to take up to 8.3 hours following notification to 

evacuate. Although the gated fire access connecting Andorra 

Way and Corte Raposo in the northeast portion of the Glens is 

considered currently available to fire department use, it is not 

considered reliable during an evacuation. While Peñasquitos 

Drive would continue to be the primary route, provision of a 

new route southerly through the project from the vicinity of 

Janal Way would provide direct access would provide direct  
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 SI4-1 (cont.) access from the project site to Carmel Mountain Road via 

proposed Private Driveways A and V. As stated in EIR Section 

5.14.4.2: 

 

This additional egress would be available to residents of the 

Glens community as well as the project during an emergency 

and would include a mountable median with bollards, enabling 

law enforcement-controlled egress to the east or west along 

Carmel Mountain Road. This additional emergency egress route 

would provide an important alternative should Peñasquitos 

Drive become congested or impassible during an emergency. 

This egress route would effectively reduce the time needed to 

evacuate the Glens community by 30 to 35 percent (Dudek 

2019a). 

 

As stated in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR in Section 3.3.1.6: 

 

The project also would improve and retain an existing 

fire/emergency access/egress connection from Del Diablo Street 

to the northwestern portion of the project site, approximately 

100 feet east of the intersection of Del Diablo Street and 

Satanas Street between parcels 313-261-12 and -13. This 

connection is currently gated, and has an existing curb cut. The 

project emergency-only road would connect the project to Del 

Diablo Street within the existing Glens community. Off-site 

emergency access/egress between Andorra Way and Corte 

Raposo would be improved by the project to remove inoperable 

bollards, install an automatic gate to SDFRD requirements, 

resurface the connection to carry the imposed load of fire 

apparatus (75,000 pounds), and provide ongoing vegetation 

maintenance and gate maintenance funding, providing a 

usable emergency link between the two streets. The project 

would also provide for landscape and gate maintenance. The 

planned improvements for Andorra Way are shown on 

Figure 3-13, Andorra Way Emergency Access Road.  
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 SI4-1 (cont.)  

At the Carmel Mountain Road access to the project, an 

automatic gate also would be installed. Both gates would be 

opened by emergency responders only. All primary and 

secondary entry points described above would be constructed 

to accommodate emergency vehicle access.  

 

In addition to the enhancement of the egress route that 

connects Andorra Way to Corte Raposo, which is a route 

currently inaccessible to community vehicles. Project 

improvements would provide an evacuation route in the 

northerly portion of the Glens community where no egress 

currently exists. Egress from the project site via this enhanced 

route would involve travel along Del Diablo Way, Andorra Way, 

Corte Raposo, Paseo Montanoso, and Camino Del Norte. This 

would allow for an evacuation route that would avoid the 

Peñasquitos Drive to Carmel Mountain Road route. Together, 

these improvements combine to create a very different 

condition than existing today, and would allow the 

neighborhood to evacuate more efficiently even with additional 

homes. All of the emergency access/egress improvements 

proposed by the project are conditions of the project and would 

be implemented during project construction. 

 

The Evacuation Plan includes extensive calculations of 

evacuation times both with and without the project. As 

explained in the Evacuation Plan in + 4.2, Roadway Capacities 

and Evacuation Time Estimates, although each evacuation route 

would normally be able to carry up to 1,000 vehicles per hour 

per lane of vehicle traffic, the Glens residential streets were 

rated as a conservative 500 vehicles per hour (vph) during an 

evacuation. They can likely move considerably more traffic than 

this, but as part of a cautious approach, 500 vph was 

recommended by the developer’s traffic engineers to be 

appropriate. The use of 500 vehicles per hour evacuation rate  
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 SI4-1 (cont.) results in an averaged vehicle speed of 2 mph 

reasonable (the typical human walks between 2 and 3 mph). 

This approach builds in potential mass evacuation conditions. 

The modeling also includes assumptions for evacuations of 

Rolling Hills Elementary School. In the overall proposed 

condition, which includes the additional egress routes and 

access route enhancements proposed by the project, following 

notification, the evacuation travel time for the Glens community 

and the future project residents is estimated to be as low as 

3.5 hours, a substantial improvement over the existing estimate 

of up to 8.3 hours. Even if SDFRD chooses not to use the 

Andorra Way evacuation route, there is still an improvement in 

the evacuation time from 8.3 hours to 5.2 hours. Thus, the 

project would provide a benefit compared to the existing 

condition, and the Glens community would be expected to 

benefit from the additional evacuation routes and reduced 

evacuation times. 

 

Please also see information on prediction of wildfire 

movements in Section 4 and Appendix B of the Fire Protection 

Plan, and information regarding improvements in predictive 

modeling and coordination among City, County, and state 

agencies, in Sections 2 and 3 of the Evacuation Plan. 

 

Please refer to Response to Comment 25 from Haight (Letter 

SI3A) regarding the VHFHSZ. The presence of the VHFHSZ is the 

reason that the project Fire Protection Plan was prepared. 

Individual residential subdivision evacuation plans, including 

that prepared by the proposed project for the Glens 

community, have been prepared as a tool to inform the 

planning, site design and assess improvements incorporated 

into projects, as well as to provide the public with evacuation 

information. The EIR analysis is therefore adequate. 
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 SI4-1 (cont.) It is important to note that fire and law enforcement 

agencies involved in implementing an evacuation order do not 

rely on residential subdivision evacuation plans. Further, 

Incident Commands and law enforcement are not bound by 

subdivision-specific evacuation plans. Instead, evacuation 

managers rely on situation awareness that dictates decision 

making and where possible, on wildfire pre-plans. The wildfire 

pre-plans are an operational tool for emergency responders 

that provide high-level fire environment, assets at risk, 

preferred evacuation approaches, and other safety information 

to responding personnel. Please see Section 3 of the Evacuation 

Plan regarding City evacuation planning actions and 

coordination. 

 

Based on all the considerations discussed in the Evacuation 

Plan, no changes are required to the finding that project 

implementation would result in a lessened evacuation time 

than currently exists for the Glens community, and therefore 

would not result in a significant impact, as stated in EIR 

Section 5.14.4. 

 

SI4-2 Please note that the Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street intersection 

operates at current Level of Service (LOS) E conditions in the AM 

peak hour, before traffic from the project is included (see EIR 

Table 5.2-1). The cited LOS levels on EIR Table 5.2-7 are 

identified for an Opening Day (Near-term) conditions assuming 

buildout of the project, as well as cumulative projects Merge 56, 

Pacific Village, and the Preserve at Torrey Highlands. This table 

identifies Opening Day LOS F for Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street, 

and LOS E for Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way without mitigation. 

City-required mitigation for these effects is identified in EIR 

Section 5.2.2.4 in mitigation measures TRA-1 (Cuca Street signal) 

and TRA-2 (Janal Way roundabout). The effect of those 

mitigation measures is addressed in Tables 5.2-12 and 5.2-13, 

respectively, for Opening Day (2020) and Horizon Year (2050)  
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 SI4-2 (cont.) conditions. Both intersections would operate at LOS A 

under both scenarios. 

 

SI4-3 This comment addresses concerns with the project or 

community plan update process rather than adequacy or 

accuracy of the EIR. As such, response is not required. For 

clarification, however on the fluid nature of community plan 

documents, please refer to Response to Comment 7 of the 

DeLano letter (SI1). Regarding review of an alternative assuming 

existing zoning and golf course implementation, please refer to 

Response to Comment 3 from Haight (Letter SI3A). 

 

SI4-4 This comment does not address adequacy or accuracy of the 

EIR and no response is required. For clarification, however, 

please refer to the Response to Comment 16 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A). 

 

SI4-5 Greenhouse gases are addressed in Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions. Ultimately, a project’s greenhouse gas emissions are 

based on a number of considerations related to vehicular use, 

alternative modes of transportation, amount of potable water 

used, types of landscaping, whether there are wood-burning (or 

even gas-burning) fireplaces associated with a dwelling, types of 

roofing, availability of photovoltaic panels, etc. As documented 

in Section 5.5 in Tables 5.5-5 and 5.5-6, the criteria pollutant 

emissions during periods of maximum construction or 

operation are well below thresholds of significance. No 

significant impacts would occur. 

 

Also as shown in Section 5.6, project greenhouse gas emissions 

would result in a reduction of potential emissions from those 

associated with development of the site under existing 

planning. As a point of information, and also evaluated in EIR 

Section 5.6.2.2, projected project emissions were compared 

with those that could occur under development of the  
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 SI4-5 (cont.) project with the 831 housing units that could be 

developed under existing single-family residential zoning (refer 

to Response to Comment 3 from Haight [Letter SI3A]), as well as 

emissions from regrading and constructing a new golf course 

consistent with the existing Community Plan land use 

designation. EIR Tables 5.6-6, 5.6-7 and 5.6-8 tally operational 

emissions from area, energy, vehicular, solid waste and water 

sources for the project, the existing RS-1-14 zoning (831 

dwelling units), and the existing Community Plan (golf course 

use), respectively. The project would result in emissions of 

1,827 MT CO2e per year, which would be 110 MT CO2e less than 

development as a golf course land use and 9,928 MT CO2e less 

than the maximum potential development under the existing 

zoning. 

 

The comment is correct that a bus route serves the project area. 

Please also refer to the response to Comment 14 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A) regarding light rail. Based on the reductions cited 

above, the project would be consistent with California 

legislature mandates. 

 

SI4-6 Topical Response – Quality of Life. The comment does not 

address the accuracy or adequacy of the EIR. “Quality of life” is a 

concept that may be viewed differently by different people; 

however, as it relates to the environmental analysis, the EIR 

addresses visual issues and community character, air quality, 

traffic congestion, loss of open space, inclusion of recreational 

amenities, safety, etc. Relative to the reasonable and feasible 

alternatives evaluated for the project, please refer to 

Comment 3 of this letter, as well as to EIR Section 8.0, Project 

Alternatives. 
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SI5-1 The project would bring a number of benefits to the existing 

community. Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from 

Haight (Letter SI3A). 

 

Relative to adjacent roadways, as demonstrated in EIR 

Section 5.2, Transportation/Circulation, the project would not 

significantly impact analyzed roadway segments, and would 

significantly impact the Peñasquitos Drive intersections with 

Janal Way and Cuca Street, requiring mitigation measures TRA-1 

and TRA-2. The mitigation would result in better levels of service 

(LOS) than under existing conditions. Please also see Responses 

to Comments 14 and 15, below, specifically regarding 

improvements at Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/Future Project 

Access. 

 

SI5-2 Commuter peak hour time comprise the “worst-case” periods of 

time during the day for congestion. Peak hour traffic reflects 

drive patterns, and it is noted that not all community residents 

are on the road during peak hour periods. As a result, the 

technical analysis identifies the proportion of anticipated 

project and area traffic on the road during these time periods 

(see EIR Table 5.2-4, which identifies total project volumes, as 

well as both in and out traffic during morning and evening peak 

hours). As stated in EIR Section 5.2.2.2, under the heading 

“Project Operation”: 

 

The project is forecasted to generate a total of 2,144 average 

daily traffic (ADT) with 107 trips during the AM peak hour 

(43 inbound/64 outbound) and 150 trips during the PM peak  
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 SI5-2 (cont.) 

hour (90 inbound/60 outbound). Table 5.2-4, Project Trip 

Generation, summarizes the project traffic generation. 

 

Specific to the number of those trips that would access I-15 

during that time period (also as described in EIR Section 5.2.2.2 

under the heading “Trip Distribution”), 20 percent of project 

trips would be expected to be distributed to I-15 to the north, 

and 25 percent of project trips would be expected to be 

distributed I-15 south, respectively. As a result, this does not 

result in 150 or more peak hour trips to the facility, and also 

would not result in 20 or more peak hour trips to metered 

ramps, and therefore did not require additional evaluation. As 

shown on EIR Tables 5.2-5, 5.2-7, and 5.2-9, there would be no 

change in Level of Service (LOS) from existing conditions with 

addition of project traffic at I-15 on-ramp intersections (see 

intersections 2 and 3 for north- and southbound on-ramps from 

Carmel Mountain Road to I-15, and intersections 10 and 11 for 

Rancho Peñasquitos Boulevard/Carmel Mountain Road west- 

and eastbound ramps onto I-15, respectively). Please refer to 

Response to Comment 4 from DeLano (Letter SI1). 

 

As described in EIR Section 5.5, Air Quality, and shown on Tables 

5.5-5 and 5.5-6 relative to construction and operations, 

respectively, project emissions of all criteria pollutants would be 

below the daily thresholds. Therefore, direct impacts from 

criteria pollutants would not cause a violation of any air quality 

standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation, or exceed the particulate matter threshold and 

thus, the project would not result in any adverse human health 

effects and impacts would be less than significant. 

 

As analyzed in EIR Section 5.2.4, Impact 3: Alternative 

Transportation, the project would provide connections to transit. 
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 SI5-2 (cont.) Please refer to Connectivity Maps in Figures 3-9a through 

3-9c for a graphic depiction of project connections to local and 

regional bus stops, including its relationship to the Sabre 

Springs Transit Center and Rancho Bernardo Transit Station. 

 

Finally, the project would help to alleviate City housing needs 

through provision of 536 additional residential units, including 

81 affordable housing units. 

 

SI5-3 Overall, these comments request information and do not 

address adequacy of the EIR. For information, however, as 

shown on Figure 3-12c, the deceleration lane on Carmel 

Mountain Road would extend from I-15 to the new project 

entry. As such, it would not extend to the Carmel Mountain 

Road/Peñasquitos Drive intersection. The section of Carmel 

Mountain Road between I-15 and Peñasquitos Drive is built as 

two lanes in the westerly direction, and that would not be 

affected by the project. The deceleration lane would be 

additional to those two lanes, and the dedicated right-turn lane 

at the intersection with Peñasquitos Drive would be retained. 

 

Based on the analysis of roadway segments and intersections in 

EIR Section 5.2, potential effects of project design on current 

traffic flow along Carmel Mountain Road would not constitute a 

significant impact and no change to project design is required. 

 

SI5-4 For clarification about how the project would not negatively 

impact downstream locations, EIR Section 5.9, Hydrology and 

Water Quality, addresses storm water flow over and off of the 

project site, and specifically addresses the comment question in 

Section 5.9-2, Impact 1: impervious Surfaces and Runoff. Following 

analysis regarding proposed project design and flow controls, 

the conclusion stated in Section 5.9.2.4 is: 
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 SI5-4 (cont.)  

The project storm drain system would be designed to 

accommodate storm flows per applicable City requirements, 

and runoff leaving the site would be regulated by the proposed 

detention/water quality basins such that no net increase in off-

site peak 100 year storm flow rates or amounts would result 

from project development. Accordingly, potential impacts from 

project implementation related to runoff rates/amounts and 

associated potential storm drain capacity, flooding, 

erosion/sedimentation, and hydromodification effects would be 

less than significant. 

 

Because implementation of the project would retain extensive 

on-site pervious areas and shallow permanent groundwater 

aquifers are not present, associated groundwater recharge 

capacity would not be substantially decreased and related 

potential impacts would be less than significant. 

 

Project design meets City standards designed to retain and 

improve off-flow and water quality downstream impacts. 

Downstream adverse impacts to Peñasquitos Creek (including 

associated sensitive species and ultimately the ocean) are not 

anticipated. 

 

SI5-5 Overall, this comment requests information and does not 

address adequacy of the EIR. For information, however, as 

indicated in EIR Section 3.3.1.3, Sustainable Design Features, 

water use comprised a primary focus. As described: 

 

The project would include the following sustainable and 

environmentally friendly design features, techniques and 

materials to reduce energy demand, water and resource 

consumption, and environmental waste, and to generate 

renewable energy on site: 
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 SI5-5 (cont.) 

• The project would include the following sustainable and 

environmentally friendly design features, techniques and 

materials to reduce energy demand, water and resource 

consumption, and environmental waste, and to generate 

renewable energy on site: 

• Low-flow sprinkler heads, drip irrigation, and automatic 

weather-sensitive controllers in irrigation systems to reduce 

water usage; 

• Strategic placement of trees to provide shade and cooling; 

and  

• Low Impact Design measures such as use of grasscrete, 

permeable pavers, extensive landscaping with climate-

appropriate materials and other methods to reduce surface 

runoff. 

 

These measures would support City and regional goals to 

minimize water waste. 

 

In addition, the City performed a Water Supply Assessment for 

the project (see Appendix J1), which concluded that sufficient 

water supply will be available to serve the proposed project. 

 

SI5-6 The statement in the comment regarding lack of crosswalks is 

incorrect. Specific to the roundabout proposed for Peñasquitos 

Drive and Janal Way, as shown on Figure 3-13e, the crosswalk is 

indicated in black hatching, and connects the new sidewalks 

(shown in blue) on the figure. Similarly, crosswalks would be 

provided at the Peñasquitos Drive intersection at Cuca Street. 

They are represented by the black hatch lines on Figure 3-12g, 

and would facilitate pedestrian crossings across Peñasquitos 

Drive and Cuca Street. 
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 SI5-7 This comment requests information and does not address 

adequacy of the EIR. For information, however, the comment is 

correct that the proposed Neighborhood Park would be a public 

park. Please note, however, that public access easements are 

planned for additional project elements that are labeled as 

private open space. As stated in EIR Section 3.3.1.5, Recreational 

Amenities, under the heading “Private Park/Recreation Facilities 

Open to the Public”:  

 

In addition to the proposed public park, the project includes an 

HOA-owned and maintained private park and social loop trail 

that would have public access easements to allow public access. 

With the easement in place, members of the public and the 

larger Glens community would be permitted to access these 

facilities. The facilities would be signed as open to the public, 

and would be open during the same hours to the public and to 

project residents. 

 

The publicly accessible private park is located in the 

southeastern corner of the project site, adjacent to Carmel 

Mountain Road. This park incorporates two pickleball courts, a 

basketball court, shade structures and seating areas. Refer to 

Figure 3-10 (OS-13 and OS 14) and Figure 3-8. 

 

As noted above, an approximately 2.75-mile long social loop 

trail would trend around the project and would be open to both 

project residents and other community members. Located within 

a dedicated open space lot, this trail and affiliated activity area 

would include a minimum 6 foot-wide, primarily decomposed 

granite path sited within the open space, as shown on Figure 

3-10a (identified as T1) and Figure 3-11, Social Loop Trail. This 

trail would be available for use by pedestrians and bicyclists and 

would be an additional amenity to benefit the overall 

community. 
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 SI5-7 (cont.)  

A 0.58-acre dog park would be provided in the area identified as 

OS-10 on Figure 3-10a, in the northernmost portion of the 

project site, accessible from the social loop trail. Separate areas 

would be provided for large and small dogs, along with seating 

areas, shade structures and shade trees. The surrounding 

community would also be permitted to use this park.  

 

Please also refer to Response to Comment 1 from Haight (Letter 

SI3A) regarding benefits that would be provided to the 

community as a whole with implementation of the project. 

 

SI5-8 Refer to Response to Comment 2 from Haight (Letter SI3A) 

regarding the privately-owned tennis courts. The swimming 

pool has been closed for approximately four years. The golf 

course is currently fenced off and is not available to 

neighborhood use. As such, no analysis for changes to publicly 

available recreational amenities is required. However, the 

project includes recreational amenities as part of the project as 

mentioned above. 

 

SI5-9 Please refer to Response to Comment 6 from Derbique (Letter 

SI4) regarding “quality of life.” Please refer to Response to 

Comment 1 from Haight (Letter SI3A) regarding benefits that 

would be provided to the community as a whole with 

implementation of the project, including improvements to 

emergency evacuation. The comment also mentions loss of 

open space; however, it is important to note that the project 

site is an abandoned golf course, that is fenced off and is not 

usable to the community as open space. The prior golf course 

use has been closed since 2015. Refer to Response to Comment 

7 from DeLano and DeLano (Letter SI1) regarding the loss of the 

prior golf course. 
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 SI5-9 (cont.) Alternatives evaluated for the project are addressed in 

EIR Section 8,0, Project Alternatives. Alternatives reviewed 

include an alternative site, a no project/no development 

alternative, a no project/community plan consistency alternative 

(i.e., a redeveloped golf course on the site), a reduced intensity 

alternative, and an existing zoning alternative. 

 

SI5-10 Project analyses address the proposed project design and 

environmental effects. They are not intended to control project 

ownership. As such, the comment does not relate to the 

adequacy or accuracy of the EIR, and no response is required. 

For clarification however, the project proposes a Community 

Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ). Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 16 from Haight (Letter SI3A) for 

additional information. 
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 SI5-11 The Millennium PQ was not known at the time of issuance of 

the project Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR, which was the 

time the environmental baseline and cumulative projects list 

was set (April 2018). Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 

from DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional discussion of this point. 

No changes have been proposed to the proposed project plans, 

in relation to the Millennium PQ development. 

 

SI5-12 Refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Haight (Letter SI3A). 

 

SI5-13 Topical Response – Project Age Qualifications. As mentioned 

in numerous places in the EIR, both the market rate and 

affordable components of the project would be “age-qualified” 

(see the EIR Summary and Sections 1.0, 3.0, 5.1, 5.2, 5.5, 5.6, 6.0, 

7.0, and 8.0) for persons 55 and over. 

 

To clarify, this means that residents need to be at least 55 years 

of age to buy or rent a home in the community. An exception is 

typically granted for a younger spouse who is married to 

someone who is 55 or older. Other exceptions include adult 

caregivers and a disabled child or grandchild who is dependent 

on the resident. For all others, a maximum number of days is 

typically established in the HOA Conditions, Covenants and 

Restrictions (CC&Rs) and community bylaws recorded against 

the property as such for any person who is under the age of 55 

to be permitted to stay on the premises, in order to permit 

visitors but not additional residents under 55. 

 

The application of the age-restricted (55+) category would be a 

condition of project approval and will be embodied within the 

project CC&Rs. Per the Housing for Older Persons Act (HOPA) of 

1995, once the project is turned over to the homeowners, it is 

the responsibility of the community leaders and the Community 

Manager (i.e., Homeowner’s Association or apartment 

owner/manager) to abide by the requirements of the Fair 

Housing Act. Affidavits must be filed based on proof of age. 
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 SI5-13 (cont.) This occurs whether or not they own or rent the 

property. The HOA retains the right to monitor and check that 

the occupants of the home follow the Housing for Older 

Persons Act and the Fair Housing Act. When the property 

transfers title, or when new renters move in, this same check 

takes place. All renters and owners are re-registered with the 

HOA yearly, or if they are brand new. 

 

With respect to school impacts, as stated in Section 7.1.5 of the 

EIR: 

 

The project would provide age-restricted (55+) housing, which 

means that, with very rare exceptions, no school age children 

would be permitted to reside within the development and no 

impacts to schools would occur. Despite generating no new 

school attendance, the project would be required to pay 

applicable impact fees to the school district. 

 

The low likelihood of public school students and the surety that 

the project would pay developer impact fees that could be used 

to address school pressures if they should occur, results in the 

ultimate finding that the project’s impacts to schools would be 

less than significant. 

 

SI5-14 Janal Way currently has a stop sign at the intersection with 

Peñasquitos Drive, while Peñasquitos Drive is not stop-

controlled and operates freely. This can make entering the turn 

onto Peñasquitos Drive difficult, especially for those trying to 

make a left turn across traffic. The roundabout would render 

travelers in all directions more equal. Traffic would slow in 

proximity to the roundabout, and entry from Janal Way would 

be easier as travelers would turn right and continue through the 

roundabout toward Carmel Mountain Road, or circle the 

roundabout to smoothly continue toward points northerly. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight A 

(Letter SI3A) for additional information. 
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 SI5-15 Topical Response – Peñasquitos Drive Vehicular Queue 

Lengths. Project traffic modeling evaluates the transportation 

system as a whole. Therefore, it takes into account the 

proposed improved condition along Peñasquitos Drive, 

including the roundabout at Janal Way and a signalized 

intersection at Cuca Street. As shown by the modeling, there is 

no negative result resulting from the two project improvements 

and the plan does not need revision. This is supported by queue 

analysis. Table 17-1 of the EIR Traffic Study (EIR Appendix B) and 

EIR Table 5.2-12 show Opening Day (2020) Near-term queue 

analysis. The southbound queues at Peñasquitos Drive with 

Janal Way would be 125/75 feet in the AM/PM peak hours, with 

LOS A/A operations, respectively. In the northbound direction, 

AM/PM peak hour queues would be 25/75 feet, also LOS A/A. At 

Peñasquitos Drive and Cuca Street, in the AM/PM peak hours, 

southbound queues would be 210/97 feet and 170/372, 

respectively, also both at LOS A/A. Table 17–2 of Appendix B 

and EIR Table 5.2-13 show Horizon Year (2050) calculated 

northbound and southbound queues at the Janal Way 

intersection with Peñasquitos Drive. As shown, the southbound 

queues along Peñasquitos Drive at Janal Way would be 

150 feet/25 feet in the AM/PM peak hours, with LOS A/A 

operations, respectively. For the northbound direction, queues 

at this location would be 25 feet/100 feet in the AM/PM peak 

hours, with LOS A/A operations. At Peñasquitos Drive and Cuca 

Street, in the AM/PM peak hours, southbound queues would be 

226/107 feet and 191/425, respectively, also both at LOS A/A. 

No significant environmental impacts would result.  
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 SI5-16 Overall, this comment requests information and does not 

address adequacy of the EIR. For information, however, the 

proposed signal would not only control traffic entering or 

exiting the previous Hotel Karlan property, but also through 

traffic on Peñasquitos Drive and traffic entering Peñasquitos 

Drive from Cuca Street. As discussed in EIR Section 5.2.1.1, 

Environmental Setting, that intersection currently operates at 

LOS E in the AM peak hour. That condition would additionally 

worsen with contributions by the proposed project’s traffic, and 

mitigation would be required with mitigation measure TRA-1 

(see 5.2.2.4 of the EIR). With the signal, traffic flow during both 

AM and PM peak hours would improve to LOS A, the least 

congested condition. 

 

SI5-17 Project sidewalks and bike facilities would provide pedestrian 

and cyclist access through the site, and facilitate more direct, 

safe connections to the adjacent circulation system and public 

transit for project residents and adjacent community residents. 

Please see the site, local and regional connectivity maps 

(Figures 3-8a through 38c) in EIR Section 3.0. Similar to other 

community residents, people living at the proposed project 

would be expected to use local bus service where convenient, 

or where accessing the larger transit hubs by public 

transportation, and otherwise would use cars to access those 

facilities, as preferred. Proximity to these facilities is still 

expected to provide benefit as they are easily accessible. Please 

refer to Response to Comment 2 from DeLano (Letter SI1) 

regarding numbers of trips per day anticipated by Junipers 

residents. 

 

SI5-18 The comment poses a question regarding shopping habits of 

future residents. As such, the comment requests information 

and does not address adequacy of the EIR and no response is 

required. 
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SI5-19 The Project evacuation analysis does not rely solely on exit via 

Peñasquitos Drive at Janal Way. The plan does not require 

change as it takes existing Glens traffic, future project traffic, 

and changed access/egress conditions into account. Please 

refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) 

for detailed information regarding the proposed emergency 

evacuation and access improvements and implementation of 

the evacuation plans. Regarding Millennium PQ, please also 

refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1). 

 

SI5-20 The plan does not require revision. As shown on EIR Figure 

3-12c and 3-12d, Private Driveway V, which would intersect 

Carmel Mountain Road, is designed to provide two lanes. The 

northbound lane ordinarily would function to accommodate 

internal vehicles accessing the project from Carmel Mountain 

Road. A southbound lane for emergency egress is also 

provided. Although it would not ordinarily be in use, it would be 

available for vehicles exiting the site in case of emergency. 

Please also note that all vehicular traffic would be subject to 

direction by emergency personnel in such an event. Refer to the 

Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed 

information regarding the proposed emergency evacuation and 

access improvements. 

 

Relative to emergency travel through the roundabout at Janal 

Way and Peñasquitos Drive, the roundabout would be 

constructed in compliance with all City requirements, including 

design to accommodate emergency vehicles. Please see Figure 

3-12e of the EIR, which depicts the roundabout, as well as the 

Response to Comment 20 from Haight (Letter SI3A) regarding 

roundabout design and accommodation of emergency vehicles. 
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 SI5-21 The plan does not require revision. Please refer to the Response 

to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed 

information regarding the proposed emergency evacuation and 

access improvements and implementation of the evacuation 

plan. Specific directions as to best route would be determined 

by emergency response personnel at the time of the evacuation 

event. The Project would provide at least three alternate routes, 

improving evacuation efficiency and timeframes. The Wildland 

Fire Evacuation Plan, Appendix K4 to the EIR, is an informative 

document for Glens and proposed project residents. Actual 

evacuation scenarios would be determined and executed by 

emergency response professionals, based on the location and 

type of fire, weather conditions, and available options for 

evacuation. 

 

SI5-22 Please refer to Response to Comment 17 of this letter. 
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SI6-1 Comments noted. Overall, these comments request information 

and do not address adequacy of the EIR. For clarification, 

however, please refer to the Response to Comment 20 from 

Haight (Letter SI3A) for detailed information regarding traffic 

signal and roundabout operations, and to Response to 

Comment 3 (Letter SI3A) of that same letter regarding existing 

and proposed zoning. Fire safety is addressed in EIR Sections 

5.14.3 and 5.14.4. Regarding the loss of open space associated 

with the former golf course site, please refer to the Response to 

Comment 7 from DeLano (Letter SI1). 
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SI7-1 Comments noted. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 

15125(a), an EIR measures the impacts of a proposed project 

against a “baseline” of existing environmental conditions at and 

in the vicinity of the project site. Existing conditions traffic 

counts, reflecting the land uses in place at the time the 

Transportation Impact Analysis was initiated, are part of that 

baseline. 

 

As shown on EIR Table 5.2-1, the Carmel Mountain Road/ 

Peñasquitos Drive intersection operates at Level of Service 

(LOS) C, an acceptable LOS, in both the AM and PM peak hours 

(the most congested periods of the day). This LOS C would be 

expected to continue for all project impact scenarios analyzed. 

This includes project implementation only (EIR Table 5.1 5); on 

Opening Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term) with cumulative 

projects in EIR (Table 5.2-7); and under Horizon Year (2050) Plus 

Project conditions (EIR Table 5.2-9). 

 

Although the Peñasquitos Drive and Janal Way intersection 

currently operates at an acceptable LOS C for the worst-case 

movement, the Transportation Impact Analysis showed worst 

case movement degrading to LOS E with project traffic. As a 

result, mitigation was required to address that significant 

impact.  

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-111 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 SI7-1 (cont.) Refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A) regarding the proposed roundabout, which would 

result in that intersection operating at LOS A both with the 

project and under Horizon Year 2050 Plus Project conditions. 

 

The comment is correct that the roundabout would benefit 

cross traffic from Janal Way onto Peñasquitos Drive. This 

intersection is currently controlled by stop signs on Janal Way 

only – allowing for faster moving traffic along Peñasquitos 

Drive. The proposed roundabout would allow equal, safe entry 

into the roundabout from all directions, which would improve 

entry and crossing potential for travelers entering from Janal 

Way. 

 

Please refer to Response to Comment 15 from Commons 

(Letter SI5) relative to queuing along Peñasquitos Drive. 

 

Therefore, EIR Section 5.2.2.4 concludes direct and cumulative 

impacts to the intersections of Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca 

Street/Hotel Karlan Driveway and Peñasquitos Drive/Janal 

Way/Future Project Access would be reduced to less than 

significant with the incorporation of a traffic signal and a 

roundabout per TRA-1 and TRA-2, respectively. Regarding the 

Hotel Karlan redevelopment/Millennium PQ, please refer to the 

Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1). 

 

SI7-2 Refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight A (Letter 

SI3A) for detailed information regarding roundabout operation, 

including bicycle rider safety. 

 

SI7-3 The roundabout has been designed to accommodate 

community vehicles as well as emergency response vehicles, 

such as fire trucks. The design is schematically shown on EIR 

Figure 31-3e, which shows proposed lanes, fire truck aprons, 

etc. 
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 SI7-3 (cont.) Refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight A 

(Letter SI3A) for additional information regarding roundabout 

operation. 

 

SI7-4 Comment noted. As a general project concern rather than a 

comment on adequacy or accuracy of the EIR, no response is 

required. For clarification, however, please refer to Response to 

Comment 1 of this letter regarding function of neighborhood 

streets. 

 

SI7-5 Comment noted. As a general project concern rather than a 

comment on adequacy or accuracy of the EIR, no response is 

required. 
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SI8A-1 The comment does not correctly describe the ingress and 

egress and emergency route for the project. Please refer to 

Section 3.3.1.6 in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, which 

addresses primary access from Carmel Mountain Road and 

would also provide emergency response access and community 

emergency-only egress. In addition, primary vehicular access to 

the project, as well as fire and emergency access, would be 

from a new driveway connecting to Janal Way at the current 

intersection of Janal Way with Peñasquitos Drive. The Andorra 

Way/Corte Raposo emergency access/egress point would not be 

the sole egress point, but would be in addition to Carmel 

Mountain Road and Janal Way improvements. 

 

SI8A-2 Topical Response – Lack of Need for Additional I-15 

Interchanges. The comment suggests additional on-/off-ramps 

with I-15. Given the few trips added to the nearest interchange 

where the majority of freeway-oriented trips would enter/exit 

I-15, it can be concluded there would be no nexus for the 

project to consider constructing a new interchange with I-15. 

The comment also notes that Peñasquitos Drive is very busy at 

times. The Transportation/Circulation evaluation in EIR 

Section 5.2 is based on a Level of Service (LOS) analysis, which 

specifically looks at the level of congestion on roadway 

segments and at area intersections for the 536-unit project in 

the near term and under buildout conditions. 
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 SI8A-2 (cont.) As shown on EIR Table 5.2-2, relevant portions of 

Peñasquitos Drive currently operate at LOS C on a daily basis, 

an acceptable LOS. (Acceptable LOS for freeways, roadways, 

and intersections is generally “D” and above.) LOS C continues 

for these segments with the project (see EIR Table 5.2-6), as well 

as in the Opening Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term) Plus 

Project on Table 5.2-8. Table 5.2-8 models traffic loading 

associated with existing conditions, the project, and three 

additional potential projects; including Pacific Village (the 

project alluded to in the comment as south of the Chevron) as 

well as Merge 56 and the Preserve at Torrey Highlands. Horizon 

Year (2050) Plus Project conditions are shown on EIR Table 

5.2-10. As a result, there is no significant project impact that 

requires roadway segment mitigation. Mitigation is only 

required for significant impacts, which in this case would occur 

at two intersections (see Response to Comment 1, above). The 

mitigation measures would improve the flow of traffic from the 

project and other areas of the community. Because the project 

would not result in significant impacts related to roadway 

segments, or at the intersection of I-15 southbound 

ramps/Carmel Mountain Road, there is no CEQA justification or 

need for additional I-15 on-/off-ramps. Implementation of new 

connections to freeways requires the approval of Caltrans, and 

is subject to interchange design and spacing requirements 

imposed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

 

The remainder of the comment does not address adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require 

additional response. 
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SI8B-1 Impacts reviewed under CEQA are conducted using an existing 

conditions baseline, and project impacts are assessed relative 

to changes from that baseline. Any past projects are a part of 

the existing baseline condition. Population and housing effects 

are assessed in EIR Section 7.1.4; impacts were identified as less 

than significant. The existing conditions baseline against which 

impacts are assessed is described for each technical issue in 

Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis. EIR Section 5.2.2 addresses 

traffic impacts based on the project, as well as cumulative 

projects. In addition, the EIR contains a separate evaluation of 

the effects of the proposed project combined with potential 

cumulative projects that are planned or proposed for 

construction, to result in cumulative impacts. Cumulative 

projects addressed in the EIR include Pacific Village, Merge 56 

and the Preserve at Torrey Highlands. The Millennium PQ 

project was not known at the time of issuance of the project 

NOP, when the project baseline was set. Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional 

discussion. 
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 SI8B-2 Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding the proposed 

emergency evacuation and access improvements and 

implementation of the evacuation plan. 

 

SI8B-3 Please refer to Response to Comment 2 of your communication 

of February 22 (Comment letter SI8A) regarding lack of need for 

additional I-15 on-/off-ramps. 

 

SI8B-4 The neighborhood park currently is planned to include dog 

runs, a game plaza, children’s play slope, playground, and picnic 

areas, among other amenities (see EIR Figure 3-10b). In 

addition, as stated in EIR Section 3.3.1.7, 

 

A 0.58-acre dog park would be provided in the area identified as 

OS-10 on Figure 3-10a, in the northernmost portion of the 

project site, accessible from the social loop trail. Separate areas 

would be provided for large and small dogs, along with seating 

areas, shade structures and shade trees. The surrounding 

community would also be permitted to use this park. 

 

Please refer to Section 3.3.1.5 of the EIR for additional 

information regarding the proposed recreational amenities 

associated with the proposed project. 

 

SI8B-5 Yes, restrooms are planned at the park. Please see Figure 3-10b, 

which shows location of a “comfort station” at location 16 in the 

neighborhood park. 
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SI8B-6 The remainder of this comment was responded to based on the 

February 22 submittal, as noted above (Comment letter SI8A). 

Please refer to that letter and responses. 
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SI9-1 Topical Response - Vehicular Counts and Peak Hour Periods. 

No additional analysis is needed. Existing conditions data were 

gathered in accordance with City traffic guidelines. The City of 

San Diego Transportation Impact Study Manual (July 1998) 

provides the study parameters for conducting traffic studies. 

Per the manual, there is no requirement on the number of days 

of data used in the traffic analysis. Industry standards of 

practice are to conduct weekday counts over a 24-hour period 

for roadway segment and AM and PM peak hour traffic counts 

for intersections during adjacent street peak periods (typically 

between 7:00-9:00 AM and 4:00-6:00 PM commute timeframes 

when the school year is in session). The traffic counts used in 

the analysis for the project comply with City standards. The 

peak periods for a residential project would be weekdays, 

during the morning and evening commute periods (when most 

residents are going to or from work), and when the school year 

is in session. Relative to weekend counts, it is only on rare 

occasions that a project would analyze weekend timeframes. 

These include entertainment type projects, such as stadiums 

and theme parks, or religious assembly uses when traffic use 

patterns for those particular uses peak during the weekend. 

The proposed project is a residential project and does not fall 

within those parameters. 

 

The use of weekday “peak hour” periods therefore assesses 

when traffic congestion is greatest (worst-case), and then 

identifies mitigation to address that worst-case level of impact. 

For additional information regarding the approach to the traffic 

analysis, please refer to Section 4.0, Study Area, Analysis 

Approach and Methodology, within the project Transportation 

Impact Analysis in Appendix B of the EIR. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-119 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 SI9-2 The Transportation Impact Analysis addressed cumulative 

projects that were known at the time that the project Notice of 

Preparation was issued in April 2018, including Pacific Village. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for additional information. 

 

SI9-3 Topical Response – Fire Behavior Modeling. This comment 

contains a misunderstanding of the EIR fire discussion. The 

document does not base its conclusions on fires blowing to the 

west and away from homes west of I-15. The analysis does say 

that prevailing Santa Ana patterns blow westerly. However, the 

evaluation reviewed fire approaching from open space areas to 

the west, north and east and burning under typical on-shore 

wind conditions as well as the occasional extreme off-shore 

Santa Ana winds. It is a standard fire behavior modeling and 

assessment practice to consider fires burning under normal 

conditions as well as those under extreme fire weather 

conditions. This equates to a fire burning from the west toward 

the project as well as one burning from the northeast toward 

the project. As stated in EIR Section 5.14.4.2 regarding 

emergency response/evacuation: 

 

Because of its proximity to the VHFHSZ associated with the Black 

Mountain Open Space Park to the west, a Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan was prepared for the project (EIR Appendix K4). 

As discussed in this evacuation plan, wildfire emergencies that 

would be most likely to require an evacuation of the project area 

would be either a large wildfire approaching from the Black 

Mountain Open Space Park which is west, northwest, and 

southwest of the project site, or a large wildfire approaching 

from the north/northeast with potential to spot into the project 

or the adjacent Black Mountain Open Space Park. Large 

wildfires are often wind driven and occur during declared Red 

Flag Warning days where low humidity and high winds facilitate 

fire ignition and spread. If a fire starts in the Black Mountain 

Open Space Park and is fanned by Santa Ana winds out of the  
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 SI9-3 (cont.)  

northeast, the fire likely would tend to blow away from the 

project site toward the southwest, west or south. Local winds 

may result in fire that burns toward the site, but terrain does 

not support aggressive runs at the community, which is 

separated from the open space by developed areas. 

 

As described, fires can burn in any direction given the 

appropriate fuel, winds and topography. There are, however, 

factors that generally support or retard rapidly moving flames. 

For instance, fires burn uphill more rapidly than downhill, and 

therefore rising topography can exacerbate flames. In the 

project’s case, the nearest slopes associated with generally 

undeveloped lands are a minimum of 250 feet from the nearest 

portions of the project, they slope up and away from the project 

and include Peñasquitos Drive and other developed landscapes 

as ignition resistant buffers. It is also true that dry vegetation 

and scrub communities provide the fastest burning fuel when 

compared to irrigated landscaping and appropriately built-to-

code structures, which can tend to slow fires. These are taken 

into account in fire dispersion models. To that extent, project 

landscaping would consist of hardscape and irrigated 

landscaping throughout the project and would be regularly 

maintained. The terrain that is between the project and the 

nearest open space fuels at Black Mountain Open Space is not 

favorable to fast fire spread (downslope), and there are 

developed landscapes on the lower slopes of Black Mountain. 

These conditions would tend to allow for greater evacuation 

time within existing communities than a former, non-irrigated 

golf course with dry grasses that could ignite from embers 

during any wildfire event. Fires burning from the west to the 

east would be burning under a non-Santa Ana wind condition, 

resulting in higher humidity, higher plant moisture levels, 

slower fire spread, lower intensity and much easier fire control 

by suppression efforts. 
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 SI9-3 (cont.) Fire burning under Santa Ana wind condition from the 

northeast would not have continuous available fuels to burn 

into the Glens community due to intervening I-15 and 

developed landscapes between the Glens and the nearest open 

space in that direction (Twin Peaks, approximately 2 miles 

distant). For more on fire, please refer to Responses to 

Comments to Razvi, Letter SI52A, and particularly to Response 

to Comment 137. 

 

SI9-4 Comments noted. This comment expresses the opinion of the 

commenter and does not address the adequacy of the EIR. No 

response is required. 
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SI10-1 Yes, the project is limited to the currently proposed 536 

residential units. To ensure that additional units would not be 

built as a matter of right, the project proposes a Community 

Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ). Please refer to 

Response to Comment 16 from Haight (Letter SI3A). 

 

SI10-2 Comments noted. Appendix K4 was posted for public review 

with the Draft EIR on the City website. This is documented by 

the fact that specific comments were received on the technical 

report from others, who had reviewed it from the website. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding emergency 

evacuation and access improvements. 

 

SI10-3 The Evacuation Plan was prepared voluntarily by the project 

applicant specifically to address concerns within the Glens 

community, and to demonstrate that the project would add 

evacuation routes and would result in a reduction in evacuation 

times for the studied scenarios. It is not the project’s 

responsibility to prepare a community wide or regional 

evacuation plan. Trips associated with Cresta Bella were 

considered to be within the existing Glens community (see 

Table 2 of the Evacuation Plan, Appendix K4 to the EIR for a 

complete listing of existing uses included). 
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 SI10-4 The Draft EIR addressed cumulative projects that were known at 

the time that the project Notice of Preparation was issued in 

April 2018. Cumulative analysis evaluations (see EIR Section 6.0, 

Cumulative Impacts) expressly included Pacific Village, as well as 

the Merge 56 and The Preserve at Torrey Highlands. Cresta 

Bella units were not included as a cumulative project addition 

because that project was already largely constructed at the time 

of the project Notice of Preparation (April 2018) and the traffic 

generated by those units constituted part of the existing traffic 

condition on area streets, as documented in the project EIR. 

Regarding Millennium PQ please refer to the Response to 

Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. 

 

SI10-5 EIR Table 5.2-10 shows that the Carmel Mountain Road segment 

between I-15 southbound ramps and the future project 

entrance (Segment 3) as well as the segment from the future 

project entrance to Peñasquitos Drive (Segment 4), would 

operate at acceptable levels of service even under Horizon Year 

(2050) Plus Project conditions. As such, the potential for 

required redevelopment of the Carmel Mountain Road/I-15 

southbound ramp junction is currently speculative and not 

probable/foreseeable. Additional analysis is not required. 
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SI10-6 Adopted regional emergency response and evacuation plans 

are provided in the 2014 Unified San Diego County Emergency 

Services Organization and County of San Diego Operational 

Area Emergency Operations Plan (EOP). Please refer to 

Response to Comment 3 of this letter relative to inclusion of 

specific areas in the Evacuation Plan, and adequacy of the 

report. Because the project would improve the existing 

conditions, reassessment is not required. 

 

SI10-7 The primary project entrance/exit would be from the 

Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way location, as described in Section 

3.3.1.6. The secondary proposed entry into the project from 

Carmel Mountain Road (also described in Section 3.3.1.6) is part 

of project design. As shown on EIR Table 5.2-6, Carmel 

Mountain Road with the project would operate at Level of 

Service (LOS) C between I-15 and Peñasquitos Drive. This is an 

acceptable LOS, and does not trigger the need to evaluate 

alternative entry/exit locations. 
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SI11-1 The commenter’s support for the project is noted. The 

comment does not address adequacy or accuracy of analyses in 

the Draft EIR and does not require response. 

 

SI11-2 The commenter’s support for the project is noted. The 

comment does not address adequacy or accuracy of analyses in 

the Draft EIR and does not require response. 

 

 

 

SI11-3 Comments noted. This comment does not address adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require 

additional response. 

 

 

SI11-4 Comments noted. This comment does not address adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require 

additional response. 
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SI12-1 The cited 8.3 hours represents the estimated maximum 

evacuation time for the Glens community following notification 

is the existing condition, without the proposed project. This 

assumes all vehicles would need to travel along segments of 

Peñasquitos Drive and Carmel Mountain Road. Please refer to 

the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for 

detailed information regarding the proposed emergency 

evacuation and access improvements, with project 

implementation, that would reduce the evacuation timeframe 

for the Glens community to as low as 3.5 hours following 

notification. 
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SI13-1 Comments noted. Please note that Section 5.2 of the EIR found 

that impacts to Transportation/Circulation would be less than 

significant with implementation of the identified traffic signal 

and roundabout as project mitigation. The Transportation/ 

Circulation section of the EIR primarily focuses on routine 

vehicular activity on surface streets. The EIR does not find 

evacuation plan impacts to be less than significant based on 

these Transportation/Circulation mitigation measures. Project 

implementation would result in improvement in evacuation 

routes, as analyzed in Section 5.14, Health and Safety, and 

discussed in further detail in the Response to Comment 1 from 

Derbique (Letter SI4). 

 

SI13-2 The emergency access route width, grade, or vegetation 

clearance are detailed in EIR Sections 3.3.1.6 and 5.14.4.2, as 

well as the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan and Fire Protection 

Plan in EIR Appendices K4 and K5, respectively. Project design 

and implementation would be consistent with Chapter 14 of the 

San Diego Municipal Code regarding fire safe design and hazard 

management. Attachments 1, 2 and 3 of the comment letter 

provide existing conditions information, and do not relate to 

post-project conditions (again, please refer to the Response to 

Comment 1 from Derbique [Letter SI4]). Similarly, Attachment 4 

relates to Santa Clara County and is not relevant to construction 

in San Diego. 

 

All project roads, including the emergency access upgrades, are 

designed to meet the City’s Fire Code. As shown on Attachment 

8 of the comment letter (Figure 3-13 of the EIR), emergency 

access would be 20 feet in width (also cited as a necessary 

width by FEMA in Attachment 6 of the comment letter), and  
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 SI13-2 (cont.) vegetation clearing to code requirements would be 

provided not only vertically to avoid interference with fire 

engines/apparatus, but also extending 10 feet on either side of 

the route in areas that are currently overgrown. The road 

grades on these emergency access connections would not 

exceed 15 percent, which is consistent with City requirements 

and California Fire Code Section 15.14.10, Section 502.2.7-Grade 

as highlighted in Attachment 5 of the letter. Because the 

connection to Andorra Way would meet each of the relevant 

criteria, the off-road slope shown in Attachment 7 and 

annotated on Attachment 8 by the commenter is immaterial. 

Attachment 9 of the comment letter consists of proposed gate 

and bollard improvements as shown on Figure 11 of the 

evacuation plan and accurately depicts proposed 

improvements. Attachment 10 of the comment letter consists of 

Draft EIR Figure 3-9a, with annotations by the commenter. 

Attachment 11 consists of Draft EIR Figure 3-12a, also with 

annotations by the commenter. The project design does not 

include a connection from the proposed apartments to Private 

Driveway “A.” 

 

The access/egress points to/from the project are in compliance 

with relevant grade maxima, as described above. 

 

SI13-3 As described in Response to Comment 2 of this letter, 

evaluation of the downslope grade is not relevant to the 

emergency access connection. The access/egress points to/from 

the project will be implemented in compliance with relevant 

grade standards 

 

SI13-4 Topical Response – Andorra Way Emergency Operations/ 

Maintenance. Comments noted. The planned gate and bollard 

(see EIR Figure 3-13) have been approved by the City Fire 

Marshal. During an emergency, fire officials or law enforcement 

would open the gate and remove the bollards. 
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 SI13-4 (cont.) Gate replacement is the responsibility of the project’s 

HOA, as provided on “Notes” following Figure 9 of the 

Evacuation Plan. Also, the following text is on page 52 of the 

Evacuation Plan in Appendix K4 of the EIR. These improvements 

will become conditions of project approval. 

 

Maintenance is an important component for the long term 

reliability of the northern fire access route. Appendix C includes 

Emergency Fire Access Road details including property 

ownership, which facilitates ongoing Junipers HOA vegetation 

maintenance activities along the emergency Fire Access Road. 

Maintenance obligations will be as follows: 

 

City of San Diego: 

Maintenance of access road and landscape vegetation 

Maintenance of gate [for clarification, the bollard is 

considered part of the gate] 

 

Junipers HOA: 

Financial reserve for repair of access road and gate 

Quarterly landscape vegetation management [for clarification, 

the bollard is considered part of the gate] 

 

As stated in Section 5.14.4 of the EIR and in the Response to 

Comment 1 from Derbique (SI4), the community would be 

expected to benefit from the additional evacuation routes and 

reduced evacuation time that would result with implementation 

of the project, because the project would provide two additional 

evacuation routes for use by the community. The analysis in 

Section 5.14.4 of the EIR, shows that with implementation of the 

additional evacuation routes, the evacuation time for the 

community would be improved from the existing condition of 

up to 8.3 hours to as little as 3.5 hours. 
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SI13-4 (cont.) The analysis (see EIR Section 5.14.4) shows the project 

would reduce current evacuation time by up to 4.8 hours, with 

the project’s population added to existing residents. Please note 

that the estimated population and number of evacuating 

vehicles were revised upward following a June 2019 Rancho 

Peñasquitos Planning Board presentation by the applicant in 

response to Board request. The project would not result in 

significant impacts and would provide a benefit. 

 

SI13-5 The Evacuation Plan was prepared by a qualified technical 

specialist and reviewed by City staff. Please refer to Responses 

to Comments 2 and 4 above regarding evacuation function. 
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SI14-1 The EIR evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the 

project, which includes construction of the proposed 536 units, 

as well as implementation of the proposed amendments to the 

Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan (RPCP). From a land use 

plan analysis perspective, the EIR addresses project-related 

modifications to the adopted RPCP as last amended and 

adopted by the City Council in April 2011. As addressed in EIR 

Section 3.0, Project Description, and Section 5.1, Land Use, 

portions of the RPCP would be modified relative to on-site land 

use designations, Glens population, park provision, and 

changes to open space. 

 

Furthermore, the project would formally designate the 

proposed park and open space areas for these uses to limit the 

development area of the site and provide assurance that a 

larger development could not be implemented without further 

environmental review. Please refer to Response to Comment 7 

from DeLano (Letter SI3) regarding the Community Plan 

Amendment process. Please refer to the response to Comment 

5 from Haight (Letter SI3A) regarding intensity of site utilization, 

and to Response to Comment 16 of that same letter regarding 

zoning that could require new evaluation if a future owner were 

to propose additional uses. 

 

Please note that for other issues, the existing conditions are 

based on actual measured conditions, such as traffic, noise, and 

emergency evacuation. 
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 SI14-2 It is not required that the project address economic changes 

that may occur over time that may cause a change to regional 

traffic. The SANDAG models upon which the regional traffic 

forecasts are based are updated frequently and reflect 

changing population densities, household sizes, and 

transportation usage patterns over time. Regardless, the project 

is an age-qualified development that would not permit family 

members below the age of 55 to reside in the development, 

with rare exceptions. As such, these comments do not address 

adequacy of the Draft EIR and do not require response. 

 

SI14-3 In general, passage of time always results in a cleaner fleet of 

vehicles on the road due to turn-over – removal of older 

vehicles with greater emissions, and replacement with newer 

vehicles with fewer emissions. If electric vehicles form an 

increasing percentage of future vehicles, this could additionally 

reduce vehicular emissions. Consistent with this comment, 

Section 5.6, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, identifies that the City 

CAP Strategy 3, part 3, requires a “yes” answer to questions 

regarding electric vehicle charging stations and pre-wiring. 

 

The project would exceed City pre-wiring requirements by 

providing EV-ready pre-wiring in all 455 market-rate residential 

garages. The project exceedance of City goals for electric 

vehicles, as well as the conformance with other City 

requirements to provide electric vehicle charging stations, is 

expected to result in increased numbers of electric vehicles, 

with associated reductions in gasoline-powered vehicle 

emissions. No revision to the EIR text is necessary. 

 

SI14-4 Comment noted. The side view elevation of the Janal Way 

roundabout is depicted on Figure 3-12e. The remainder of this 

comment does not address project features or the adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require 

response. 
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 SI14-5 Comment noted. This comment supports the adequacy of the 

EIR and does not require response. 
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SI15-1 Comments noted. As stated in the comment, safety is directly 

addressed in the EIR, with specific discussion of emergency 

vehicle access (police and fire) as well as evacuation. Project 

implementation would result in a reduction in the estimated 

Glens community evacuation time following notification from 

up to 8.3 to as few as 3.5 hours, as described in EIR Section 5.14, 

Health and Safety, and in the Response to Comment 1 from 

Derbique (SI4). Project modeling indicates that existing 

evacuation time from the Glens community is up to 8.3 hours 

following notification and this timeframe is driven by the 

availability of one recognized point of egress. The project would 

provide additional access through the project property 

(eliminating need to travel along portions of Peñasquitos Drive 

and Carmel Mountain Road), as well as provide a reliable 

connection for existing residents located in the northeast 

portion of the Glens, as described in the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan in EIR Appendix K4, the reduction in evacuation 

time is driven by the post-project condition of three potential 

points of egress. As a result, project implementation is assessed 

as improving the existing condition and would improve 

conditions for the Glens community. 

 

Relative to other projects in the area, the EIR addressed 

cumulative projects known to the City at the time of issuance of 

the project Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on April 10, 

2018. Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for additional information. 
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SI16-1 This comment does not address the content or conclusions of 

the EIR and no response is necessary. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI16-2 The concern over additional residences in the area is noted. 

Please note that the project would not build 1,500 homes. The 

project would be restricted to building 536 dwelling units if the 

project is approved. 

 

The beneficial effects on evacuation for the Glens community 

overall (including alternate routes and a reduction from up to 

8.3 hours after notice to evacuate to as low as 3.5 hours with 

the project in place) are detailed in EIR Section 5.14, Health and 

Safety, as well as the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan in EIR 

Appendix K4. Please also refer to the response to Response to 

Comment 1 from Derbique (SI4). 

 

Regarding the effectiveness of the traffic signal and roundabout 

proposed as project mitigation, please refer to the Response to 

Comment 20 from Haight (Letter SI3A). 
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SI17-1 The EIR for the proposed project addressed cumulative projects 

that were known at the time that the project Notice of 

Preparation was issued. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. 

Relative to evacuation, refer to Response to Comment 1 from 

Derbique (Letter SI4) regarding the addition of two new 

potential evacuation routes. 

 

SI17-2 Section 5.2.2 of the Draft EIR demonstrates that intersections 

and roadway segments would generally operate at acceptable 

level of service (LOS) with implementation of the proposed 

project (mitigated condition) and the cumulative projects that 

were identified for analysis at the time of the project Notice of 

Preparation in April 2018 (see EIR Tables 5.2-7 through 5.2-10). 

The worst-case traffic movement at the Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca 

Street intersection is at a LOS E in the AM peak hour under 

existing conditions. The traffic signal at this intersection that is 

proposed as mitigation by the project would result in LOS A 

during both peak hour periods, and in both Opening Day (2020) 

Plus Project (Near-term) and Horizon Year [2050] Plus Project 

conditions. 

 

The Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/Future Project Access 

roundabout, that is also proposed as project mitigation, would 

operate at acceptable LOS A during both peak hours and in 

both the Near-term and Horizon Year conditions. As also shown 

on EIR Tables 5.2-7 and 5.2-9, the intersection of Peñasquitos 

Drive/Carmel Mountain Road would remain at LOS C, and would 

therefore operate at acceptable LOS. 
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 SI17-2 (cont.) Regarding the Millennium PQ project, the EIR addresses 

cumulative projects that were known at the time that the 

project Notice of Preparation was issued on April 10, 2018. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for additional information. 

SI17-3 Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) regarding improvements in community evacuation 

times with the project, and the Response to Comment 5 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1) regarding cumulative projects evaluated. 
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SI18-1 Comments noted. Potentially significant environmental impacts, 

including daily effects, are addressed in the environmental 

analyses required by CEQA. Please refer to EIR Section 5.2 for a 

complete discussion of the proposed roundabout and traffic 

signal, as well as the Response to Comment 20 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A). 

 

Please refer to Response to Comment 25 from Haight (Letter 

SI3A) for information regarding fire hazard severity as well as 

the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for 

detailed information regarding emergency evacuation and 

access improvements and implementation of the evacuation 

plan. As noted, project implementation would result in a 

reduction in the estimated Glens community evacuation time 

following notification from up to 8.3 hours to as few as 3.5 

hours, which would improve evacuation conditions for the 

entire Glens community, including residents on Janal Way. The 

remainder of the comment does not address adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require 

additional response. 

 

SI18-2 Comment noted; as it does not address the accuracy or 

adequacy of the EIR, no response is required. As a point of 

information, however, additional opportunity for comment will 

be provided during public hearings on the project when the 

project is considered for approval or denial. 
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SI19-1 Please refer to the Response to Comment 13 from Commons 

(Letter SI6) for information regarding the definitions and 

enforcement of the 55+ age-qualified housing for the project, 

and the impact on schools. 

 

SI19-2 Comments noted. If a different type of development were 

proposed for the site in the future, staff would review the 

development proposal and determine whether the impacts of 

the revised project would be consistent with those reported in 

the EIR. If it is determined that the impacts could be greater 

than those described in the project EIR, the City would require 

additional environmental analysis. Additionally, although not 

addressing type of residents, the project proposes a Community 

Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) to ensure additional 

review in case the PDP is approved and then expires without 

the project being built. If a different design in terms of 

additional or fewer homes, changes in park area, open space 

use, etc. were to be proposed that varies from (the amended) 

Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan, that also would trigger 

new review. Potential revisions to the affordable housing 

component also could require new review by the Housing 

Commission if the age restriction component was removed. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 16 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A) for additional information regarding age-qualified 

housing. 
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 SI19-3 If the project is approved by the decision makers, the fire 

protection planning and emergency evacuation improvements 

described as part of project design would be conditions of the 

project approval, including the off-site improvements at 

Andorra Way. They would be mandatory elements of the project 

construction. Regarding the potential redevelopment of the 

former Hotel Karlan site, please note that the project EIR 

addressed cumulative projects that were known at the time that 

the project Notice of Preparation was issued in April 2018. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for additional information. 

 

SI19-4 Comments noted. The comments do not address adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and do not require 

response. 
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SI20-1 The excerpt from the EIR is correct and the City notes the rest of 

the comments. These comments do not address the adequacy 

or accuracy of the analyses in the Draft EIR and do not require a 

response. 
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SI20-2 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), an EIR measures 

the impacts of a proposed project against a “baseline” of 

environmental conditions at and in the vicinity of the project 

site. As noted in Comment 1 of your letter, the project would 

substantially improve evacuation time over the existing 

condition. As such, EIR Section 5.14.3 concluded potential 

wildfire hazards associated with “the project would be less than 

significant, based on required compliance with applicable State 

and City standards associated with fire hazards and prevention, 

as well as through implementation of FPP [Fire Protection Plan] 

recommendations.” Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 

from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding 

emergency evacuation and access improvements. 

 

SI20-3 The description of the single lane for evacuation refers to a 

specific experience during a specific evacuation event. Please 

refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) 

for information regarding emergency evacuation and access 

improvements associated with the proposed project. Also, the 

condition described was at least in part because there was only 

one exit from the neighborhood and no alternate routes. While 

Peñasquitos Drive would continue to be the primary route, 

provision of a new route southerly through the project from the 

vicinity of Janal Way would provide direct access through the 

project site to Carmel Mountain Road via proposed Private 

Driveways A and V. As alluded to in Comment 1 of your letter, 

and as stated in EIR Section 5.14.4.2: 

 

This additional egress would be available to residents of the 

Glens community as well as the project during an emergency 

and would include a mountable median with bollards, enabling 

law enforcement-controlled egress to the east or west along 

Carmel Mountain Road. 
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 SI20-3 (cont.)  

This additional emergency egress route would provide an 

important alternative should Peñasquitos Drive become 

congested or impassible during an emergency. This egress route 

would effectively reduce the time needed to evacuate the Glens 

community by 30 to 35 percent (Dudek 2019a). 

 

SI20-4 As stated in EIR Section 3.3.1.6: 

 

Off-site emergency access/egress between Andorra Way and 

Corte Raposo would be improved by the project to remove 

inoperable bollards, install an automatic gate to SDFRD 

requirements, resurface the connection to carry the imposed 

load of fire apparatus (75,000 pounds), and provide ongoing 

vegetation maintenance and gate maintenance funding, 

providing a usable emergency link between the two streets. The 

project would also provide for landscape and gate maintenance. 

The planned improvements for Andorra Way are shown on 

Figure 3-13, Andorra Way Emergency Access Road. … gates 

would be opened by emergency responders only. All primary 

and secondary entry points described above would be 

constructed to accommodate emergency vehicle access. 

 

The time-frame would be instantaneous from the moment that 

the emergency responders remotely release the gate. The 

inclusion of gates and bollards for some evacuation routes at 

the project is not a new or precedent-setting condition. Gated 

and bollarded routes currently exist throughout the City and are 

important for limiting the potential that evacuating residents 

inadvertently drive into an encroaching wildfire. SDFRD has 

mandated that they control the gates for the evacuation routes, 

consistent with the current condition. This includes the route 

between Andorra Way and Corte Raposo. The comment is 

correct that the current route is narrow and edged by brush. As 

noted, the route would be resurfaced and vegetation 

maintenance would occur.  
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 SI20-4 (cont.) The proposed improvements have been reviewed and 

approved by SDFRD staff (see EIR Section 11.0, Individuals 

Consulted/Preparers) and meet standards for evacuation routes. 

 

SI20-5 The project EIR addressed cumulative projects that were known 

at the time that the project Notice of Preparation was issued in 

April 2018. Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. Regardless, as 

described above in response to your Comment 3, the project 

would provide a benefit with respect to evacuation timeframe. 

This benefit from the project would occur, regardless of 

whether The Millennium PQ project is implemented. 

 

SI20-6 The proposed project will not qualify for designation as a 

shelter in place community, and is not proposed as such. The 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan is a tool for the Glens community. 

The project development meets current standards for 

architecture and safety and would be expected to provide 

additional evacuation routes, in the event of an evacuation of 

the entire Glens community. During an emergency event, 

evacuation would be managed and directed by emergency 

response officials, consistent with the City and County plans 

and the conditions on the ground. 
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SI21A-1 The EIR addresses cumulative projects that were known at the 

time that the project Notice of Preparation was issued in April 

2018. Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI21A-2 Regarding Millennium PQ, please refer to the Response to 

Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1). Please refer to 

Response to Comment 20 from Haight (Letter SI3A) regarding 

intersection operations at Cuca Street/Peñasquitos Drive and 

Janal Way/Peñasquitos Drive, as well as area roadway 

segments. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI21A-3 Please refer to Response to Comment 20 from Haight (Letter 

SI3A) regarding intersection operations at Cuca Street/ 

Peñasquitos Drive and Janal Way/Peñasquitos Drive, as well as 

area roadway segments, as well as EIR Section 5.2.2.2, Impact 

Analysis (Transportation). The transportation impact 

assessment calculations are correct and consistent with City 

analysis procedures. 
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SI21A-4 As shown in Response to Comment 20 from Haight (Letter 

SI3A), the cumulative impact at the Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca 

Street/Hotel Karlan Driveway (Intersection 6) is not 

understated. Regarding Millennium PQ, please refer to the 

Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1). The 

transportation impact assessment calculations are correct and 

consistent with City analysis procedures. 

 

SI21A-5 As described in Transportation Impact Analysis Section 7.2 

and largely cited in the EIR Section 5.2.2 under the heading 

“Trip Distribution”: 

 

Residents of age-qualified housing include both retirees who 

would tend to avoid unnecessary peak hour trips and travel to 

a variety of local and regional destinations, and those still in 

the workforce whose travel patterns reflect that of a more 

typical commuter. 

 

Using the above-mentioned assumptions, approximately 20% of 

the daily Project trips were regionally distributed on I-15 to the 

north with 25% to the south, with 11% oriented to/from the 

west on SR 56. The remaining 44% were distributed to the local 

network. A small amount of Project-related traffic may make 

use of Cuca Street and Janal Way to access destinations further 

to the west via Carmel Mountain Road. The incentive to use 

either roadway as cut-through route for destinations is low, 

given the good traffic operations along the main roadways 

(LOS C on Peñasquitos Drive, LOS A on Carmel Mountain Road 

between Cuca Street and Peñasquitos Drive, LOS C during 

AM/PM peak hours at Carmel Mountain Road/Peñasquitos 

Drive intersection). However, of the two, Cuca Street is more 

direct, with fewer fronting land uses, and as such, 3% of Project 

traffic was distributed via this roadway. Janal Way is a steep, 

circuitous, and unappealing as a cut-through route. 
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 SI21A-5 (cont.) 

This is borne out by the existing peak hour turning movement 

volumes, which show a total of 7 AM and 5 PM peak hour trips 

between Janal Way and the entirety of the development served 

by Peñasquitos Drive to the north. 

 

SI21A-6 CEQA requires analysis of a project’s potential impacts on 

existing conditions. If a project is modeled to result in 

significant impacts, mitigation is required. In this instance, the 

project’s significant impacts were shown at two intersections 

(at Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan Driveway and 

Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/Future Project Access) as 

described in Response to Comments 2 and 5, in the southeast 

portion of the Glens community. The proposed mitigations, a 

roundabout at Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way and a signal at 

Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street, address these locations 

directly, and would mitigate the project’s traffic impacts. As a 

result, there is no nexus to require alternative mitigation in a 

location more removed from the project impact. 

 

SI21A-7 The EIR and Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix B to the 

EIR) have correctly analyzed the project development sizing, 

traffic circulation and mitigation measures. Although reducing 

the size of a project can result in reductions in many types of 

impacts, and a reduced intensity project alternative is 

analyzed in Section 8.4.3 of the EIR, the proposed project 

would not result in any significant, unmitigated impacts that 

would be avoided by reducing the project size. 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-164 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-165 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
SI21B-1 The study has correctly analyzed the project and associated 

cumulative development relative to traffic flow, potential 

impacts and appropriate mitigation measures. Please refer to 

EIR Section 5.2, Traffic/Circulation, and the Response to 

Comment 1 of your letter of April 3 letter of 8:10 AM. The 

comment is incorrect that the impacts associated with the 

Peñasquitos Drive intersections with Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan 

and Janal Way/Project Access (intersections 6 and 7, 

respectively) are not addressed in the EIR Summary. 

Mitigation measures for those intersections are identified on 

EIR Table S-1 as TRA-1 and TRA-2, which is part of the 

Summary. Please also see the Response to Comment 2 of this 

letter, immediately below. 

 

SI21B-2 Pedestrian and bicycle traffic is factored into the analysis of 

roundabout function evaluated in the EIR. Section 5.2.3, 

Impact 2, Potential for Traffic Hazards, specifically addresses 

whether the project would increase hazards to pedestrians or 

bicyclists, in addition to vehicles. The project has designed all 

street upgrades in accordance with City standards, including 

width, striping, landscaping control to ensure line of sight, etc. 

The roundabout at the Janal Way/Future Project Access at 

Peñasquitos Drive would slow currently free-flow traffic along 

Peñasquitos Drive at an existing intersection, and provide 

marked cross-walks across Peñasquitos Drive where none is 

currently located. Nonetheless, traffic flow is projected to 

attain Level of Service (LOS) A. Pedestrian/bicycle use through 

the roundabout would be expected to be intermittent and 

would not notably affect the projected LOS. Under existing 

conditions, neighborhood residents making a left turn from 

Janal Way onto Peñasquitos Drive must wait for all cross traffic 

to be absent to safely cross. The roundabout would calm 

speeds along Peñasquitos Drive as well as identify appropriate 

crossing locales, in an area with  
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 SI21B-2 (cont.) appropriate line-of-sight (see Figure 3-12e, Peñasquitos 

Drive-Janal Way Roundabout Improvements). As stated in EIR 

Section 5.2.3.3: 

 

The project would include improvements to facilitate the safe 

movement of motor vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians within 

the site and with connections to the surrounding area. 

 

The proposed circulation improvements would not increase 

traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians, and 

would enhance emergency access and evacuations for the 

project site and the Glens community. As a result, impacts 

related to the increase of traffic hazards as a result of the 

project would be less than significant. 

 

SI21B-3 The project Transportation Impact Analysis addressed 

cumulative projects that were known at the time that the 

project Notice of Preparation was issued in April 2018. Please 

refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) 

for additional information. 

 

SI21B-4 Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 of your letter of 

April 3, 8:10 AM regarding Millennium PQ. 

 

As shown in EIR Tables 5.2-12 and 5.2-13, under both Opening 

Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term) and Horizon Year (2050) 

Plus Project conditions, with the signal proposed by the 

project for mitigation at the Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street, 

operations would be at LOS A. 

 

Table 17–2 of the Transportation Impact Analysis shows the 

calculated northbound and southbound queues at both the 

Cuca Street and Janal Way intersections with Peñasquitos 

Drive. 
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 SI21B-4 (cont.) As shown in that document, the southbound queues at 

Janal Way would be 150 feet/25 feet in the AM/PM peak hours, 

respectively. Both would operate at LOS A. For the 

northbound direction, queues at Janal Way would be 

25 feet/100 feet in the AM/PM peak hours, respectively, also at 

LOS A. At Cuca Street, the southbound queues would be 

expected to be 226 feet/107 feet in the AM/PM peak hours, 

and 191 feet/425 feet for the northbound queues in the 

AM/PM peak hours, respectively. The distance between the 

two intersections is approximately 590 feet, or 0.1 mile. Again, 

all approaches during both AM and PM peak hours would 

operate at LOS A. 
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SI21B-5 City standard trip rates per land use are provided on the Trip 

Generation Rate Summary, as included in Comment 6 of your 

letter. As such, the projected traffic volumes associated with 

the project have not been understated. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI21B-6 The comment correctly summarizes the current project 

residential uses as provided in Section 3.0 of the EIR. Please 

refer to EIR Section 4.0 for information on the higher density 

options evaluated prior to evaluation of the proposed project. 

This EIR uses applicable City thresholds and standards 

(including peak hour assessment), based on the City of San 

Diego Significance Determination Thresholds, dated July 2016 

and other City documentation. These thresholds and 

standards are used consistently in technical analyses. As 

noted in the comment, the Institute of Transportation 

Engineers (ITE) is an international association. ITE data are 

based on national inputs and are not solely specific to San 

Diego, which the City standards are. ITE standards may be 
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 SI21B-6 (cont.) used when an agency does not have its own standards, 

but are typically not used when a lead agency has specified 

standards. As suggested in the comment, technical experts 

may disagree. Please also see EIR Section 5.2.2.2 and 

Section 7.2 of the Traffic Impact Analysis in EIR Appendix B for 

a discussion of methodology.  
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SI21B-7 Please refer to the Response to Comment 6 of this letter. As a 

point of information, the ITE Trip Generation Manual 10th 

edition identifies trip generation for age-qualified housing 

varies from 3.7 to 4.27 trips per day, which is similar to the 

4 trips per day used in the analysis. 
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SI21B-8 Comments noted. Please refer to the above Responses to 

Comments 5, 6 and 7 for the reasons that the City finds the 

Transportation Impact Analysis to be reasonable and accurate. 

Re-calculation is not required. As shown in EIR Section 5.2 

traffic tables, roadway segments would operate at acceptable 

LOS in both Opening Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term) and 

Horizon Year (2050) Plus Project conditions, with the proposed 

project improvements/mitigation. Project impacts at 

intersections at Peñasquitos Drive with Janal Way and Cuca 

Street, respectively, would be mitigated by the project, 

improving conditions with the project to LOS A at each 

intersection. 
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SI21B-9 As shown on EIR Tables 5.2-6, 5.2-8 and 5.2-10, evaluated road 

segments would operate within capacity. The lack of 

significant impacts means that there is no nexus to require 

additional mitigation or alternatives. Please also refer to 

Response to Comment 4 of this letter regarding projected 

LOS A traffic flow at the intersections as supported by 

projected queue lengths on Peñasquitos Drive. 

 

As a point of clarification, EIR Figure 3-1 illustrates that the 

amount of project frontage onto Peñasquitos Drive is 

associated with the primary project entry and small amounts 

of park on either side.  

 

Relative to infrastructure needs and safety, the project was 

determined to have significant effects at both the Janal Way 

and Cuca Street intersections with Peñasquitos Drive. 

Mitigation is proposed by the project in the form of 

intersection upgrades (a roundabout at Janal Way and a signal 

at Cuca Street), as detailed in Responses to Comments 2 and 5 

in your letter of April 3, 8:10 AM. 
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SI21C-1 Comments noted. The comment sets the stage for specific 

comments provided below and describes existing conditions. 

The comment is correct that private property is located on the 

north side of Peñasquitos Drive at Janal Way, with an existing 

slope and landscaping. 
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SI21C-2 Picture 1 of existing conditions is noted. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI21C-3 Picture 2 of existing vegetation and topography is noted. 
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SI21C-4 As shown on the roundabout plan view in the comment letter 

and Figure 3-12e of the EIR, the realignment of the 

intersection with the roundabout would pull traffic movement 

southerly and extend new sidewalk into area currently shown 

on the above-cited photographs as vehicular travel way, 

increasing sight distance and intersection safety. 
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SI21C-5 The roundabout design meets sight distance standards. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 6, immediately below, 

for additional information. 

 

SI21C-6 As stated and depicted in the comment, the US Department of 

Transportation (USDOT) has published roundabout standards 

that specifically include sight distance standards. The 

proposed project roundabout design meets those sight 

distance standards. Information and guidance is also provided 

in the City March 2017 Street Design Manual. Please refer to 

Figures 3-12Ce and f of the EIR which provide plan and cross 

section views of the intersection. Figure 3-12e depicts in plain 

view both existing lane configuration and the proposed 

configuration. As shown, the crossing locations have been 

moved north and south, respectively, from Janal Way. 
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 SI21C-6 (cont.) Individuals moving across Peñasquitos Drive would 

have clear views in both directions as they would be starting 

their crossing actions from locations that are currently in 

paved travel lanes. Views would not be obstructed by 

topography or vegetation. It is also noted that the crossings 

would be shorter, as the connections to sidewalk would be 

closer than under current conditions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI21C-7 The sight distance conditions noted above and placement of 

crosswalks would meet standards for pedestrians, as well as 

vehicular and bicycle traffic. The new proposed curb is being 

moved 8 feet closer to the median to ”neck down” the driving 

lane and reduce the travel speed in the roundabout compared 

to straight line driving. All criteria published in the USDOT 

roundabout documents are being achieved. 
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SI21C-8 As noted, the EIR and the Transportation Impact Analysis in 

EIR Appendix B specifically state that “a small amount of 

project-related traffic may make use of Cuca Street and Janal 

Way to access destinations further to the west…” Also as cited, 

the text goes on to state that “the incentive to use either 

roadway as cut-through routes…is low, given the good traffic 

operations along the main roadways” (Peñasquitos Drive and 

Carmel Mountain Road). Nonetheless, three percent of traffic 

was distributed along Janal Way, to ensure that modeling was 

appropriately capturing potential future conditions. 

 

Please see Response to Comment 6 of your letter of April 3, 

2:49 PM regarding the assertion that peak hour traffic has 

been understated. The comment is correct that AM peak-hour 

traffic would exit from Janal Way onto Peñasquitos Drive. This 

was assumed in project modeling. Regarding Millennium PQ, 

the project Transportation Impact Analysis addressed 

cumulative projects that were known at the time that the 

project Notice of Preparation was issued. Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for 

additional information. Please also refer to the Response to 

Comment 2 of your letter of April 3, 8:10 AM (SI21A). As shown 

in that response, projected impacts at the Cuca intersection 

would be mitigated to LOS A with project implementation. 

Also as described in Response to Comment 4 of your 2:49 PM 

letter (SI21B), the queue lengths associated with both 

intersections would range from maxima of 25 to 100 feet in 

length and would pass through at LOS A. As such, it is not 

expected to result in diversion of substantial traffic onto side 

routes. The technical analysis and EIR concluded that with 

project mitigation (TRA-1 and TRA 2), project area intersections 

along Peñasquitos Drive would operate at LOS A and post-

mitigation impacts would be less than significant. 
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SI22-1 Comments noted. Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 

from DeLano (Letter SI1) for cumulative projects information. 

 

SI22-2 Comments noted. These comments address processing of the 

Millennium PQ Project and do not address the adequacy or 

accuracy of the project Draft EIR. No response is required.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI22-3 This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of 

analyses in the Draft EIR and no response is required. 

 

SI22-4 As described in EIR Section 5.14.4 and the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (Appendix K4 to the EIR), evacuation times for 

the Glens community would drop from a projected current time 

of 8.3 hours following notification without the project to 3.5 

hours following notification with the project and identified 

cumulative projects. The project, therefore, would not have 

significant fire evacuation impacts (rather the project would 

improve the existing condition); nor would the project result in 

significant impacts to the Carmel Mountain Road overpass and I 

15 northbound and southbound ramps. Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 4 from DeLano (Letter SI1) regarding the 

screening analysis that was done for the I-15 freeway. 
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SI22-5 The graphics attached are of the Millennium PQ Project. These 

comments address processing of the Millennium PQ Project 

and do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the project 

Draft EIR. No response is required. 
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SI23-1 Please refer to the Response to Comment 2 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for an explanation of the trip generation rate used 

for the project Transportation Impact Analysis. Please also refer 

to the Response to Comment 5 from Chiu (Letter SI2) regarding 

the trip distribution methodology used for the project 

Transportation Impact Analysis.  

 

Assuming that the project is not an age-restricted development 

could result in additional commuter trips to I-15. That would be 

speculative, however, as the project would be age-restricted in 

nature. Speculative analysis is not required under CEQA. As 

noted in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d)3): “A change which 

is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably 

foreseeable.” 

 

SI23-2 The project EIR addressed cumulative projects that were known 

at the time that the project Notice of Preparation was issued in 

April 2018. Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. 
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 SI23-3 As demonstrated in EIR Tables 5.2-7 and 5.2-9, as well as post-

mitigation Tables 5.2-12 and 5.2-13, numerous intersections in 

the community, with the greatest potential to be affected by 

project traffic, were evaluated and the analysis demonstrated 

that these intersections would continue to operate at 

acceptable Level of Service (LOS), and in the cases of the 

intersections of Peñasquitos Drive with Janal Way and Cuca 

Street, at better LOS post mitigation, compared to the existing 

condition. Similarly, EIR Tables 5.2-8 and 5.2-10 show that 

nearby roadway segments would continue to operate at current 

LOS, with implementation of the project. 
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SI23-4 Table 5.2-3, Traffic Impact Significance Thresholds, in the EIR 

depicts the thresholds would result in a significant traffic impact 

if they are exceeded, based on City standards. As explained in 

Footnote “a” of this table, if a proposed project’s traffic causes 

the values shown in the table to be exceeded, the impacts are 

determined to be significant. If the project does not cause an 

intersection to reach LOS E or F, but would add traffic to the 

intersection that would result in additional intersection delays 

of 2.0 seconds (for LOS E) or 1.0 seconds (for LOS F), then a 

significant impact would result. As shown in Tables 5.2-5, 5.2-7 

and 5.2-9, the only intersections that would reach LOS E or F 

and for which the project would exceed the delay thresholds, 

compared to the condition without the project, would be the 

Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street and Peñasquitos Drive/Janal 

Way/Future Project Access intersections. Significant impacts 

were identified and intersection improvements were required 

as mitigation. The delays added by the project at Intersections 

1, 10 and 11 would not exceed the significance thresholds. 

Therefore, EIR Section 5.2.2.4 concludes direct and cumulative 

impacts to the intersections of Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street/ 

Hotel Karlan Driveway and Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/Future 

Project Access would be reduced to less than significant with 

the incorporation of a traffic signal and a roundabout per 

mitigation measures TRA-1 and TRA-2. 

 

SI23-5 The project would reduce vehicular trips through project design. 

First, it is proposed to be an age-restricted development, which 

as referenced in Response to Comment 1 of this letter, is 

expected to generate fewer trips per day per household than 

other types of residential projects. The project is infill in nature, 

located near commercial uses and business centers in Rancho 

Peñasquitos, Rancho Bernardo, and City of Poway. The project 

would provide: “Increased transit accessibility due to improved 
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 SI23-5 (cont.) pedestrian and bicycle access through the project site 

(near Metropolitan Transit System [MTS] Line 20) and provision 

of new senior housing adjacent to a SANDAG Transit Oriented 

District (SANDAG 2015)” as cited in EIR Section 3.3.1.3, 

Sustainable Design Features. This section describes the proximity 

of bus stops and pedestrian accessibility, as well as 

improvements to encourage bicycle use. Figures 3-9b and 3-9c, 

depict the site location relative to the Carmel Mountain Plaza 

major shopping/commercial amenity (just across I-15), off-site 

proposed and existing bike lanes, bus stops, park & ride locales, 

and the Sabre Springs Transit Center and Rancho Bernardo 

Transit Station. This is supported through a publicly accessible 

mobility zone and bicycle hub in the southeastern corner of the 

project site, to promote bicycling, transit, ridesharing and other 

options (see EIR Figure 3-8). These elements support reduction 

in vehicular trips. The project is consistent with General Plan 

Conservation Element Policy CE-A.2. 

 

The on-site bike lanes connection noted above in this response 

are shown on Figure 3-9b. Existing Class II (striped) bike lanes 

are located along Peñasquitos Drive (marked up to and fronting 

Rolling Hills Elementary School to the intersection with Almazon 

Street north of the school) and along Carmel Mountain Road. 

Similarly, they are located along Carmel Mountain Road as it 

trends easterly, across I-15 to meet the Class II facilities along 

Rancho Carmel Drive and provide bike lane access to both sides 

of Carmel Mountain Plaza. 

 

EIR Table 5.6-9 details City Climate Action Plan (CAP) measures, 

including those of Strategy 3 (Bicycling, Walking, Transit & Land 

Use). As shown in Table 5.6-9, the project would be consistent 

with all applicable CAP Consistency Checklist Step 2 measures 

and would be consistent with the City’s CAP with respect to 

planning and land use strategies. 
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 SI23-6 Projects are required to meet design requirements of the City 

(e.g., refer to Response to Comment 5 above), as well as to 

mitigate significant impacts resulting from their 

implementation. For clarification, the project’s on-site social 

loop trail and sidewalks are designed to connect to existing off-

site sidewalks and crosswalks (see EIR Figure 3-9a), and to be 

available and accessible to off-site residents as well. This 

includes connections to existing sidewalks along Peñasquitos 

Drive, Del Diablo Way, Del Diablo Street and Carmel Mountain 

Road. Access to the north side of Peñasquitos Drive (west-

bound street) would be facilitated by the roundabout proposed 

at Janal Way, as would access by neighborhood users to the 

future on-site neighborhood park. This would improve crossing 

conditions for pedestrians as they enter or cross Peñasquitos 

Drive as it would provide slowing along Peñasquitos Drive at 

Janal Way, which is currently controlled by stop signage on Janal 

only. The proposed roundabout would improve entry and 

crossing potential for non-vehicular users. Crossings at Carmel 

Mountain Road are already signalized at Peñasquitos Drive, and 

another signal would be installed by the project at Peñasquitos 

Drive and Cuca Street, which provide protected crossings for 

pedestrians due to stopping of vehicular traffic. The project is 

therefore anticipated to improve pedestrian mobility within the 

community. In response to how the project can be consistent 

with Policy ME-A.7, please note that general and community 

plan policies do not require that development projects correct 

existing deficiencies or improve transportation elements 

outside of the development impact area unless there is a direct 

nexus to project impacts. Because no CEQA-significant impacts 

have been identified, additional off-site improvements are not 

required. 
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 SI23-7 The “future actions” referenced in the comment would either 

occur contemporaneously with City decision-maker approval of 

the project (e.g., amendment of the Rancho Peñasquitos 

Community Plan) or be a condition of the project (e.g., project 

design features), and would be implemented during project 

permitting and construction, with City verification. Details 

regarding the Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan are 

addressed in EIR Section 5.1.2.2. No actions would trail to later 

dates. 

 

SI23-8 Project design features become conditions of a project’s 

approval. The developer must install a PV system that would 

generate the specified voltage. Implementation of project 

conditions is confirmed during the project build process by City 

building inspectors. If conditions are not met, permits for 

occupancy will not be issued. Calculated assumptions regarding 

project greenhouse gas emissions are considered valid. 

 

SI23-9 Different uses generate different numbers of trips per day. For 

instance, senior/retirement housing is expected to generate an 

average of four trips per day per household, as opposed to non-

age-restricted housing, which is expected to generate greater 

numbers of trips per day. Please also see the Response to 

Comment 2 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for an explanation of the 

trip generation rate source. 

 

SI23-10 Although the land use designation of the site does not match 

that of the proposed project, Section 5.6.2.2 of the EIR 

provides a consistency analysis to determine whether the 

project would exceed the projected GHG emissions that would 

occur with implementation of a use that would be consistent 

with the existing General Plan/Community Plan designation, 

and determined that with implementation of the extensive 

sustainability measures proposed by the project (refer to EIR 

Section 3.3.1.3, Sustainable Design Features), the project would 
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 SI23-10 (cont.) would have lower GHG emissions than would occur 

with redevelopment of the site with a golf course, consistent 

with the existing General Plan/Community Plan designation. A 

comparison analysis of the GHG impacts with the maximum 

development that would be consistent with the underlying 

RS-1-14 zoning was also provided. As stated: 

 

…operational GHG emissions were calculated for three 

scenarios for comparison purposes: the project, the existing RS-

1-14 zoning designation based on 831 dwelling units, and the 

existing Community Plan Land Use as a golf course. The project 

would result in emissions of 1,827 MT CO2e per year, which 

would be 110 MT CO2e less than development as a golf course 

land use and 9,928 MT CO2e less than the maximum potential 

development under the existing zoning. 

 

As a result, the proposed project would result in lower 

emissions rates than either adopted plan designations or 

zoning, and also would comply with General Plan goals for 

reductions in emissions and implementation of sustainable 

design. 
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SI24-1 The Pacific Village project currently under construction has 

been factored into the transportation assessment, in addition to 

Merge 56 and the Preserve at Torrey Highlands. These projects 

were included in impact analyses completed for the project’s 

Opening Day (2020) shown for Near Term conditions, and 

accommodated in Horizon Year (2050) conditions growth. 

 

The analysis showed that the project would result in a 

significant impact at two intersections, and mitigation has been 

required that would result in an improved Level of Service 

(LOS), compared to the existing condition. As shown on EIR 

Table 5.2-1, the worst-case movement at the Peñasquitos 

Drive/Cuca Street intersection currently operates at LOS E 

during the AM peak hour, and this would become LOS F with 

project implementation. This would be improved by mitigation 

to install a signal at that intersection. 
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 SI24-1 (cont.) As a result, operations would improve to LOS A, the least 

congested condition. Similarly, although the worst-case 

movement at the Peñasquitos Drive and Janal Way intersection 

currently operates at an acceptable LOS C, this would worsen to 

LOS E in the AM peak hour with project traffic. As a result, a 

roundabout has been proposed as required mitigation. With the 

proposed roundabout, that intersection also would operate at 

LOS A in both Opening Day (2020) Plus Project conditions and 

under Horizon Year (2050) Plus Project conditions. 

 

The project would not result in significant impacts at any other 

intersections or roadway segments as shown in the EIR. Please 

see Tables 5.1-5 through 5.1-10, respectively. Projected 

operations for the two noted intersections with mitigation are 

shown on Tables 5.2-12 and 5.2-13, respectively. 

 

SI24-2 This comment expresses disagreement with the EIR’s 

conclusions but does not address accuracy or adequacy of the 

document. For information supporting the disputed conclusion, 

however, please see Response to Comment 1, above, and EIR 

Section 5.2. 

 

SI24-3 In terms of safety assessment (including wildfire potential) EIRs 

are not required to assume that individuals may break the law 

or misbehave, per se. The EIR does address whether the 

addition of the project population would result in additional 

need for police or fire services. Because no new facilities would 

be required, and the project would contribute through 

developer impact fees to support additional police and fire 

department resources, impacts were assessed as less than 

significant. Please refer to EIR Section 5.14, Health and Safety. 
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 SI24-4 Comment noted. Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 

from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding 

the proposed emergency evacuation and access improvements. 

 

SI24-5 Comment noted. Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 

from Derbique (Letter SI4), regarding additional emergency 

access/egress and improvements that would occur with project 

implementation. All of the emergency access/egress 

improvements proposed by the project are conditions of the 

project and would be implemented during project construction. 

These commitments would be implemented with the project, 

and would not be deferred “to a future date.” The improved 

evacuation time includes departure of the project vehicles as 

well. The access routes can be used for both ingress and egress, 

and as they are primarily two-way in nature through the project 

and on area surface streets, can be used simultaneously by 

vehicles both accessing and exiting the area, as directed by 

public officials. 
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SI24-6 Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment 3 of 

Cicchelli (Letter SI9). The project would also upgrade some off-

site neighborhood roadway elements and build new ones 

across the site, thereby improving emergency vehicle access 

and emergency egress options (including upgrades to 

emergency access to/egress from Andorra Way), as described in 

Section 3.0 and analyzed in Section 5.14 of the EIR. Finally, 

please note that in emergency situations, emergency personnel 

direct traffic as needed (which may include making all lanes one 

way to speed up evacuation) and emergency vehicles may use 

street shoulders and/or travel against traffic as necessary. 

Comments noted. The improvements described in Response to 

Comment 4, above, would be usable by existing Glens residents 

in the case of emergency. The exit to the northeast would allow 

evacuating traffic to move via Camino del Norte, and would 

relieve stress on the existing exit route via Peñasquitos Drive 

and Carmel Mountain Road. Refer to Response to Comment 2 

from Birdsall (Letter SI8A), for detailed information regarding 

proposed emergency evacuation and access improvements. 
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SI25-1 Worst case movement at the Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street 

intersection currently operates at Level of Service (LOS) E in the 

AM peak hour (see EIR Table 5.2-5) and the project will have a 

significant impact at this intersection. With the signal proposed 

by the project for mitigation this intersection, it would operate 

at LOS A, representing the least congested condition. Please 

also see Response to Comment 15 from Commons (Letter SI5) 

relative to queuing. Relative to emergency egress, please see 

Response to Comment 2, below. 

 

SI25-2 The project is not assessed as increasing fire risk. The project 

itself would be fire-resistive in its architecture and irrigated 

landscape. These features would provide a potentially stronger 

barrier than the existing on-site grasslands/non-irrigated trees 

currently provide for the adjacent existing Glens residents 

relative to fires approaching from the east. The project would 

also improve emergency vehicle access and emergency egress 

options (including upgrades to emergency access to/egress 

from Andorra Way), as described in Section 3.0 and analyzed in 

Section 5.14 of the EIR. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed information 

regarding the proposed emergency evacuation and access 

improvements and implementation of the evacuation plan. 

 

SI25-3 Please refer to the Response to Comment 13 from Commons 

(Letter SI5) for information regarding the definitions and 

enforcement of the 55+ age-qualified housing for the project, 

and the impact on schools. 
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 SI25-4 Comment noted. This comment expresses the commenter’s 

opinions, without specifically addressing the accuracy or 

adequacy of the EIR. For additional information on the topics 

raised, please refer to the Responses to Comments 1 and 2 

above regarding improvements to traffic and emergency 

evacuation/lessened fire risk. Relative to the reasonable and 

feasible alternatives evaluated for the project, please refer to 

EIR Section 8.0, Project Alternatives. 
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SI26-1 The EIR for the proposed project addresses cumulative projects 

that were known at the time that the project Notice of 

Preparation was issued in April 2018. Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional 

information. 

 

SI26-2 The comment is correct that the 2.0 second threshold is 

mentioned on page 5.2-17. Please see Section 5.2.2.1, Impact 

Thresholds, which clarifies that the Level of Service (LOS) also 

must be LOS E or F after addition of project traffic to be 

considered a significant project impact. “Any intersection, 

roadway segment, or freeway segment affected by the project 

would operate at LOS E or F under either direct or cumulative 

conditions, and the project exceeds the thresholds shown in 

Table 5.2-3, Traffic Impact Significance Thresholds.” Table 5.2-3 

then indicates delay thresholds (in seconds) for freeways, 

metered ramps, intersections and roadway segments. If an 

intersection operates at an acceptable LOS after addition of 

project traffic, even with delay exceeding the 2.0 second 

threshold, a significant impact would not occur. In the example 

cited, Table 5.2-7 indicates that intersections 2 (Carmel 

Mountain Road and I-15 Northbound Ramps) and 5 (Carmel 

Mountain Road and Peñasquitos Drive) would operate at 

LOS C/D and C/C in the AM/PM peak hours, respectively. Both 

LOS C and LOS D represent acceptable LOS. 
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 SI26-3 Please refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight A 

(Letter SI3A) for information regarding traffic signal and 

roundabout operation. 
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SI27-1 Comments noted.  

 

Fire and evacuation safety are addressed in Section 5.14 of the 

EIR, with specific discussion of emergency vehicle access (police 

and fire) as well as evacuation. Project implementation would 

result in a reduction in the estimated Glens community 

evacuation time following notification as described in EIR 

Section 5.14, Health and Safety, and the Response to Comment 1 

from Derbique (Letter SI4).  

 

The reduction in evacuation time that would result from project 

implementation also would be expected to be realized for 

residents of Paymogo Street, because of the added evacuation 

routes including the nearby, ungraded, Andorra Way evacuation 

route, and the ability to evacuate more vehicles per hour from 

the greater Glens community. 

 

The remainder of the comment does not address adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require 

additional response. 

 

SI27-2 Specific to the existing connection to Andorra Way, it is 

acknowledged that there is an existing bollarded emergency 

access at this location. This existing access has been deemed by 

SDFRD as unreliable due to the condition of the bollards, road 

condition, and adjacent vegetation. This route has not been 

open to the community during emergencies, and does not 

provide a managed and maintained paved surface or cleared 

vegetation conditions needed for reliable use and to best 

support emergency vehicles. The project would make 

improvements to these conditions. Please refer to  
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 SI27-2 (cont.) Section 5.14.4 of the EIR and EIR Appendix K4, Wildland 

Fire Evacuation Plan, for additional information. Please also 

refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) 

regarding the improvements that are proposed to upgrade 

emergency access. 
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SI28-1 The roundabout would be installed completely within existing 

City public right-of-way or on the project property and would be 

constructed in compliance with appropriate design standards, 

including design to accommodate emergency vehicles. Please 

see Figure 3 12e of the EIR, which depicts the roundabout. As 

shown, the project will dedicate right-of-way for the 

roundabout. Also as shown, the larger fire apparatus would 

traverse the center of the roundabout (fire truck apron) through 

provision of central hardscape. 

 

SI28-2 The EIR addresses safety of proposed project improvements in 

Section 5.2.3, Impact 2: Potential for Traffic Hazards. As shown on 

Tables 5.2-7 and 5.2-9, the Peñasquitos Drive and Carmel 

Mountain Road intersection is projected to operate at an 

acceptable Level of Service (LOS) C, under both Opening Day 

(2020) Plus Project (Near-term) and Horizon Year (2050) Plus 

Project conditions. EIRs are not required to assume that 

individuals may break the law or misbehave, per se. Relative to 

effects of the project on this intersection, and traffic 

approaching it, the project would be expected to slow vehicles 

approaching the intersection from the northeast. This would 

begin with the roundabout at the intersection of Peñasquitos 

Drive and Janal Way, and would be reinforced by the signal at 

Peñasquitos Drive and Cuca Street. These features would 

provide traffic controls along Peñasquitos Drive that do not 

currently exist. 
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 SI28-3 The original design and current lane configuration of 

Peñasquitos Drive as stated in the comment is generally 

consistent with the description in EIR Section 5.2.1.1. 

 

SI28-4 The project would not result in any significant impacts to street 

segments along Peñasquitos Drive, as shown in Tables 5.2-6, 

5.2-8 and 5,2-10 of the EIR. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed information 

regarding the proposed emergency evacuation and access 

improvements and implementation of the evacuation plan. As 

noted, project implementation would not adversely impact 

emergency evacuations, and would instead result in a benefit to 

the overall Glens community with respect to this issue. 

 

SI28-5 Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy 

or accuracy of the EIR and no response is required. 
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SI29A-1 Existing conditions data were gathered in accordance with City 

traffic guidelines. The City of San Diego Transportation Impact 

Study Manual (July 1998) provides the study parameters for 

conducting traffic studies. Per the manual, there is no 

requirement on the number of days of data used in the traffic 

analysis. Industry standards of practice are to conduct 

weekday counts over a 24-hour period for roadway segment 

and AM and PM peak hour traffic counts for intersections 

during adjacent street peak periods (typically between 

7:00-9:00 AM and 4:00-6:00 PM commute timeframes when 

the school year is in session). The use of “peak hour” periods 

therefore assesses when traffic congestion is greatest (worst-

case), and then identifies mitigation to address that worst-case 

level of impact. Therefore, projects are required to mitigate for 

impacts that may actually occur for only a very short period of 

time in each 24-hour period, and therefor provides a 

conservative assessment. 

 

SI29A-2 Please note that road segment capacity is not based on 

vehicles per hour, as stated in the comment, but on average 

daily traffic. All segments operate within acceptable Level of 

Service (LOS) categories. In addition to the overall segment 

capacities being able to acceptably carry existing and 

projected traffic, intersections can provide indications of how 

well segments are operating based on how well the 

intersections can accommodate vehicle traffic moving through 

them. All intersections, even with addition of cumulative  
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 SI29A-2 (cont.) projects would operate within acceptable LOS with 

implementation of project mitigation (Mitigation Measures 

TRA-1 and TRA-2, in EIR Section 5.2.2.4) at the Cuca Street and 

Janal Way intersections with Peñasquitos Drive. 

 

The cross-sections of Peñasquitos Drive were designed to 

accommodate four travel lanes. Within the study area, 

Peñasquitos Drive is a two-lane road that has been enhanced 

to provide a raised median and a three-lane section south of 

Cuca Street. Per the EIR Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), 

modified roadway capacities associated with the current 

functional classifications were used in the analysis to 

represent the capacity-enhancing improvements that have 

been completed. For the divided two-lane section north of 

Cuca Street, an enhanced LOS E capacity of 22,500 ADT was 

used. This blends the 30,000 ADT LOS E capacity of a Four-

Lane Collector with the 15,000 ADT LOS E capacity of a two-

lane road, with the enhancement provided through the 

12-foot-wide raised median which restricts turning 

movements. 

 

For the segment south of Cuca Street, an enhanced 30,000 

ADT LOS E capacity was used. A Four-Lane Major Road 

provides a 40,000 ADT LOS E capacity assuming 10,000 ADT 

per lane. However, per the Rancho Peñasquitos Public 

Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP), the road is built as a “modified” 

major. The roadway provides two southbound travel lanes 

divided by a two way left-turn lane, which transitions to three 

lanes at the intersection of Carmel Mountain Road, and one 

northbound travel lane. Thus, a capacity of 30,000 ADT was 

used in the analysis. 

 

The application of these capacities is consistent with the 

buildout traffic volumes in the Community Plan and those 

forecasted for the Year 2050 cumulative analysis. Additional 

analysis assuming 15,000 capacity is not required. 
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 SI29A-3 The comment assumes that a delay of 8.5 sec/veh is the same 

as capacity, which is not accurate. Intersection control delay as 

defined by the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) is the average 

delay per vehicle imposed by a traffic control device as 

compared to free flow conditions. Control delay is the time 

spent by each vehicle at the intersection once the vehicle 

arrives there. It includes initial deceleration time, queue move-

up time, stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. It is not 

the rate at which vehicles are processed or the rate they clear 

an intersection, as assumed in the comment. 

 

The Synchro software analysis sheets (based on the HCM 

model) in Appendix L of the EIR Transportation Impact 

Analysis (TIA) show an approach volume at Peñasquitos 

Drive/Janal Way of 788 SB vehicles in the AM peak hour and a 

capacity of 1,272 veh/hour. The capacity takes into account 

the time for each vehicle to yield to other traffic in the 

roundabout and other geometric factors. The analysis shows 

that the volume to capacity ratio for this movement is 0.62 

with a delay of 10.6 sec/veh. This is LOS B with a 95th 

percentile queue of 5 vehicles. 

 

As a measure of comparison, the delay for Peñasquitos Drive 

traffic at the Carmel Mountain Road traffic signal is 19.6 sec 

(eastbound approach). Therefore, on average drivers will wait 

longer there than at the roundabout. The controlling factor for 

Peñasquitos Drive in the morning is the signal at Carmel 

Mountain Road. 

 

Based on the calculations in the TIA (Appendix B of the EIR) 

showing 95th percentile queue lengths of five vehicles, or 

125 feet, the queue from southbound traffic approaching 

Janal Way would not block vehicles from Peñasquitos Court, 

located about 700 feet north of the intersection. 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-207 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 SI29A-3 (cont.) Queues for Cuca Street are calculated at 210 feet in the 

southbound direction, as shown in the EIR traffic study Table 

17-1 for Opening Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term) 

conditions. The Cuca Street intersection with Peñasquitos 

Drive is approximately 590 feet south of Janal Way. Thus, 

queues from Cuca Street would not be expected to affect 

operations at Janal Way.  

 

The EIR TIA evaluates the weekday peak hours within 7-9 AM 

and 4-6 PM timeframes for analysis per the City of San Diego 

Traffic Impact Study Manual since these are expected to 

represent “worst case” conditions in the immediate vicinity. 

 

The reference to LOS B on page 57 was a typographical error. 

Table 17-2 showing LOS A for the intersection is correct. 

 

Table 17–2 of the EIR TIA shows the calculated north- and 

southbound queues at both the Cuca Street and Janal Way 

intersections with Peñasquitos Drive for Horizon Year (2050) 

Plus Project. Appendix L of the EIR Traffic Study provides the 

delay in seconds for each approach. As shown in these 

documents, the southbound queues at Peñasquitos Drive with 

Janal Way would be 150 feet/25 feet in the AM/PM peak hours, 

with LOS A/A operations, respectively. For the northbound 

direction, queues at this location would be 25 feet/100 feet in 

the AM/PM peak hours, with LOS operations for both 

approaches. The LOS A/A results represent very good 

operations which indicate vehicles are clearing through 

queues at an unimpeded rate. 

 

At Peñasquitos Drive with Cuca Street, the southbound 

queues would 226 feet/107 feet in the AM/PM peak hours, 

with LOS A/A operations, respectively. For the northbound 

direction, queues at this location would be 191 feet/425 feet in 

the AM/PM peak hours, with LOS A/A operations, respectively. 

Additional traffic analysis is not necessary. 
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 SI29A-3 (cont.) Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from 

Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding the 

proposed emergency evacuation and access improvements 

and implementation of the evacuation plan. 
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SI29B-1 The comment is correct that roadway segments are evaluated 

in terms of average daily traffic. Overall roadway function is 

addressed through daily segment Level of Service (LOS) 

combined with intersection flow. As shown in EIR Section 5.2, 

the capacity shows what the road design is projected to 

accommodate, and the intersection function at peak hours 

demonstrates how traffic is moving through the intersection 

(and along the adjacent segments). 

 

The LOS ratings of the various segments show acceptable 

capacity in the existing, Opening Day (Near-term) 2020, and 

Horizon Year 2050 conditions, as shown in the technical study 

and on EIR Tables 5.2.2, 5.2-6, 5.2-8 and 5.2-10. Intersections 

for which the project would make a meaningful contribution 

generally would operate at acceptable LOS during peak hours. 

Where they currently fail, or would fail with project 

contribution (at Peñasquitos Drive intersections with Cuca 

Street and Janal Way, respectively), mitigation would be 

implemented by the project. With the mitigation, both 

intersections would operate at LOS A in both AM and PM peak 

hours. Peak hours define the greatest flow periods. 

 

SI29B-2 Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from Chiu (Letter 

SI2) regarding the trip distribution methodology used for the 

project Traffic Impact Analysis and to Response to Comment 1 

from Cicchelli (Letter SI9) regarding existing traffic counts. 
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SI29B-2 (cont.) As noted in the introduction to the comment letter, the 

comments above are addenda to your letter of April 5. The 

remainder of the letter consists of the April 5 submittal, which 

is responded to immediately above in this file. 
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SI30-1 The existing traffic of the Glens community (with the single-

family and multi-family homes including Cresta Bella 

apartments) comprised the existing conditions traffic volumes 

and conditions shown on EIR Tables 5.2-1 and 5.2-2 for 

intersections and roadway segments, respectively. The effect of 

the project’s traffic on existing conditions data is shown on EIR 

Tables 5.2-5 and 5.2-6 for intersections and street segments, 

respectively. Three cumulative projects were combined with 

projected project traffic; Pacific Village, noted in the comment, 

as well as Merge 56 and The Preserve at Torrey Highlands. 

Projected Opening Day (2020) Plus Project with all four projects 

(as well as existing traffic), are reflected as Near-term on Tables 

5.27 and 5.2-8 for intersections and roadway segments, 

respectively. 

 

As shown on those tables, the proposed project and the three 

cumulative projects would not result in any significant impacts 

to roadway segments. The project would result in a significant 

impact at two intersections, and mitigation has been proposed 

that would result in an improved Level of Service (LOS) when 

compared to the existing condition. As shown on EIR Table 

5.2-1, the worst-case movement at the Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca 

Street intersection currently operates at LOS E during the AM 

peak hour and would become LOS F with project 

implementation. This would be improved by installation of a 

signal at that intersection as mitigation. As a result, operations 

would improve to LOS A, which represents the least congested 

condition. 
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 SI30-1 (cont.) Similarly, although the worst-case movement at the 

Peñasquitos Drive and Janal Way intersection currently operates 

at an acceptable LOS C, this would worsen to LOS E in the AM 

peak hour with project traffic. With the proposed roundabout 

mitigation, that intersection also would operate at LOS A for 

both Opening Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term) and Horizon 

Year (2050) Plus Project conditions. The project would not result 

in significant impacts at any other studied intersections or 

roadway segments. Please see Tables 5.2-5 through 5.2-10, 

respectively. Operations for the two noted intersections with 

mitigation (LOS A in both the Near-term and Horizon Year 

conditions) are shown on Tables 5.2-12 and 5.2-13, respectively. 

 

Please note that Millennium PQ was not known in April 2018 at 

the time of issuance of The Junipers Notice of Preparation of an 

Environmental Impact Report, when the environmental baseline 

was set and the list of cumulative projects was identified. Please 

refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1) 

for additional discussion. 

 

Regarding the health and safety element of this question, 

please refer to Response to Comment 13, below, which 

responds to a similarly focused comment on this issue. 

 

SI30-2 Please refer to the Response to Comment 13 from Commons 

(Letter SI5) for information regarding the definitions and 

enforcement of the 55+ age-qualified housing for the project. 

 

SI30-3 Please refer to the Response to Comment 16 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A) for additional information regarding CPIOZ. 

 

SI30-4 This comment addresses a different project other than the 

proposed project, and does not address adequacy or accuracy 

of analyses in the Draft EIR. No response is required. 
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SI30-5 Please refer to the Response to Comment 2 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for an explanation of the trip generation rate used 

for the project Transportation Impact Analysis. 

 

 

 

 

SI30-6 As stated in EIR Section 5.2.1.1, intersections analyzed in the 

Transportation Impact Analysis and EIR were chosen based on 

City standards and whether or not the project would contribute 

50 peak hour trips to that intersection. Also, please note that 

cumulative traffic from the Pacific Village project is addressed in 

the EIR; it was included in the Opening Day (2020) Plus Project 

(Near-term) traffic analyses (refer to Response to Comment 1, 

above). 

 

SI30-7 Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1). 

 

SI30-8 The comment letter’s disagreement with the study is noted. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from Chiu (Letter 

SI2) regarding the trip distribution methodology used for the 

project Transportation Impact Analysis. 

 

Please refer to Response to Comment 1, above, regarding 

projected traffic conditions and the anticipated achievement of 

LOS A conditions at both the Janal Way and Cuca Street 

intersections with Peñasquitos Drive, with project mitigation. 

Other mitigations may be possible, but these measures 

constitute the mitigation proposed by the project. As such, the 

project is not expected to result in diversion of substantial 

traffic onto side routes. Because of expected good level of 

service, additional mitigation is not required to discourage 

traffic along Cuca Street and Janal Way. 
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SI30-9 As noted above, the EIR and supporting Traffic Impact Analysis 

address street segments and intersections where a certain 

level of traffic associated with the project is expected to travel, 

per standard City analysis requirements. Gerana Street, and 

segments of Cuca Street north and south of the intersection 

with Gerana Street, were not included in that category. As 

indicated in the street segment analysis tables (EIR Tables 

5.2-6, 5.2-8 and 5.2-10), project contributions to streets south 

of the project are projected to focus on southerly segments of 

Carmel Mountain Road, which more directly ties into 

additional freeway access. As such, additional review of Cuca 

Street segments is not required. 

 

SI30-10 There is both a bicycle lane and sidewalk on Carmel Mountain 

Road at the right-turn in only entrance to the project from 

Carmel Mountain Road. Bikes and pedestrians crossing the 

entrance are anticipated to be sporadic (individuals accessing 

bus stops or shopping options in the vicinity of Peñasquitos 

Drive would turn right out of the project and travel southerly 

to the signalized intersection at Peñasquitos Drive). As such, it 

is not anticipated that the bike or pedestrian movements 

crossing the project entrance at Carmel Mountain Road would 

notably slow the vehicles turning right into the project, and 

additional storage would not be required. 

 

SI30-11 Given that the project is an age-qualified (55+) community that 

would not be available to younger/larger families with 

children, the lower household size is more appropriate. Many 

55+ households prefer a larger home in order to 

accommodate guests, home offices, hobbies, gyms, live-in 

care, etc. 
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 SI30-12 As stated in EIR Appendix K5, the City-wide per capita call 

volumes, upon which the estimated project call volume is 

based, also include a variety of neighborhood densities and 

activity centers, including dense urban city center areas, which 

tend to have much higher call volumes than suburban 

neighborhoods such as the project. Specifics regarding project 

call assumptions are provided in EIR Section 5.13.2 under the 

heading Fire and Life Protection, as well as in the Evacuation 

Plan Section 5.1.2. The information about the conservative 

basis of the analysis has been added into the FEIR in 

Section 5.13. 

 

Please refer to Response to Comment 2, above, regarding age-

qualification restrictions. 

 

SI30-13 Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter S14) for detailed information regarding the proposed 

emergency evacuation and access improvements and 

implementation of the evacuation plan. 

 

Congestion at the noted points of connection to Carmel 

Mountain Road would be eased by providing entry onto 

Carmel Mountain Road at two different locations (not solely 

through Peñasquitos Drive), and by providing another exit that 

does not access Carmel Mountain Road at all. The overall 

proposed condition therefore includes the additional egress 

routes and access route enhancements proposed by the 

project that are anticipated to result in a substantial reduction 

in evacuation time. 
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SI30-14 The project Transportation Impact Analysis addressed 

cumulative projects that were known at the time that the 

project Notice of Preparation was issued in April 2018. Please 

refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1).  

 

SI30-15 Refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight A (Letter 

SI3A) for detailed information regarding traffic signal and 

roundabout operations, including during emergency 

situations where evacuations are necessary. 

 

SI30-16 The only required exception under the law that would permit 

a child under the age of 18 to live in an age-restricted 

community is to permit a disabled child or grandchild who is 

dependent on the resident to live there. This is a rare 

exception that would not result in a significant impact to 

schools. The low likelihood of public school students and the 

surety that the project would pay developer impact fees that 

could be used to address school pressures if they should 

occur, results in the ultimate finding that the project’s impacts 

would be less than significant. Regarding enforcement, please 

also refer to the Response to Comment 2, above. 
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 SI30-17 This comment does not address adequacy of the EIR. For 

informational purposes, however, the term “market rate” is 

intended to differentiate between these homes and the 

affordable homes that the project would also construct. The 

project contains moderately sized homes on condominium 

lots, and is immediately adjacent to a major 

industrial/transportation corridor. While anticipated to be a 

desirable neighborhood, the homes within it would not be 

priced to sell at top of market, but would be accessibly, or 

moderately, priced. 

 

SI30-18 Carmel Mountain Road between Peñasquitos Drive and I-15 is 

the largest street with the most lanes in the immediate area, 

and it is acknowledged that evacuation routes are likely to use 

this roadway. During evacuation, however, emergency 

responders can direct use of traffic lanes in any direction 

(e.g., as appropriate, normally west-bound lanes could be 

converted for eastbound use. As such, benefit is gained from 

providing a shorter route out of the neighborhood, and 

alleviating pressure on the intersection of Peñasquitos Drive 

and Carmel Mountain Road. Please note that the project also 

proposes improvements to the currently inaccessible egress 

route to Andorra Way and northerly to Camino Del Norte, 

which would bypass Carmel Mountain Road altogether, as 

described in further detail in the Response to Comment 1 

from Derbique (Letter SI4). 
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SI31-1 The measurement referenced by the commenter was intended 

as an approximate average distance from the western 

boundary of the project site to the City of San Diego Multi-

Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) associated with the Black 

Mountain Open Space (BMOS) to the west. The commenter is 

correct that the boundary of the BMOS is slightly closer to the 

project than the MHPA, however, because not all of the BMOS is 

located within the City’s MHPA. This is reflected on the attached 

Figure A and clarified in the Final EIR. The precise distance 

between the project and the City’s MHPA varies from 690 to 

1,100 feet, and the distance from the project to the boundary of 

the BMOS varies from 180 to 1,080 feet. As shown in Figure A, 

one western corner of the site is within 180 feet from the 

BMOS, with one row of intervening homes as well as 

Peñasquitos Drive, but most of the project site is much further 

away. 

 

SI31-2 Topical Response – Wildlife Corridors. The MHPA represents 

the City’s MSCP planned preserve system and includes open 

space that is already conserved, in addition to undeveloped 

land that is not yet conserved but targeted for conservation. 

The MHPA is configured throughout the City to encompass the 

most important sensitive species habitat areas, including large 

native habitat blocks and smaller native habitat corridors that 

help species move between the habitat blocks. 
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 SI31-2 (cont.) When native habitat blocks and corridors are not directly 

connected with one another, they can be linked together by 

smaller isolated native habitat fragments in a linkage 

arrangement. The BMOS represents a large habitat block in the 

region, but its connectivity to other habitat blocks via corridors 

and linkages occur to the west, away from the project site. 

Section 1.2.4 and Page 25 of the City’s Multiple Species 

Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea Plan description 

provides an excellent depiction of this fact on Figure 5, 

Conserved Vegetation Communities in Northern Area 

(https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy//planning/

programs/mscp/pdf/description.pdf). As shown on Figure 3 of 

the Biological Resources Letter Report (Appendix F to the EIR) 

and Figure A that is attached to these responses to comments, 

the MHPA is not mapped within the project site or any areas 

that immediately abut the project site. There are also no large 

native habitat blocks or smaller native habitat corridors or 

fragments mapped within or immediately abutting the site. 

There is no native habitat on the project site and none has 

existed on the site for decades. Therefore, the project site does 

not by itself serve as an existing native habitat block, corridor, 

or linkage of native habitat fragments, nor does it directly 

connect to any such resources. As pointed out by the 

commenter, there is one area of undeveloped land west of 

Peñasquitos Drive, which is part of the BMOS, but outside of the 

City’s MHPA. This portion of the BMOS, in addition to the 

portions farther west within the MHPA, are separated from the 

project site by existing developments. In fact, the project site is 

surrounded on all sides by existing development. As shown on 

EIR Figure 2-4 and the attached Figure A, the entire site is 

blocked from any open space by intervening existing homes 

and Peñasquitos Drive. Any mammals managing to pass these 

obstructions and find their way onto the site are essentially 

blocked from additional movement to the east by the presence 

of I-15 and the developed areas beyond; the site provides 
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 SI31-2 (cont.) limited biological function and is isolated, with no 

additional habitat connections to the north, south, or east. 

While it is acknowledged that common wildlife adapted to 

urban settings may use the site, there is no native habitat on 

the project site that would contribute to long-term conservation 

goals for sensitive species or their habitat, including the 

establishment of a habitat block, corridor, or linkage for the 

MHPA or otherwise. 

 

As quoted in the comment, the EIR specifically states that 

“Common birds and mammals might move through the site to 

forage and during dispersal activities.” Such behavior on the 

part of animals habituated to human proximity does not make 

the site a designated corridor. The commenter is correct and 

consistent with EIR Section 5.8 and Appendix F, in the assertion 

that certain common wildlife, such as coyotes, are expected to 

find their way onto the project site and utilize it for some of 

their life history requirements. This is not expected for most 

wildlife species, however, and certainly not expected for native 

wildlife species that are targeted for long-term conservation in 

the region, which is an important factor at the core of 

determining whether a potential significant impact could occur. 

EIR Section 5.8.3, Impact 2: Wildlife Corridors, specifically 

addresses this issue, and discloses that the project site does not 

occur within an identified or known wildlife corridor or linkage. 

As noted, the project is completely fenced and bordered on all 

sides by major roadways (Carmel Mountain Road to the south 

and Peñasquitos Drive to the west), transportation corridors 

(Interstate 15 to the east), and residential development (to the 

north and west) constraining wildlife access and movement. The 

presence of residential and commercial development within the 

surrounding area has eliminated north-to-south and east-to-

west habitat connectivity from adjacent open space areas. 
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SI31-3 The EIR identifies both plant and animal species observed 

during surveys and species anticipated to have the potential to 

occur on the site. It is not possible or expected that all of the 

potential species that could occur at any given time would be 

observed during the required biological surveys. Special status 

plant and animal species with potential to occur within the 

project were analyzed and addressed within the EIR Section 

5.8.1.1. A detailed analysis of the species’ potential to occur 

within the project site is included in Attachment G, Special Status 

Plant Species with Potential to Occur, and Attachment H, Special 

Status Animal Species with Potential to Occur, within EIR 

Appendix F, Biological Resources Letter Report. Attachments E and 

F of Appendix F also provide lists of plant and animal species 

observed during biological surveys. As stated on Page 5 of 

Appendix F, under “Survey Limitations,” the lists of species 

identified are not necessarily comprehensive accounts of all 

species that utilize the project site, as species that are 

nocturnal, secretive, occasional, or seasonally restricted may 

not have been observed. General biological and rare plant 

surveys were completed to obtain a comprehensive inventory 

of plant species that occupy the project site. Directed studies to 

inventory a complete account of all animal species that may 

occupy or utilize the site are not required, as all of the species 

that were determined to have some potential to occur are 

considered adequately conserved in the region and the long-

term survival of their populations are not being threatened or 

jeopardized by the project. 
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SI32-1 The assertion that 1,500 residents would be exiting via Andorra 

Way is not consistent with any scenario analyzed in the 

Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan in EIR Appendix K4. As described 

in that plan, it is expected that up to 5,232 vehicles would be 

required to evacuate, assuming a worst case of two cars per 

home. Andorra Way is not currently a functional evacuation 

point, but, as discussed in the Response to Comment 1 from 

Derbique (Letter SI4), the project would implement 

improvements to the pavement, vegetation maintenance, and 

access restrictions (functional gate, etc.) to allow for functional 

evacuation. This would then represent one of three potential 

evacuation routes for residents of the Glens and the project, 

including the new route through the project to Carmel 

Mountain Road. 

 

Improvement of the emergency route connection would not 

require purchase and demolition of homes in order to widen 

the road. Adequate width for 20-feet of pavement can be 

provided within existing right-of-way. 

 

SI32-2 Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding the proposed 

emergency evacuation and access improvements and 

implementation of the evacuation plan.  
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 SI32-2 (cont.) As noted therein, the extensive calculations of 

evacuation times both with and without the project 

demonstrates that the project would result in an improvement 

in evacuation times, due to the addition of two functioning 

evacuation routes that are not currently available to residents 

of the Glens community. 

 

SI32-3 Rolling Hills Elementary School is specifically included in the 

modeling for Glens evacuation, with bus and car evacuation 

assumed; however, school fire/evacuation drills are not 

included in the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan. Those efforts are 

part of routine City of San Diego school plans. The modeling 

addresses movement following students leaving the classroom 

and entering an evacuation vehicle. Moving buses into the area, 

as required, would be part of the coordinated response noted 

above if buses are not already on site. Note that emergency 

response personnel have the ability to direct traffic as needed 

during evacuations. Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 

from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding 

the proposed emergency evacuation and access improvements 

and implementation of the evacuation plan. 

 

Relative to roundabouts, and their ability to accommodate both 

community vehicles and emergency response vehicles such as 

fire trucks, refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight A 

(Letter SI3A). Project-related drills are not required to 

demonstrate roundabout safety plans and the design 

incorporates the apron and restricted planting features that 

make the roundabout functional for emergency vehicles. 

 

Expert opinion refers to technical specialists qualified to work in 

the area under review. As such, the design and modeling 

evidence is considered technically adequate. 
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 SI32-4 This comment is not understood, as the Evacuation Plan 

analysis does not discount the number of residents who would 

be home. The analysis conservatively assumes that all 2,575 

homes in the community would be occupied and that for each 

residence, 2 vehicles would be evacuating, along with buses and 

other vehicles from Rolling Hills Elementary and Peñasquitos 

Lutheran Church. The reality is that some residents may be out 

of town, at work/school, or have only one vehicle to evacuate. If 

the evacuation event were to take place during the night, as 

suggested in the comment, then the school would not be 

included. 

 

SI32-5 The project proposes a total of 536 residences. Please refer to 

analyses in EIR Section 5.13.2, which concludes less than 

significant impacts to police and fire services, as well as Section 

5.14.4, which addresses the improvements to evacuation routes 

and timeframes that would occur with project implementation. 

 

Fire modeling was conducted regarding the type and intensity 

of fire that could be expected given specific characteristic site 

features such as topography, vegetation, and weather. Please 

refer to EIR Appendix K5, the Fire Protection Plan, Section 4, 

Anticipated Fire Behavior Modeling, for detail. Please also refer to 

the Response to Comment 1 regarding regional emergency 

response improvements. 

 

As analyzed in Section 5.2, Transportation/Circulation, the only 

areas where the project would result in significant impacts 

would be at two intersections with Peñasquitos Drive (Janal Way 

and Cuca Street, respectively). Project mitigation would improve 

function at these intersections to level of service A, the least 

congested condition. No significant impacts were assessed to 

roadway segments. 
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 SI32-5 (cont.) Specific police expansion plans are beyond the purview 

of this project. Project impacts are assessed as less than 

significant in EIR Section 5.13, Public Services and Facilities. As 

stated in Section 5.13.2.2: 

 

Ongoing funding for police services is provided by the City’s 

General Fund. Police protection is ordinarily extended to newly 

developed areas and funded as a function of the increased tax 

base. For the incremental increase of approximately 911 

residents in this largely gated community, it is not expected that 

new facilities or improvements to existing facilities would be 

required. The project would add to the tax base and General 

Fund, thereby contributing to the funding of additional police 

positions consistent with City planning. Therefore, project 

impacts to police protection services would be less than 

significant. 

 

SI32-6 Community input is gained through comments received during 

public review of the Draft EIR (to which this letter is a response), 

comments received from the Rancho de los Peñasquitos 

Planning Board, and finally, comments submitted at public 

hearings on the project before the City Planning Commission 

and City Council. As this comment does not directly address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the analyses in the Draft EIR, no 

further response is required. 
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SI33-1 During fire events, the number of vehicles dispatched to the 

location depend on the size of area burning, weather 

conditions, and surrounding area needs. As necessary, 

response vehicles can be dispatched from a number of districts 

that do not normally cover this area for day-to-day conditions. 

Please see Section 3 of the project Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

for information about agency coordination. As explained in 

Sections 5.13 and 5.14, response times to the project site would 

be adequate. In addition, emergency response and evacuation 

times would be expected to improve due to the addition of a 

variety of emergency access improvements that would benefit 

the proposed project and the Glens community, including the 

provision of emergency routes that are not currently accessible. 

Refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) 

for additional detail. Section 5.13.2.2 of the EIR states: 

 

The SDFRD has facilities and staffing in the project area to 

adequately serve the project. Although the project would result 

in increases in fire calls for service, the increases would be 

incremental and no new facilities or improvements to existing 

facilities would be required as a result of the project. The project 

would add to the City tax base and contribute to the General 

Fund that is used to hire and sustain SDFRD staffing levels. 

Therefore, project impacts to community fire protection services 

would be less than significant. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-229 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 SI33-2 Both Comments 2 and 3 imply vehicles coming “onto” 

Peñasquitos Drive, whether for ingress or egress purposes; 

these comments are therefore interpreted to refer to the same 

types of movements. It is not clear which intersections with 

Peñasquitos Drive the commenter is concerned with, or 

whether the commenter intends to refer to vehicles entering 

and exiting Peñasquitos Drive. Regardless, as described in detail 

in Section 5.14.4.2: 

 

In the proposed condition, which includes the additional egress 

routes and access route enhancements proposed by the project, 

the evacuation travel timeframe for the Glen’s community and 

the future project residents is estimated at 3.5 hours, once 

notification has been provided. If the northerly emergency 

evacuation routes to Del Diablo Street and Andorra Way are not 

used, this would increase the evacuation time to 5.2 hours. This 

is in comparison to the estimated current evacuation time for 

The Glens community (without the additional evacuation routes 

provided by The Junipers) of 8.3 hours (Dudek 2019a). Therefore, 

the project would reduce evacuation travel time within the 

project area. 

 

The above analysis implies a faster rate of cars entering from 

Peñasquitos Drive and exiting onto Peñasquitos Drive with 

implementation of the project improvements, compared to an 

evacuation under existing conditions. It is important to note 

that for both the existing and future condition, however, the 

rate of cars entering Peñasquitos Drive would vary depending 

on the approach to the fire response and evacuation. Vehicles 

accessing the area would be controlled by emergency response 

personnel. Cars could be kept out of neighborhoods in peril 

altogether, and lane capacity could change as fire managers 

closed routes or opened two-way lanes to only flow in one 

direction, among other strategies considered best in their 

professional technical judgement. 
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 SI33-2 (cont.) The anticipated movement of vehicles onto Peñasquitos 

Drive during specified potential evacuation conditions was 

calculated as part of the project Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Appendix K5 to the EIR). Tables 2, 3 and 4 address the numbers 

of cars totaled for the existing Glens community in evacuation 

calculations, as well as the time required to evacuate. The 

project traffic was added to these vehicular counts and the time 

of evacuation was evaluated in conjunction with those 

additional vehicles as well diversion of some traffic to other 

evacuation routes. Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 

from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding 

the proposed emergency evacuation and access improvements 

and implementation of the evacuation plan. 

 

SI33-3 Please refer to the Response to Comment 2. 
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SI34-1 Comments noted. The availability of insurance is not a CEQA 

issue. CEQA focuses on environmental effects, and generally 

does not address financial concerns. Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 3 from Cicchelli (Letter SI9) regarding 

fire direction and to Section 4.2 of the Evacuation Plan for 

assumptions regarding homes, numbers of evacuating vehicles 

and roadways taken. The issue of a single-exit lane is addressed 

below. 

 

Alternatives addressed in Section 8.0, Project Alternatives, 

include a Reduced Intensity Development Alternative, which 

proposes a 25 percent reduction in residential units. Please 

note, however, that because safety and hazards discussions did 

not find significant impacts based on project population (and in 

fact found the project would reduce evacuation times and be 

beneficial as regards that issue), no alternative was developed 

to lessen significant impacts for that issue. Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed 

information regarding implementation of the evacuation plan 

and the proposed emergency evacuation and access 

improvements that would benefit the community. 

 

SI34-2 The transportation analysis (see EIR Section 5.2.2, as cited in the 

comment), expressly included Pacific Village, as well as the 

Merge 56 and The Preserve at Torrey Highlands as cumulative 

projects. These projects were identified at the time of the 

project Notice of Preparation in April 2018, when the 

environmental baseline for the project was set.  
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 SI34-2 (cont.) Regarding Millennium PQ, please refer to the Response 

to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1). 

 

Please note that the worst movement at Peñasquitos 

Drive/Cuca Street operates at Level of Service (LOS) E under 

current conditions in the AM peak hour, before traffic from the 

project is included. 

 

As shown in EIR Tables 5.2-12 and 5.2-13, under both Opening 

Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term) and Horizon Year (2050) 

Plus Project conditions, with the signal proposed by the project 

for mitigation at the Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street, operations 

would be at LOS A, the LOS with the least traffic congestion. 

 

Specific to the Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/Future Project 

Access, the project is calculated to have 43 trips in/64 trips out 

in the AM peak hour, and 90 trips in/60 trips out in the PM peak 

hour. Although all of the exiting trips would use Janal Way, a 

substantial portion of the inbound trips to the project would be 

expected to enter through the right-in only access off of Carmel 

Mountain Road, taking those trips off public roadways prior to 

reaching Peñasquitos Drive. Regardless, the project was 

identified as resulting in a significant impact at the Peñasquitos 

Drive/Janal Way intersection, and mitigation was proposed and 

incorporated into project design. 

 

The effect of the project-proposed mitigation at both the Janal 

Way and Cuca Street intersections is addressed in Tables 5.2-12 

and 5.2-13, respectively, for Opening Day (2020) Plus Project 

and Horizon Year (2050) Plus Project conditions. Both 

intersections would operate at LOS A, the least congested 

condition, under both scenarios. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-233 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
SI34-3 Please refer to the Response to Comment 13 from Commons 

(Letter SI5) for information regarding the definitions and 

enforcement of the 55+ age-qualified housing for the project, 

and the impact on schools. 

 

SI34-4 Comments noted. The commenter’s preference for the Reduced 

Intensity Development Alternative for the proposed project is 

acknowledged. Please refer to Response to Comment 6 from 

Derbique (Letter SI4) regarding “quality of life.” Refer to the 

Response to Comment 7 from DeLano (Letter SI1) for detailed 

information regarding the loss of golf course/open space. 

 

Comments noted regarding appreciation of ability to provide 

input into the development. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 2, above, regarding less than significant project 

contributions to congestion. 
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SI35-1 This topic is addressed in Section 5.10, Geology and Soils, of the 

EIR. As stated in Section 5.10.2.2: 

 

Extensive analysis was also conducted regarding the potential 

for the project to destabilize adjacent properties during project 

grading and the results indicate that with implementation of the 

recommendations within the Geotechnical Investigation, slope 

stability will be within acceptable safety parameters. Measures 

such as slot buttressing would be employed to ensure the 

stability of existing manufactured slopes along the northern and 

western site boundaries and to protect the adjacent properties 

during project grading. Based on the Geotechnical Investigation, 

Geocon concludes that the proposed development will not 

destabilize or result in settlement of adjacent properties or City 

right-of-way, provided the recommendations presented in the 

referenced report are followed during design and construction 

(Geocon 2019a and 2019b). 

 

The geotechnical consultant has performed a comprehensive 

investigation of the proposed project and project site. Their 

geotechnical report and analysis have been reviewed and 

accepted by the City of San Diego geotechnical reviewers and 

found to be in conformance with regulatory requirements. With 

respect to site grading and slope stability, the project has been 

designed to meet or exceed the applicable code requirements. 

The project buildings have been pulled back from the western  
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 SI35-1 (cont.) slopes that abut existing development. The slopes that 

were created for the previous Glens development will not be cut 

into or graded. The portion of the slopes that is within the 

project boundaries will be landscaped and maintained by the 

project’s HOA. Where steeper slopes exist, jute netting will be 

installed with project landscaping to prevent erosion as plants 

are establishing. 

 

SI35-2 The only proposed public access easements associated with the 

project are those that will grant access for use of the 

neighborhood park, social loop, mobility zone/bike hub and 

sport courts. Should any adjacent neighbor need access to the 

portions of the slopes behind their homes that are within the 

project site, for the purpose of maintaining their own property, 

they may request access from the project’s HOA. Please note 

that, although not a CEQA issue, the project applicant has 

provided members of the community with methods for contact, 

including through the project website, has received several 

requests for access to the project site for the purpose of 

maintenance related to an adjacent property, and has granted 

access to the project site on a case-by-case basis. 
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SI35-3 Prior agreements between the golf course operators and 

adjacent homeowners are no longer valid, and assistance would 

not be provided to off-site homeowners in their remediation, 

improvement, or landscaping efforts. The project would, 

however, use measures such as slot buttressing to ensure the 

stability of existing manufactured slopes along the northern 

and western site boundaries and to protect adjacent properties 

during project grading as described in EIR Section 5.10.2.2. The 

project would incorporate required site-specific 

recommendations from the Geotechnical Investigation, 

implement associated design/construction recommendations, 

and conform to applicable mandatory regulatory/industry 

standard and codes, including the IBC/CBC and pertinent City 

criteria. The project would be responsible for accommodating 

existing drainage flows across the site as well as new drainage 

created by the project. The project would be responsible for on-

site landscaping and the project’s HOA would maintain those 

portions of the slopes that are within the project site; adjacent 

homeowners would be responsible for maintaining their 

properties as well. Although not a CEQA topic, the applicant 

may enter into legal easement agreements with adjacent 

property owners. Please see the Response to Comments 1 and 

2 for additional related discussion. 

 

SI35-4 Please refer to the Responses to Comments 1 through 3. On 

site slopes would be maintained by the project’s HOA; off-site 

slopes would be the responsibility of the owner of such slopes. 

No slope maintenance easements are currently proposed. 
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SI35-5 Comments noted. Refer to the Response to Comment 20 from 

Haight A (Letter SI3A) for detailed information regarding traffic 

signal and roundabout operations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI35-6 The proposed Millennium PQ project was not known at the time 

of issuance of the project Notice of Preparation of an EIR in 

April 2018, when the project environmental baseline was set. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for additional information. 

 

 

 

SI35-7 Regarding the Millennium PQ development, please refer to 

Response to Comment 5 from DeLano (Letter SI1). 
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SI35-8 The proposed project would bring a number of benefits to the 

existing community. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 1 from Haight (Letter SI3A). 

 

SI35-9 Significant project traffic impacts from the proposed project 

would be fully mitigated with the proposed traffic signal and 

roundabout at the Janal Way and Cuca Street intersections with 

Peñasquitos Drive. The resulting level of service at these 

intersections would be improved compared to existing 

conditions. Signal implementation would not result in adverse 

impacts, but rather would be beneficial (please refer to the 

Response to Comment 5 above). The project would reduce 

potential evacuation time compared to the existing condition, 

resulting in a net project benefit and provide a variety of 

accessible park/open space benefits, as explained in the 

Response to Comment 1 from Haight (Letter SI3A). Since the 

prior golf course has been closed since 2015, there would be no 

loss of a “unifying open space element.” 
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SI36-1 The intersection of Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street is currently 

controlled only by a stop sign, and as shown on EIR Table 5.2-1, 

the worst movement at that intersection currently operates at a 

Level of Service (LOS) E during the critical AM peak travel period. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A) regarding road segment and intersection function. 

 

SI36-2 The roundabout would be constructed in compliance with all 

City design requirements, including design to accommodate fire 

trucks. Please refer to the Response to Comment 20 from 

Haight (Letter SI3A). 

 

SI36-3 The EIR addresses the project’s contributions to police funding, 

and concludes in Section 5.13.2.3: 

 

Any changes to police staffing or facilities would be dependent 

on division and Citywide needs as determined by the SDPD, and 

funded through the General Fund, to which project residents’ 

taxes would contribute. The project would result in increases in 

police calls for service, but no new facilities or improvements to 

existing facilities would be required as a result of the project. A 

portion of future residents’ property and sales taxes would go 

toward police funding. Project impacts to police protection 

services would be less than significant. 
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SI36-4 As stated in EIR Section 5.13.1.2, the City goal is for fire stations 

is to be located between 2.0 and 2.5 miles apart. Two of the fire 

stations serving the project area are located within 0.6 mile and 

2.3 miles, respectively. As stated in Section 5.13.2.2: 

 

The project would be constructed per the recommendations/ 

requirements of the project-specific FPP related to site access, 

structural material, and fire protection systems. The project 

would also be constructed per applicable California Building 

and Fire codes and NFPA codes. The SDFRD has facilities and 

staffing in the project area to adequately serve the project. 

Although the project would result in increases in fire calls for 

service, the increases would be incremental and no new facilities 

or improvements to existing facilities would be required as a 

result of the project. The project would add to the City tax base 

and contribute to the General Fund that is used to hire and 

sustain SDFRD staffing levels. Therefore, project impacts to 

community fire protection services would be less than 

significant. 

 

Please also see the Response to Comment 3 above. In addition, 

please refer to the Response to Comment 7 below specifically 

with regard to emergency evacuation. 

 

SI36-5 Please refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight A 

(Letter SI3A) for detailed information regarding traffic signal and 

roundabout mitigation measure details. 

 

SI36-6 As shown on Table 2 of the Wildland Evacuation Plan, a 

population of 475 schoolchildren and staff from Rolling Hills 

Elementary is assumed in the evacuation model, and would be 

evacuated in staff vehicles and buses. These numbers, including  
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 SI36-6 (cont.) populations evacuating from the existing Glens 

community, Cresta Bella, and Peñasquitos Lutheran Church, 

were included in the evacuation projections. Los Peñasquitos 

Elementary School was outside of the evacuation study area. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding the proposed 

emergency evacuation and access improvements and 

implementation of the evacuation plan. As noted, the Glens 

community would be expected to benefit from the additional 

evacuation routes and reduced evacuation time from up to 8.3 

hours to as little as 3.5 hours that would result with 

implementation of the project. The benefits are based on 

provision/improvement of alternative travel routes rather than 

reductions in vehicle numbers. It is noted that earlier analyses 

of the estimated population and number of evacuating vehicles 

(assuming two persons per vehicle) were revised upward to 

assume two vehicles per unit following a June 2019 Rancho 

Peñasquitos Planning Board presentation in response to Board 

request. 

 

SI36-7 Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding the proposed 

emergency evacuation and access improvements and 

implementation of the evacuation plan. 

 

SI36-8 The project EIR addressed cumulative projects that were known 

at the time that the project Notice of Preparation was issued in 

April 2018. Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. Please also note 

that the project would provide additional evacuation routes for 

the community and would result in a reduction in evacuation 

time. Thus, the project would not be expected to contribute to a 

significant adverse cumulative impact with respect to 

evacuation times. 
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SI37-1 The project would bring a number of benefits to the existing 

community. Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from 

Haight (Letter SI3A). 

 

SI37-2 Again, please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A) regarding project elements that would directly 

benefit existing adjacent property owners. The comment 

regarding CC&Rs does not address adequacy or accuracy of 

analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require additional 

response. 

 

SI37-3 Alternatives are evaluated in Section 8.0, Project Alternatives, of 

the EIR. Two alternatives were evaluated and rejected, the 

Project Location Alternative and Existing Zoning Alternative. Full 

comparative analysis was completed for the No 

Project/Development Per Community Plan Alternative, and the 

Reduced Intensity Development Alternative. 

 

SI37-4 The project would provide on-site landscaping, as well as 

fencing between the project and the adjacent off-site uses, and 

would landscape existing and new adjacent public right-of-way 

that is modified as part of the project. Assistance/subsidies/ 

offers to adjacent land owners to upgrade/beautify any off-site 

slopes that are on other landowners’ properties is not required. 

The comment does not address adequacy or accuracy of 

analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require additional 

response. 
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 SI37-5 Project evacuation has been independently studied. As cited in 

Section 4.2 of the Evacuation Plan, with the project 

improvement of emergency access/egress routes, the existing 

Glens community evacuation time of up to 8.3 hours would be 

reduced to as little as 3.5 hours, for both project residents and 

neighboring Glens residents. The project would not result in 

significant impacts and would provide benefit. Please refer to 

the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4). 
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SI38-1 Comments noted. These comments do not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the analyses in the Draft EIR and no 

response is required. 
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SI39A-1 Comments noted. Please note that the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) identified Mark Brunette as the appropriate recipient of 

NOP comments on behalf of the City. If the letter went to Mr. 

Dye, that could be the reason it was missed. Nonetheless, the 

City acknowledges that the letter submitted during project 

scoping was received and that it was intended for inclusion in 

EIR Appendix A. Scoping is intended to ensure that a lead 

agency’s CEQA documents address the appropriate 

environmental effects for a particular project based on agency 

and public input. The comments submitted then have been 

reviewed with respect to the content of the EIR. The discussion 

below confirms that the EIR addresses each of the submitted 

comments. In addition, the letter has been included in 

Appendix A. 
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SI39A-2 Comments noted. Safety issues are reviewed comprehensively 

in the EIR. Please refer to Section 5.2.3, Impact 2: Potential for 

Traffic Hazards; Sections 5.9.4, Impact 3: Flood Hazards, and 

5.9.5, Impact 4: Potential for Pollutant Discharge and Water 

Quality, respectively; Sections 5.9.2, Issue 1: Potential for 

Geologic Instability, and 5.9.4, Impact 3: Potential for Geologic 

Hazards, respectively; Section 5.13.2, Impact 1: Potential for 

Inadequate Public Service Facilities; and Sections 5.13.2, 

Impact 1: Health Hazards, 5.13.3, Impact 2: Fire Risk, and 5.13.4, 

Impact 3: Emergency Response/Evacuation, respectively. 

 

Please note that the proposed zoning for the project is not 

“higher than the surrounding area” which contains both 

single- and multi-family residential units. Please also refer to 

Response to Comment 3 of Haight (Letter SI3A) regarding 

residential allowances under existing and proposed zoning. 

 

Relative to past plans, CEQA requires review of potential 

project impacts against the existing condition. As such, the EIR 

reviews impacts of the proposed project against the current 

evacuation reality, which is consistent with the comment – 

there is currently one way in and out of the Glens. As detailed 

in EIR Sections 3.0 and 5.14, the project would improve the 

opportunities for neighborhood egress, and would 

substantially shorten modeled time for evacuation, even with 

additional project residences. As such, the potential effect of 
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 SI39A-2 (cont.) the project on Glens evacuation is appropriately 

addressed in the EIR. Please refer to the Response to 

Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed 

information regarding the proposed emergency evacuation 

and access improvements and implementation of the 

evacuation plan. 

 

SI39A-3 The evacuation timing presented in the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan reviews the potential for congestion related to 

numbers of cars on the road at any one point in time. 

 

Sheltering in place can be a controversial topic. Following 

development, the site is not proposed as a community shelter 

area in the Evacuation Plan and would not be designated as 

such due to the proximity to other more flammable 

developments and open space. 

 

SI39A-4 Comments noted. The issue of “one way in and out” was 

addressed by the project’s evacuation proposal to provide 

shorter routes through the project between Peñasquitos Drive 

and Carmel Mountain Road and a northeastern exit at 

Andorra Way. Substantial discussion is provided regarding 

these improvements in Sections 3.0 and 5.14. The issue has 

been appropriately evaluated in the EIR, and is discussed 

further in Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4). 

 

Insurance and legal expenses on the part of the City are not 

CEQA topics requiring evaluation. 
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SI39B-1 The City agrees that Mr. Doug Perry is a Deputy Fire Chief, as 

represented in the organization chart appended to this 

comment. Also as shown on that organization chart, of all the 

technical staff listed, Deputy Chief Perry is the sole specialist 

listed as responsible for community education, technical 

services, and wildland management and enforcement, and 

City Department of Development Services (DSD; the 

department responsible for EIR preparation) liaison. As such, 

Deputy Chief Perry was the appropriate person to complete 

the project technical review for fire. The City does not find that 

this makes “the report and the assumptions arrived at in the 

report also inflated and falsified.” 

 

The remainder of the comment consists of the September 14, 

2019 presentation to the community and the afore-mentioned 

organization chart. No additional comments are included and 

no response is necessary. 
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SI39C-1 Comments noted. The attachments to this comment consist of 

the September 14, 2019 presentation materials cited in the 

prior response. No comments were made on the slides and no 

response is required. The photograph provided in the 

attachments has been reviewed. The bollard appears from the 

photograph to be both padlocked and cemented in place. 

Regardless, the information that the bollards were impassible 

was provided by Fire Department personnel (see Section 4 of 

the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan). As such, they would not be 

likely to attempt to use the route for evacuation. No changes 

are required to the EIR. 

 

SI39C-2 Regarding vegetation control, comparison of the existing 

condition and the projected trimming that would occur for the 

proposed project demonstrates that it is more than a single 

tree. Road improvements – and the safe movement of vehicles 

along them during active fire events – require that trees and 

other vegetation do not overhang a roadway or encroach too 

closely upon it. Proposed trimming would be both vertical and 

horizontal, and would accommodate not only cars but the 

higher fire trucks that carry equipment. Please also note that 

the route is not currently considered safe for community 

evacuation use, and that the road requires reinforcement to 

appropriately carry weight associated with heavily laden 

trucks and multiple evacuating vehicles. There is no need to 

correct the Evacuation Plan. This finding is consistent with 
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 SI39C-2 (cont.) your Comment 4 submitted at 2:41 PM (comment letter 

SI39A) on this same day, stating that there is currently only 

“one way in and out.” 
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SI39D-1 The comment is correct regarding City significance thresholds. 

Also as alluded to in the comment, the project does not abut 

Black Mountain Open Space (BMOS). Existing Glens homes 

and Peñasquitos Drive are located between the project and 

the BMOS. 

 

The Camp Fire burn times are not necessarily applicable to 

BMOS, as burn projections vary by topography, weather, wind 

direction, fuel source, etc., all of which are specific to 

individual locations, and, in fact, individual burn events. 

Specific to fires from the BMOS, however, the project Wildland 

Fire Evacuation Plan and in Section 5.14.4 of the EIR discusses 

various fire type scenarios. 

 

Regardless of fire type, the project would substantially 

improve the condition for evacuating from the area. Please 

refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter 

SI4) for detailed information regarding the proposed 

emergency evacuation and access improvements, which 

would result in a lessened evacuation time than currently 

exists for the Glens community. As a result, the project would 

not create a significant risk of loss, injury or death, but would 

reduce that likelihood from the existing condition. 

 

Following the above comment, there are a number of pages 

excerpted from the Draft EIR with certain passages asterisked. 

No specific comments were made, and no responses can be 

provided. 
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SI39D-2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

SI39D-2 Please see information regarding improvements in predictive 

modeling and coordination among City, County, and state 

agencies, in Sections 2 and 3 of the Wildland Fire Evacuation 

Plan. 

 

Please also refer to the Evacuation Plan and to Section 5.14.4 

of the EIR for information regarding burn times being specific 

to each fire event, and to Response to Comment 1 from 

Derbique (Letter SI4) regarding the emergency evacuation and 

access improvements proposed to be provided by the project 

and how it would lessen evacuation time from existing 

conditions. 
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SI39E-1 This comment is a verbatim resubmittal of your 

communication of April 1, 2020 (comment letter SI39D). Please 

refer to responses to that submittal, immediately above in this 

document. 
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SI39F-1 The project would not impair implementation of, nor 

physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response 

plan or emergency evacuation plan. Please note that the 

attached Rancho de los Peñasquitos Evacuation Plan is not an 

adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. It is a 

community planning document that helps identify “readiness” 

efforts. The plan primarily provides direction to homeowners 

about how to prepare for, and be ready to, evacuate. General 

evacuation routes also are schematically identified. 

Nonetheless, once evacuated, the plan states: “It is important 

that evacuees follow the directions of traffic control 

personnel” who will identify the appropriate route. The project 

also would not conflict with the Rancho de los Peñasquitos 

Evacuation Plan. Rather, the project would alleviate impact on 

the Carmel Mountain Road and Peñasquitos Drive intersection 

by: 

 

• Allowing diversion of Glens traffic directly through the 

project to Carmel Mountain Road, or  

• Routing traffic to the northeast via Andorra Way to 

Camino del Norte.  

 

Both these options avoid the noted intersection, and the 

Andorra Way improvement also would allow evacuees to 

avoid entering I-15 from Carmel Mountain Road. Regardless, 

once on the road, as identified in the attached Rancho de los 

Peñasquitos Evacuation Plan, “officials will determine the 
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 SI39F-1 (cont.) areas to be evacuated and the escape routes to use 

depending on fire behavior” and “it is important that evacuees 

follow the directions of traffic control personnel.” 

 

Please also refer to the Responses to Comment 1 from 

Derbique (Letter SI4) regarding benefits to evacuation time 

resulting from the project. Please see information regarding 

improvements in predictive modeling and coordination 

among City, County, and state agencies in Sections 2 and 3 of 

the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan. 
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SI39G-1 Please refer to Response to Comment 1 of your 

communication of March 31 at 3:01 PM (comment letter 

SI39B) regarding Deputy Chief Perry and the fact that he was 

the correct and designated person to review and verify 

presentation data. 

 

SI39G-2 Please refer to Response to Comment 1 of your 

communication of March 31 at 7:01 PM (comment letter 

SI39C) addressing the variety of issues associated with the 

current Andorra Way/Corte Raposo connection and 

confirming the technical analysis that demonstrates that this 

connection is not currently available for emergency 

evacuation. Also within the March 31, 2:41 PM (comment letter 

SI39A) and April 1, 9:56 AM (comment letter SI39D) letters, 

please note Comments 4 and 2, respectively, which 

acknowledge the single existing egress, as well as associated 

responses. Relative to 360 versus 368 residential units at 

Cresta Bella, 368 units would result in an estimated additional 

16 evacuating vehicles added to Carmel Mountain Road, which 

would move north or south along that roadway. Sixteen 

additional evacuating vehicles would not affect the findings of 

the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan in a meaningful way. The 

project would lessen projected evacuation timeframes from 

approximately 8.3 hours following notification to 

approximately 3.5 hours. In addition, please note that as 

stated in note 2 to Table 2 of the Evacuation Plan, the number 

of vehicles evaluated for Junipers residents was conservative  
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 SI39G-2 (cont.) (i.e., assumed more vehicles than would be likely). 

Please also refer to Response to Comment 1 of your 

communication of April 1, 9:56 AM (comment letter SI39D) for 

discussion of why the evacuation timeframe is shortened with 

project improvements. 

 

SI39G-3 This comment does not directly address the adequacy or 

accuracy of the analyses in the Draft EIR and does not require 

a response. 

 

SI39G-4 Please refer to Response to Comment 1 of your letter of 

April 1 (comment letter SI39D) for information as to the less 

than significant (and in fact beneficial) effect of the 536-

residential unit project design with respect to the evacuation 

time for residents of the Glens community. Please also refer to 

the Response to Comment 2 of that letter regarding recent 

improvements in individual and united approaches between 

City, County and State agencies and investments in fire-

fighting resources, which have improved fire-fighting and 

evacuation capabilities. 
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SI39G-5 This “comment” is a compilation of selected excerpts from 

Section 5.14, Health and Safety, Sections 5.14.3 and 5.14.4 that 

is compiled into a running narrative. No comments were 

made other than to clip the passages together, and no 

response is required or possible. 
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SI40-1 Comments noted. Your letter in response to the Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) was received and incidentally not included 

in the draft and this has been corrected. Please be assured 

that the issues raised in your Notice of Preparation response 

letter have been reviewed and that they were appropriately 

addressed in the Draft EIR, as discussed in Responses to 

Comments 6 through 30, below. While all public input is 

valued, for purposes of a CEQA EIR, if an appropriate issue is 

raised a single time, it will be addressed in the EIR. Criteria for 

inclusion do not include the number of times an issue was 

raised. All comments are being reviewed and considered. 

 

SI40-2 Post-project traffic, delay in emergency response, and addition 

of project vehicles to evacuation times are not expected to 

impact the community. These issues are addressed in EIR 

Sections 5.2, Transportation/Circulation, and 5.14, Health and 

Safety. Section 5.2 addresses the effect of the project on both 

area roadway segments and intersections. Please also see 

Response to Comment 20 from Haight (Letter SI3) regarding 

road segments and intersections potentially affected by the 

project relative to daily operations. During emergency 

conditions, traffic directions and flows would be directed by 

emergency personnel. 

 

Non-wildfire fire or police calls and response is addressed in 

EIR Section 5.13. No significant impact is identified. In case of 

wildfire, the evacuation options that would result as part of  
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 SI40-2 (cont.) the project construction are identified in EIR Section 

5.14. The projected Glens community emergency evacuation 

times would improve with implementation of the project. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding the proposed 

emergency evacuation and access improvements and 

implementation of the evacuation plan. 

 

Regarding emergency personnel opening or controlling the 

proposed emergency exits, the SDFRD would be responsible 

for opening the gates. They may do this from on site, or also 

have capability to open the gates remotely. The exact design 

and operating system will be directed by the Fire-Rescue 

Department. 

Given the above considerations, the project would be 

expected to improve, rather than adversely impact, the 

existing condition. 

SI40-3 Comments noted. The project would comply with all 

requirements to install fire hydrants within the proposed 

development, and would not impact or require changes to 

existing off-site fire hydrants along Peñasquitos Drive or 

Carmel Mountain Road. The specific locations of off-site fire 

hydrants and specific response actions taken by emergency 

response professionals are beyond the purview of the project 

and do not address adequacy or accuracy of safety analyses in 

the EIR. 

 

SI40-4 Please refer to Response to Comment 4 from Collins (Letter 

SI13) regarding assurance of maintenance at the emergency 

egress between Corte Raposo and Andorra Way. The dual 

system of responsibility would ensure that maintenance 

would occur. The improved routes are relatively short in 

length prior to connecting with off-site paved and wider 

streets. The HOA would be able to provide the necessary 
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 SI40-4 (cont.) quarterly vegetation maintenance during more 

substantial maintenance efforts on site along streets, in 

private parks, etc. It is noted that although responsibility has 

been assigned and would occur if necessary, once upgraded 

and installed, re-pavement of the egress routes is not 

expected to be required. Use would be restricted to 

emergency situations, which would keep use rates low (with 

associated low rates of wear). 

 

The emergency evacuation routes and features to facilitate 

these routes were developed in consultation with City 

transportation and fire officials. The reference to “conflicting 

information” is not understood, and no response can be 

provided. It is speculative to assume that City or HOA 

resources may not be available to support the evacuation, and 

the EIR is not required to include such speculative analysis. 

Relative to evacuation time without the emergency route 

upgrades, the existing condition is calculated to take 

approximately 8.3 hours from notification to evacuate. The EIR 

concludes in Section 5.14.4, that having the additional routes 

available would reduce evacuation time and therefore 

represents an improvement over existing conditions and 

would result in a less than significant impact. 

 

The analysis assumed evacuation of two vehicles per 

residence. Note that the number of assumed vehicles was 

originally fewer than two per residence and was increased at 

the request of the Rancho Peñasquitos Planning Board. 

 

SI40-5 The existing use is an abandoned golf course which originally 

provided a private recreational use, but has not operated 

since 2015. The current use of the former golf course site is 

not recreational. Please refer to Response to Comment 7 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1). 
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SI40-6 Regarding evaluation of an open space/recreational scenario 

as an alternative, please refer to Response to Comment 3 

from Haight (Letter SI3A). Please refer to Response 5 of this 

letter above regarding the golf course, and to Response to 

Comment 2 from Haight (Letter SI3A) regarding tennis courts. 

While the former Hotel Karlan did allow use of the tennis 

courts upon payment of fee, they did end use of the tennis 

courts. Other amenities mentioned (pool, fitness center, etc.) 

were not located on property transferred to the Junipers 

applicant, and are not relevant to analyses or accuracy of the 

EIR. 
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 SI40-6 (cont.) The commenter’s preference for an open space use on 

the site is noted. Regarding reasons to amend planning 

documents, as well as the loss of open space associated with 

the former golf course site, please also refer to the Response 

to Comment 7 from DeLano (Letter SI1). 

 

SI40-7 Please refer to the Response to Comment 3 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A) regarding development of the property in 

accordance with existing RS-1-14, and as evaluated in 

Section 8.0 under the heading “Existing Zoning Alternative.” 

Please note that this alternative could result in the 

development of up to 831 residences (an additional 295 

residential units) instead of the 536 age-restricted units 

associated with the project. The proposed zoning reserves 

portions of the site for open space and would limit 

development on the site to be a no more than the 536 units 

proposed by the project. Please refer to Response to 

Comment 16 from Haight (Letter SI3A). 
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SI40-8 The Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (EIR Appendix K4) was 

prepared in response to community voiced concern 

regarding evacuation. Please refer to Response to Comment 

1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) regarding improved evacuation 

options that would occur if the project is implemented. 

 

SI40-9 Each of these issues is addressed in Section 5.14 of the EIR. 

See also EIR Appendix K4 and the Response to Comment 1, 

above. The SDFRD provided input into the Evacuation Plan. 

 

SI40-10 Fire and police response times are addressed in EIR 

Section 5.13, Public Services and Facilities/Recreation. Less 

than significant impacts would occur. 

 

SI40-11 The issue of environmentally sensitive lands (steep slopes, 

native habitat, cultural resources, etc.) is addressed in 

Sections 5.1, Land Use, 5.8, Biological Resources, and 5.11, 

Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources. These resources were 

not identified on the site, and no conservation easement is 

necessary. Nonetheless, an open space corridor has been 

placed around the site perimeter, where the steepest slopes 

exist, and that area is zoned for open space. 

 

SI40-12 The issue of I-15 noise and its potential impacts on the 

project is addressed through noise barriers and architectural 

enhancements as addressed in Section 3.0, Project 

Description, and 5.1, Land Use. 

 

Relative to high-speed rail, the Los Angeles to San Diego 

portion is Phase 2 of the state-wide program. This is not 

proposed as part of the project, however, and the EIR does 
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 SI40-12 (cont.) not model what is not designed or funded for 

implementation. As such, the potential effect of it is 

speculative at this time. In any event, environmental 

evaluation of the rail would occur in the future as part of 

those environmental studies. 

 

SI40-13 The issue of fertilizers and other hazardous materials 

potentially on site is addressed in EIR Section 5.14.2, 

Impact 1: Health Hazards, as well as in the detailed EIR 

Appendices K1, K2, and K3 (Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment, Carmel Highland Golf Course; Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment, Vacant Land, Unassigned 

Address; and Asbestos and Lead-Based Paint Investigation, 

respectively). In brief, as stated in Section 5.14.2.3, “there are 

no listed hazardous materials sites on the project site or in 

the vicinity that could pose a threat to human health or 

safety.” It is also noted that testing for pesticides, etc. in on-

site soils did not identify significant impacts. Potential for 

asbestos-lined pipes was considered most likely, if present, 

to be associated with the main drain/sewer from the golf 

course. As a result, mitigation measure HAZ-1 requires a soil 

management plan (SMP) for use during construction to 

ensure that if contaminated material is located during 

construction, such soils would be appropriately treated. As 

stated in EIR Section 5.14.2, with this specified construction 

requirement as mitigation, impacts would be less than 

significant. 

 

SI40-14 This issue is addressed in EIR Section 5.2. Please also refer to 

Response to Comment 2, above, regarding Peñasquitos 

Drive and Carmel Mountain Road street segments. The right-

turn in only entrance to the project from Carmel Mountain 

Road is addressed in Section 3.0, and is depicted on Figure 

3-12d. Daily drivers would not be able to exit the project 

onto Carmel Mountain Road from that entrance; they would 

be blocked by the gate from exiting via that route. 
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SI40-15 The benefits provided by the roundabout at Peñasquitos 

Drive/Janal Way/Future Project Access are addressed in 

Section 5.2 of the EIR. Please also refer to the Response to 

Comment 20 from Haight (Letter SI3A). Roundabouts are 

designed to create smoother traffic flow rather than result in 

a pinch point. Please also see Response to Comment 2, 

above, regarding existing and future LOS. Section 5.2 of the 

EIR also addresses the segment of Peñasquitos Drive 

between Janal Way and Carmel Mountain Road intersections 

(no reduction in LOS). The roundabout also would support 

entering and/or cross traffic (vehicular, pedestrian and 

bicycle) at this intersection (which currently has a stop sign 

only for vehicles approaching the intersection from Janal 

Way). 

 

SI40-16 The Lutheran Church is located at the Peñasquitos 

Drive/Cuca Street intersection. The issue of pedestrian 

crossings at this intersection would be improved by the 

proposed signalization of this intersection as mitigation for 

the project. Please refer to the Response to Comment 2, 

above. 

 

SI40-17 The roundabout would be constructed entirely within public 

right-of-way or on the project site (see EIR Figures 3-12e and 

f). As shown, all improvements would be constructed within 

areas that are either already in roadway or within an area to 

be dedicated as public right-of-way within the project. 

Impacts to off-site private properties at the intersection 

would not occur. 
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 SI40-17 (cont.) The EIR is only required to address and mitigate 

significant effects of the proposed project. Refer to Response 

to Comment 2 from Birdsall (Letter SI8A), for additional 

information regarding proposed emergency evacuation and 

access improvements. 

 

SI40-18 The EIR is only required to address and mitigate significant 

effects of the proposed project. Please refer to Response to 

Comment 2 from Birdsall (Letter SI8A). 

 

SI40-19 The transportation/circulation study area is defined in 

accordance with the City Traffic Impact Study Manual. As 

described in Section 5.2.1.1, Environmental Setting, this 

requires that a project address: 

 

• All adjacent intersections plus the first major signalized 

intersection in each direction of the site; 

• Regionally important arterial road segments and 

intersections where the project would add 50 or more peak 

hour trips in either direction; 

• All mainline freeway locations, and on/off ramp 

intersections where the project would add 50 or more peak 

hour trips in either direction; and 

• Metered freeway ramps where the project would add 20 or 

more peak hour trips. 

In addition, per the guidelines, all known congested or 

potentially congested locations that may be impacted by the 

proposed development were included. To be conservative, 

several intersections were included in the TIA that would not 

meet the 50 peak hour trips guideline. 
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 SI40-19 (cont.) The study area locations reflect the project trip 

distribution analysis provided in the Transportation Impact 

Analysis (TIA) and summarized in EIR Section 5.2.2, and 

represent the most likely locations to be impacted by project 

traffic. As a result, the project study area includes 11 

intersections and 8 street segments as depicted on 

Figure 5.2-1. 

 

Inclusion of historic traffic accident data was not required in 

the EIR as the project is not required to address historic 

traffic safety issues. The EIR does address safety of proposed 

project improvements in Section 5.2.3, Impact 2: Potential for 

Traffic Hazards. The cumulative projects included in the 

analyses were identified based on location, type, and 

whether they were known at the time of setting the baseline 

conditions for environmental review (issuance of the project 

Notice of Preparation [NOP] of the EIR in April 2018). This 

included Pacific Village, Merge 56, and the Preserve at Torrey 

Highlands. Please refer to Response to Comment 12, above, 

regarding the speculative nature of high-speed rail in the I-15 

corridor. It is not appropriate to include in the cumulative 

project analyses. 

 

SI40-20 Sewer capacity is addressed in EIR Section 5.12.2, Impact 1: 

Potential Increased Demand on Utilities, and a Sewer System 

Analysis is provided in Appendix J3. Addition of the project 

would be accommodated within existing flow capacity. 

 

SI40-21 The project does not propose a well for landscaping, which 

could result in contributions to groundwater depletion. The 

project is providing for use of recycled water when available, 

and in the meantime, is proposing a drought-tolerant palette 

of plants, including natives, and would use drip irrigation, 

low-flow sprinkler heads, and automatic weather-sensitive 

controllers in irrigation systems to reduce water usage.  
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 SI40-21 (cont.) Please refer to EIR Section 3.3.1.7, Landscaping. 

 

SI40-22 EIR Section 3.4, SDG&E Facilities Modification, and Figure 3-17 

address SDG&E gas main retained location and relocation to 

paved streets within the site. The modified facilities would be 

completed in accordance with SDG&E policies and in 

conjunction with SDG&E. Specifics as to their technical 

testing or service protocols for facilities within their 

jurisdiction would not change from their overall system 

protocols, and as such, constitute existing conditions and are 

not part of the EIR. Avoidance of existing lines to be retained 

in place, and the required coordination during construction, 

is addressed in Section 5.12.2, Impact 1: Potential Increased 

Demand on Utilities, under the heading “SDG&E Facilities.” 

The query as to “mediation…required by SDG&E if the 

project (in any form) is approved” is not understood. If it 

refers to actions taken, please see EIR Section 3.4. SDG&E 

will be consulted and involved in all work affecting its 

facilities during project construction and will retain 

easements for the ongoing maintenance of its facilities. 

 

SI40-23 Please refer to Response to Comment 22, above, regarding 

depiction of SDG&E facilities on Figure 3-17. The utilities that 

cross Del Diablo Street will be preserved in place and Del 

Diablo Street will be retained for both utility access and 

emergency fire access purposes. 

 

SI40-24 EIR Section 5.8.3, Impact 2: Wildlife Corridors, specifically 

addresses the issue of designated wildlife corridors, and 

discloses that the project site does not occur within an 

identified or known wildlife corridor or linkage. It is 

acknowledged that predators such as coyote are 

comfortable living in proximity to development, and that 

they can inhabit areas with dense brush.  
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 SI40-24 (cont.) Please also see Response to Comment 2 from 

McClelland (Letter SI31) regarding wildlife linkages. 

 

SI40-25 Revised zoning (OR-1-1 and OP-1-1) to specifically “protect 

lands for outdoor recreation, education, and scenic and 

visual enjoyment” are identified in EIR Section 3.0. In 

addition, EIR Section 3.0 addresses the Community Plan 

Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) proposed by the 

project, which would require additional review for 

consistency with the adopted plan if the project PDP is not 

realized. Please refer to Response to Comment 16 from 

Haight (Letter SI3A). 

 

SI40-26 The proposed uses on the project site are permissible 

without the approval of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP); no 

CUP is therefore allowed or proposed. 

 

SI40-27 The access easement to Del Diablo Street would be 

improved to provide emergency egress as well as support 

pedestrian and bike access to the site loop trail. The 

connection is shown on EIR Figure 3-1. Del Diablo street 

would also continue to serve as access to the utilities 

easement that crosses Del Diablo. 

 

SI40-28 Use of City Circulation Element roads (including Carmel 

Mountain Road and Peñasquitos Drive) is discussed in EIR 

Section 3.3.2, Construction, and also addresses lack of need 

to use residential streets and the construction traffic control 

plans (TCPs) that would be implemented and the need to 

provide public liaison/contact information for public 

inquiries/concerns. The TCPs would identify truck routes, the 

hours of construction activity, work zones, staging areas, and 

other traffic controls as necessary. The plan would include 

measures to reduce traffic delays and minimize public safety 

impacts, such as the use of flaggers, traffic  
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 SI40-28 (cont.) cones, detours and advanced notification signage, 

pedestrian detours, movement restrictions and temporary 

lane closures to minimize traffic delays during construction. 

 

SI40-29 Construction activity time periods are addressed in EIR 

Section 3.3.2. Please see Response to Comment 28 regarding 

the TCPs. 

 

SI40-30 A construction staging plan will be prepared by the building 

contractor at the time of construction permits. 
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SI41-1 A Conditional Use Permit allows a special use to occur on a 

property and specifies the terms for that use. It does not 

require that use to continue in perpetuity and it does not alter 

the underlying zoning. The proposed project would rescind the 

existing CUP, as specified in Table 3-2, Discretionary Actions 

Required, and change the existing underlying RS-1-14 zone to 

RM-1-1 and RM-3-7 residential zones and OR-1-1 and OP-1-1 

open space zones. The purpose of the zone change is primarily 

to reduce the maximum allowable density for the project site to 

be closer to the proposed project density. Please refer to 

Response to Comment 3 from Haight (Letter SI3A) for additional 

information. 

 

SI41-2 Regarding the potential Millennium PQ project, please note that 

the project EIR addressed cumulative projects that were known 

at the time that the project Notice of Preparation was issued in 

April 2018. Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. 
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SI42-1 Please refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A) for detailed information regarding traffic signal and 

roundabout operations. EIR Tables 5.2-7, 5.2-9, 5.2-12 and 5.2-

13 specifically address expected project impacts to both 

Peñasquitos Drive intersections, including the proposed project, 

as well as Pacific Village, Merge 56, and the Preserve at Torrey 

Highlands, in both Opening Day (2020) Plus Project (Near-term) 

and Horizon Year (2050) Plus Project conditions, prior to and 

post mitigation. As shown on EIR Tables 5.2-7 and 5.2-9, both of 

the noted Peñasquitos Drive intersections would operate at 

Level of Service (LOS) A with project mitigation, in either the 

Near-term or Horizon Year condition, which is the least 

congested LOS. The potential future development of the former 

Hotel Karlan site was not a known cumulative project at the 

time of the proposed project Notice of Preparation in April 

2018; please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) for additional information. 

 

SI42-2 Please refer to EIR Section 5.13, Public Services and Facilities/ 

Recreation. As stated in Section 5.13.2.3, and specifically related 

to fire and life protection, Station 42 would be able to access the 

most distant resident in the development within City response 

goals, and “no new facilities or improvements to existing 

facilities would be required as a result of the project.“ 
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 SI42-2 (cont.) As such, no new fire station is needed. Relative to the 

neighborhood having only “one way in and out,” the project did 

also specifically address that in EIR Section 5.14, Health and 

Safety, which summarizes results of the Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (Appendix 4K to the EIR). Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed 

information regarding the proposed emergency evacuation and 

access improvements and implementation of the evacuation 

plan. With project implementation, two additional evacuation 

routes would be available to Glens residents and the time 

required to evacuate would be reduced compared to the 

existing condition without the project; therefore, the project 

would provide a fire safety benefit. 

 

SI42-3 The significance thresholds of one second of delay if the 

intersection is LOS F and two seconds of delay if the 

intersection is LOS E are reasonable and are applied to all CEQA 

analyses within the City. Relative to “other neighborhoods,” the 

project analyses are focused on the proposed project and 

immediately surrounding community. Environmental issues 

vary based on project locational specifics, and as such, other 

neighborhoods are not relevant to the analyses. Project traffic 

studies project future conditions to 2050, a period of time 

30 years out. Should changed conditions result in traffic 

becoming an issue beyond this time frame, or due to other 

projects in the area, it is assumed that those conditions and any 

necessary improvements, would be addressed by new planned 

developments as appropriate and mitigation would be required 

for significant impacts. Regardless, such potential future 

conditions are speculative and are not associated with the 

current project, and therefore do not address the adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR. As such, no additional 

response is required. 
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 SI42-4 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), an EIR measures 

the impacts of a proposed project against a “baseline” of 

environmental conditions at and in the vicinity of the project 

site. Because the proposed project would improve the existing 

condition by providing additional evacuation route options, no 

significant adverse effect, or impact, has been identified. Please 

refer to the Response to Comment 2, above, and the Response 

to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4), which details 

improvements to emergency evacuation options and timing 

that would result with project implementation. With project 

implementation, there would no longer be “only a single way in 

and out.” 

 

Fire modeling was conducted regarding the type and intensity 

of fire that could be expected given specific characteristic site 

features such as topography, vegetation, and weather. Please 

refer to EIR Appendix K5, the Fire Protection Plan, Section 4. 

Anticipated Fire Behavior Modeling, for detail. 

 

SI42-5 All described project improvements are feasible and can be 

implemented. The statement that “proposed additional exit 

routes from community may not be viable” is not expanded 

upon, and no reason for this opinion is given. As such, it is not 

possible to provide any more direct response. Please refer to 

the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for 

detailed information regarding the proposed emergency 

evacuation and access improvements (i.e., “one way in and one 

way out”). The remainder of the comment consists of urban 

area comparison and does not address the adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-351 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

SI42-6 Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) regarding improvements to the existing access route 

that would occur with the project. Bollards and gates would be 

functional and the routes would be repaved. 

 

Residents would not be responsible for opening gates. That 

would be the responsibility of the Fire Department. They may 

do this from on site, but would also have capability to open the 

gates remotely. The exact design and operating system will be 

directed by the Fire Department. 

 

SI42-7 Comment noted. This comment does not address the adequacy 

or accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR, and no response is 

required. 
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SI43-1 As described for the project in EIR Section 6.2.2: 

 

The increase in delay at Intersections #1, #10, and #11 would 

not exceed the acceptable delay thresholds and impacts would 

not be cumulatively significant; however, delay increases at 

intersections #6 and #7 would exceed acceptable delay 

thresholds and mitigation measures would be required. 

Specifically, cumulative intersection impacts would result at 

intersection #6 (Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan 

Driveway) and intersection #7 (Peñasquitos Drive/Janal 

Way/Future Project Access) as the project would contribute more 

than 1.0 second of delay at two intersections that would each 

operate at LOS F. Mitigation measures for intersections #6 and 

#7 are identified as TRA-1 and TRA 2. 

 

As detailed in Tables 5.2-7, Near-Term Intersection Operations, 

and 5.2-9, Horizon Year Intersection Operations, in Section 5.2, 

Transportation/Circulation, the project would contribute less 

than one second of delay to intersections 10 and 11 during the 

AM and PM peak hours. As depicted in Table 5.2-3, Traffic Impact 

Significance Thresholds, a significant impact would occur if the 

project would add 2.0 seconds of delay to an intersection with 

Level of Service (LOS) E or 1.0 second of delay to an intersection 

with LOS F. Therefore, as noted in Section 6.2.2, the project 

would not result in significant impacts at intersections 10 and 

11, and mitigation is neither required nor proposed. 
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 SI43-1 (cont.) Mitigation at intersections 6 and 7 would improve post-

project intersection function to LOS A, the least congested 

condition. The LOS at these intersections, as well as that at 

Carmel Mountain Road and Peñasquitos Drive and the 

associated roadway segments reflect that the improvements 

would work well within the local roadway system. 

 

SI43-2 Please refer to Response to Comment 1, above. As discussed, 

project traffic would not result in a significant impact to 

intersections 10 and 11. Also as described, project-related 

significant contributions to traffic at intersections 6 and 7 would 

be mitigated, with project-implemented improvements 

maintaining LOS A at both intersections through community 

buildout Horizon Year 2050. As such, additional mitigation is not 

required, including opening Andorra Drive to daily traffic. 

 

A lesser intensity alternative is addressed in Section 8.4.3, 

Reduced Intensity Development Alternative, which addresses an 

alternative scenario with 25 percent fewer homes. 

 

SI43-3 An evaluation of this project entrance and the approach along 

Carmel Mountain Road is provided in Section 5.2.3.2, Impact 2: 

Potential for Traffic Hazards; which addresses the design of the 

deceleration lane/right-turn lane relative to the Highway Design 

Manual (2018). As shown on Figure 3-12c, the deceleration lane 

on Carmel Mountain Road would extend from I-15 to the new 

project entry. As such, it would not directly attach to the Carmel 

Mountain Road/Peñasquitos Drive intersection. The section of 

Carmel Mountain Road between I-15 and Peñasquitos Drive is 

built as two lanes in the westerly direction, and that would not 

be affected by the project. The deceleration lane would be 

additional to those two lanes, and the dedicated right-turn lane 

at the intersection with Peñasquitos Drive would be retained. 
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 SI43-3 (cont.) Project modeling reflects anticipated traffic volumes on 

Carmel Mountain Road, including the intersection with 

Peñasquitos Drive, under both the Opening Day (2020; Near-

term) and Horizon Year (2050) conditions. The Carmel Mountain 

Road/Peñasquitos Drive intersection is projected to operate at 

acceptable LOS C in both the AM and PM peak hours in both the 

Near-term and Horizon Year (see EIR Tables 5.2-7 and 5.2-9). 

The right turns into the project site from Carmel Mountain Road 

would be free-flowing and would travel in a deceleration lane 

separate from the vehicles approaching the Carmel Mountain 

Road/Peñasquitos Drive intersection.  

 

SI43-4 The Lennar project that is building out south of Carmel 

Mountain Road is Pacific Village. That project was included in 

the Near-term and Horizon Year (2050) traffic analyses 

summarized in Tables 5.2-7 through 5.2-13 in Section 5.2. 

Within these tables, please refer to intersections 2 and 3, which 

address the north- and southbound I-15 on-ramps from Carmel 

Mountain Road. Each of the intersection tables addresses 

commuter peak hour traffic, which reflects rush hour. 
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SI44-1 A single roundabout is proposed for the Peñasquitos 

Drive/Janal Way/Future Project Access intersection. The 

roundabout would be constructed in compliance with all design 

requirements, including design to accommodate fire trucks. 

Refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight A (Letter 

SI3A) for detailed information regarding traffic signal and 

roundabout operations. Please see Figure 3-12e of the EIR, 

which depicts the roundabout. As shown, the project would 

dedicate right-of-way for the roundabout. Also as shown, the 

circle in the roundabout would accommodate emergency 

vehicle access (fire truck apron) through provision of central 

hardscape. City Fire-Rescue staff who contributed to the 

content of the EIR discussion regarding fire safety is listed in EIR 

Section 11.0, Individuals Consulted/Preparers. 

 

SI44-2 Comments noted. Evacuation would not be up to the project, 

but would be directed by technical emergency personnel, and 

neighborhood residents would be expected to follow their 

orders. 

 

The additional evacuation options that would be added by the 

project are identified in EIR Section 5.14 and discussed in 

further detail in Response to Comment 1 from Derbique  
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 SI44-2 (cont.) (Letter SI4). As shown on Table 2 of the Wildland 

Evacuation Plan, a population of 475 schoolchildren and staff 

from Rolling Hills Elementary is assumed in the evacuation 

model and are accounted for in the evacuation projections. Los 

Peñasquitos Elementary School was outside of the evacuation 

study area. 
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SI45A-1 The City takes the safety of San Diego residents seriously. 

Earthquake potential is discussed in EIR Sections 5.10.2, 

Impact 1: Potential for Geologic Instability, and 5.10.4, Impact 3: 

Potential for Geologic Hazards. Should an earthquake occur, it is 

likely that a regionwide response would be required that 

would be handled by County or even state officials. The 

County’s Emergency Operations Plan addresses emergency 

evacuation responses to earthquakes, among other types of 

emergencies and disasters. 

 

Full discussion of potential evacuation requirements, focused 

on fire, is provided in EIR Section 5.14, Health and Safety, in 

Section 5.14.4, Impact 3, Emergency Response/Evacuation. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding the proposed 

emergency evacuation and access improvements and 

implementation of the evacuation plan. 
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SI45B-1 The City takes safety seriously. To that end, safety elements 

received robust review. Please refer to Section 5.2.3, Impact 2: 

Potential for Traffic Hazards; Section 5.9.4, Impact 3: Flood 

Hazards; Section 5.9.5, Impact 4: Potential for Pollutant 

Discharge and Water Quality; Section 5.10.2, Impact 1: Potential 

for Geologic Instability; Section 5.10.4, Impact 3: Potential for 

Geologic Hazards; Section 5.13.2, Impact 1: Potential for 

Inadequate Public Service Facilities; Section 5.14.2, Impact 1: 

Health Hazards; Section 5.14.3, Impact 2: Fire Risk; and 

Section 5.14.4, Impact 3: Emergency Response/Evacuation. 

 

Post-project daily traffic, and potential delay in non-wildfire 

emergency response, and addition of project vehicles to 

evacuation times are addressed in EIR Sections 5.2, 

Transportation/Circulation, and 5.13, Public Services and 

Facilities/Recreation. Regarding adjacent road segment and 

intersection daily operations with the project, please also refer 

to Response to Comment 20 from Haight (Letter SI3A). During 

regional wildfire events, evacuation time is presented in EIR 

Section 5.14, Health and Safety. Please also see Response to 

Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4). 

 

SI45B-2 Solutions to project impacts (mitigation measures proposed 

for the project) relate directly to assessed impacts under 

CEQA. Other mitigations may be possible, but these measures 

constitute the mitigation proposed by the project. 
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 SI45B-3 Refer to Response to Comment 2 from Birdsall (Letter SI8A), 

regarding lack of need for new I-15 interchanges. 

 

SI45B-4 Please refer to Response to Comment 3, above. 

 

SI45B-5 No Mello-Roos fees are proposed. As stated in EIR 

Section 7.1.5: 

 

The project would provide age-restricted (55+) housing, which 

means that, with very rare exceptions, no school age children 

would be permitted to reside within the development and no 

impacts to schools would occur. Despite generating no new 

school attendance, the project would be required to pay 

applicable impact fees to the school district. 

 

SI45B-6 Please see the Response to Comment 1 of your April 6 

communication at 8:34 PM (Comment letter SI45A). 
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SI45C-1 Please refer to Response to Comment 1 of your 

communication of 8:34 PM (comment letter SI45A) regarding 

safety review. 

 

Regarding schools, whereas traditional housing developments 

may facilitate the construction of new schools or make 

payments to support schools, that is because such projects 

are planned to accommodate families with school-age 

children that will require such facilities. In this case, with age-

restricted housing, school-age children would not comprise 

part of the project population. Nonetheless, the project would 

provide funds for improvements to area schools. Please also 

refer to the Response to Comment 5, in your communication 

of 8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B). 

 

SI45C-2 The project is not proposing a new school, and adverse effects 

on the school system are not anticipated. Please refer to 

Section 7.1.5 of the EIR and see the Response to Comment 1, 

above. 

 

SI45C-3 The City considers both schools and safety important. Please 

see the Response to Comment 1 of your communication of 

8:34 PM (comment letter SI45A) and the Response to 

Comment 1, above. 
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SI45D-1 Please see Response to Comment 1 of your communication of 

8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B) regarding safety. Regarding 

recreation, the project is not expected to result in over-

crowding of recreational facilities. 

 

Based on the General Plan standard of 2.8 acres of parkland 

per 1,000 population, and the assumption of approximately 

911 residents in this age-controlled community, the project 

would generate demand for 2.55 acres of useable parkland. 

The project would construct a public park on parcels totaling 

3.23 gross acres. This park would satisfy and exceed the 

project’s 2.55-acre public park requirement. The plan has 

received approval through the Rancho Peñasquitos Recreation 

Advisory Group and is shown in Figure 3-10b. In addition to 

the public park, the project would provide a 0.52-acre privately 

owned park, with a public recreation easement (to allow other 

members of the community to use it), in the southeastern 

portion of the project site. The project is also installing an 

approximately 2.75-mile long social loop trail trending around 

the development perimeter, which would be HOA-owned and 

maintained with a public recreation easement to allow public 

access. This project feature is for the use of both project 

residents and community members, and would provide an 

off-street option for walking/bike riding. These HOA-owned 

and maintained features, which are not counted toward the 

park acreage requirement, would enhance the park and 

recreation offerings within the community. 
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 SI45D-1 (cont.) Additionally, the project would provide nine private 

park areas (OS-1 through OS-9) within the market rate portion 

of the community. Although not open to the public, the private 

park areas would be expected to additionally minimize 

potential use of nearby public parks within the community 

planning area, since the private park facilities would be 

located closer to many of the 455 market-rate units than any 

public parks, including the new public park included in the 

project. 

 

Residents of the affordable housing also would enjoy the 

public park and social loop trail amenities, as well as OS-11 

and -12, totaling 0.32 acre, which is greater than the 0.23 acre 

of common usable open space that is required. As detailed in 

EIR Section 3.0, Project Description, all proposed common 

usable open space and private open space provided to 

residential units would meet and exceed City requirements. 

 

As concluded in EIR Section 5.13.2.3: 

 

The addition of residential uses to the project site would 

incrementally increase the demand for park and recreational 

facilities. Based on the provision of on-site public park acreage 

in excess of the amount required and payment of required 

development impact fees, as well as fees for the project’s 

contribution toward aquatic facilities and recreation center 

facilities, the project impacts on park and recreation facilities 

would be less than significant. The provision of additional 

privately owned but publicly accessible parkland and the social 

loop trail, as well as internal private usable open space areas 

would further reduce this less than significant impact. 
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 SI45D-2 Please see Response to Comment 2 in your communication of 

8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B) regarding project “solutions.” 

 

SI45D-3 Please see Response to Comment 1, above regarding the 

excess recreational acreage proposed by the project. Please 

see Response to Comment 5 in your communication of 

8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B) regarding school payments. 

 

SI45D-4 Please see Response to Comment 3 above in this 

communication regarding recreational areas. Please also see 

the Response to Comment 3 of your communication of 

8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B) regarding lack of need and 

other constraints for an additional connection to I-15. 

 

SI45D-5 Please see the Response to Comment 3 in your 

communication of 8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B) regarding 

the lack of need for additional roadway connections. 

 

SI45D-6 Please see the Response to Comment 5 of your 

communication of 8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B) regarding 

Mello Roos. 
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SI45E-1 Please see the Response to Comment 1 of your 

communication of 8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B) regarding 

safety. Please also see the Response to Comment 1 of your 

communication of 9:05 PM (comment letter SI45D). 

 

SI45E-2 Please see the Response to Comment 2 in your 

communication of 8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B) regarding 

project “solutions.” 

 

SI45E-3 Please see the Response to Comment 1 of your 

communication of 9:05 PM (comment letter SI45D), regarding 

the excess recreational acreage proposed by the project. 

Please see the Response to Comment 5 in your 

communication of 8:39 PM (comment letter SI45B) regarding 

Mello-Roos. 
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SI46-1 Comments noted. These comments do not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of the analyses in the Draft EIR and no 

response is required. 

 

SI46-2 Comments noted. Water Facilities and supply are addressed in 

EIR Section 5.12, Public Utilities, with additional information 

provided in Appendix J2, Private Water System Analysis. The 

project and existing development to the north are served by the 

City of San Diego 920 Pressure Zone. This zone includes a 

5.0-million-gallon reservoir located just west of Peñasquitos 

Drive, near the intersection of Peñasquitos Drive and Del Diablo 

Way. This reservoir has a 20-inch discharge line that is routed 

down to Peñasquitos Drive and then in Peñasquitos Drive and 

Del Diablo Way to supply the water distribution network located 

north of the project’s property. There are existing areas within 

the development north of the project where the elevations of 

the homes being served relative to the elevation of the 920 

Zone reservoir currently result in low water pressures.  

 

The development of the project would not result in significant 

impacts to pressure. The projected water use for the project is 

less than the historical use of the golf course on the site as the 

project would use a reduced water volume compared to the 

prior golf course (281,400 versus 359,200 gallons per day [gpd], 

or 77,800 gpd less). 

 

SI46-3 Comments noted. The City finds that the traffic safety issues 

with wildfires have been adequately addressed based on 

technical analyses undertaken for this project. Additional 

interchanges with I-15 are not required to address project 

impacts. 
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 SI46-3 (cont.) As detailed in the EIR Section 5.14, Health and Safety, the 

project would not only adequately safeguard project residents, 

but would improve current evacuation times over those 

currently existing and provide alternative routes that are not 

currently available (see discussion in EIR Sections 5.14.3.2 and 

5.14.4.2) and also refer to Response to Comment 1 from 

Derbique (Letter SI4). 

 

SI46-4 Comments noted. As described in Section 3.3.1.6 of the EIR, the 

project would resurface westbound Carmel Mountain Road 

along project frontage where improvements are proposed to 

accommodate the new right-in only access point along the 

southern project boundary and where bike lane/landscaping 

improvements are proposed between Peñasquitos Drive and 

I-15 and along the portion of Peñasquitos Drive associated with 

the Janal Way improvements. 

 

SI46-5 Please refer to the Response to Comment 13 from Commons 

(Letter SI5) for information regarding the definitions and 

enforcement of the 55+ age-qualified housing for the project, 

and the impact on schools. 

 

SI46-6 Please refer to the Response to Comment 20 from Haight A 

(Letter SI3A) for detailed information regarding the operation of 

the proposed roundabout. 

 

SI46-7 The comment misstates vehicular parking associated with 

project parks. Parking is provided for both the public 

neighborhood park (also accessible by sidewalk from Glens 

streets) and parallel parking would be provided along the park 

area on the north side of Private Driveway “A” as shown on EIR 

Figures 3-1, 3-10a, and 3-10b. Both regular vehicle and electric 

vehicle parking is called out for the Mobility Hub area (see EIR 

Figure 3-8). This area is also directly connected to the 

recreational social loop trail that encompasses the site. 
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 SI46-7 (cont.) Please refer to Response to Comment 3 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A) regarding potential development under existing 

site zoning. 

 

Proposed zoning would ensure that a perimeter open space 

zone is located around the exterior of the built area, as well as 

including dedicated open space areas through parks. This 

provides a visual buffer as well as recreational space. Please 

note that as stated in the biological analysis in Section 5.8.1.1: 

 

The project site does not occur within any known corridors or 

linkages. No portions of the project site function as linkage or 

corridor habitat. The site is surrounded by existing development, 

and as such, does not by itself function as a wildlife corridor or 

linkage. Black Mountain Open Space Park is the nearest 

undeveloped block of habitat. This area is separated from the 

project site by existing roadways and residential homes. The site 

is further characterized by open, exposed areas that lack 

suitable cover and resources that are typically associated with 

wildlife movement areas. Common birds and mammals might 

move through the site to forage and during dispersal activities; 

however, they would not be expected to use the site as a wildlife 

corridor, linkage, or specific travel route to and from important 

resources. 

 

SI46-8 EIR Section 3.3.1, Project Components, identifies structure 

heights for the market rate homes as being a maximum allowed 

height of 30 feet under proposed zoning (less than under 

existing zoning) with architectural drawings showing heights of 

less than 30 feet. The affordable housing component of the 

project would consist of a structure zoned for 40 feet in height. 

These heights and their visual effect on views are fully 

addressed in Section 5.3, Visual Effects/Neighborhood Character, 

relative to views and view obstruction. No significant impacts 

were identified. 
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SI46-9 As noted in Response to Comment 7 of this letter, the proposed 

zoning is low to medium density, not high density, and 

represents a reduction in the number of units that would be 

allowed compared to the existing zoning. The remainder of 

these comments are noted, but do not address the adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR. No additional response is 

required. 

 

 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-369 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI47-1 The City has established a protocol so that public comments 

during hearings can be submitted virtually. Public input remains 

critical to the hearing process, and as required, decision-makers 

make their decisions based on the staff report, Final EIR, and 

CEQA Findings prepared consistent with CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15091. 

 

SI47-2 As a point of information, with a few exceptions, the City, State, 

and County codes are the same. Nonetheless, the reference to 

the County was an inadvertent typographical error and should 

have read…”as adopted by the City of San Diego.” The Fire 

Protection Plan (FPP) was completed using the City’s codes, and 

that typographical error has been revised in the Final FPP 

provided as part of this FEIR. Please note that City Fire-Rescue 

staff is listed in EIR Section 11.0, Individuals Consulted/Preparers. 
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SI48-1 The commenter’s support for the Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way 

roundabout, proposed bicycle and pedestrian connections/ 

amenities, and other community benefits provided by the 

project is noted, along with the appreciation for the community 

outreach by the project applicant. 
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SI49-1 Relevant to congestion on Peñasquitos Drive, the 

Transportation/Circulation evaluation in EIR Section 5.2 is based 

on a Level of Service (LOS) analysis, which specifically looks at 

the level of congestion on roadway segments and at area 

intersections. 

 

As shown on Table 5.2-2, relevant portions of Peñasquitos Drive 

currently operate at LOS C, an acceptable LOS. (Acceptable LOS 

for freeways, roadways, and intersections is generally “D” and 

above.) LOS C continues for these road segments with the 

project (see EIR Table 5.2 6), as well as in the Near-term which 

models traffic loading associated with existing conditions, the 

proposed project, Pacific Village, Merge 56 and The Preserve at 

Torrey Highlands (see EIR Table 5.2-8), as well as under Horizon 

Year (2050) conditions (see EIR Table 5.2 10). The roadway 

currently operates within acceptable standards and project 

modeling shows that it would continue to do so even under 

future conditions through 2050. 
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 SI49-1 (cont.) Relative to evacuation in time of fire, the post project 

improvements would be substantially improved over existing 

conditions (and likely from 2007 conditions). Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for detailed 

information regarding the proposed emergency evacuation and 

access improvements and implementation of the evacuation 

plan. 

 

The remainder of Comment 1 is noted but does not address the 

adequacy or accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and does not 

require additional response. 

 

SI49-2 Please refer to Response to Comment 1 of this letter regarding 

Peñasquitos Drive segments. Regarding Carmel Mountain Road 

segments, Tables 5.2-2 and 5.2-6 (covering existing conditions 

and existing conditions with the project trips added, 

respectively) show that all segments are operating at LOS A, B, 

or C – all acceptable levels. LOS A, B, and C continues (see Table 

5.2-8) through addition of cumulative projects known at the 

time of publication of the project Notice of Preparation (NOP) of 

an EIR in April 2018. Those cumulative projects included Pacific 

Village (extending south of Carmel Mountain Road abutting 

I-15), as well as the Merge 56 and The Preserve at Torrey 

Highlands. Please refer to EIR analyses prepared for those 

projects for specifics. Table 5.2-10 (2050 conditions) does show 

I-15 ramps dropping to LOS D under conditions with assumed 

build out of the area. LOS D is also considered an acceptable 

service level. 
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SI49-3 Comments noted. For clarification, it is noted that under CEQA, 

project alternatives are to be developed for projects with 

significant impacts that can be lessened through project 

redesign. As described above, modeling of roadway segments 

shows that no significant transportation impacts would occur 

based on the proposed implementation. As such, no alternative 

to address the less than significant impacts is required. 

 

Regarding the loss of recreational amenities over time that were 

once associated with the project site, and the new benefits that 

would be provided to the community by the proposed project, 

please refer to the Response to Comment 7 from DeLano 

(Letter SI1) and the Response to Comment 1 from Haight 

(Letter SI3A). 
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SI50-1 Comments noted. Each of the comments in the attached letter 

is responded to below. 
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SI50-2 Comments noted. The issue of emergency evacuation was 

specifically evaluated in the project Wildland Fire Evacuation 

Plan and discussed in EIR Sections 5.14.3.2 and 5.14.4.2. The 

analysis shows that the project would adequately safeguard 

project residents, would improve evacuation times over those 

currently existing, and provide alternative routes that are not 

currently available. 

 

The past evacuations and attachments showing general 

locations of past fire events and current egress conditions are 

noted. It is known that fire can occur in any part of the City. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4) for detailed information regarding the proposed 

emergency evacuation and access improvements and 

implementation of the Evacuation Plan Please see information 

regarding improvements in predictive modeling and 

coordination among City, County, and state agencies in 

Sections 2 and 3 of the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan. 
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 SI50-3 The evacuation options that would result as part of the project 

construction are identified in EIR Section 5.14 and further 

evaluated in the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique 

(Letter SI4). Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information regarding the 

Millennium PQ project. 

 

SI50-4 The existing condition at the Andorra connection would be 

improved by the project, as described in Response to 

Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4). The comment is 

correct regarding existence of an adjacent home and slope, 

and are factored into the design, which has been reviewed 

and approved by the City Fire-Rescue Department. The route 

would be opened and made accessible by emergency 

response personnel, and residents using that route for 

evacuation would follow the directions of those personnel. 

 

The comment about all vehicles needing to exit the project site 

at Janal Way during an emergency evacuation is incorrect. 

Although evacuating traffic would follow emergency personnel 

instructions, one option would be to travel from Del Diablo 

Street through the project to the roundabout at the juncture 

of Private Driveways A and V (see EIR Figure 3-12a showing 

internal street connections to off-site roads). During an 

emergency, and as appropriate, the gate barring eastbound 

traffic would be opened, and cars could exit onto Carmel 

Mountain Road, completely bypassing Peñasquitos Drive 

intersections with Janal Way, Cuca Street, and Carmel 

Mountain Road. From there, they would be directed by 

emergency personnel over the mountable median in Carmel 

Mountain Road, as appropriate. 
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SI50-5 Please see Responses to Comments 2, 3 and 4 above. 

Although additional options provide varying routes, all 

evacuating individuals would be subject to emergency 

personnel direction. The SDPD is the lead agency for 

evacuations within the City, including the Glens community. 

The SDPD, as part of a Unified Command, assesses and 

evaluates the need for evacuations, and orders evacuations 

according to established procedures. Please refer to Section 2, 

Background, and Section 3, San Diego City Evacuation Planning 

Summary, of the Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan for information 

on regional agency cooperation, preplanning, and effects of 

technological advancements resulting in improvements in 

evacuation since earlier wildfire events. 

 

SI50-6 Please refer to Responses to Comments 4 and 5 regarding 

emergency personnel direction. Drivers entering Carmel 

Mountain Road from Private Driveway V may be directed to 

turn right, or to cross the mountable median and turn left. 

This would be determined by personnel in charge at the time. 

It is acknowledged that evacuation events are not necessarily 

free flow in nature. Area roads are made to accommodate 

peak hour traffic, which occurs during business hours. Fire 

location, size, direction, winds, nature of land uses in the 

vicinity, and available roads, are all factors considered during 

evacuation events. This is what informs the value of the 

Unified Command described in Responses to Comments 2 

and 5, above. 
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 SI50-7 Comments noted. Pacific Village would evacuate to the north 

or south, getting onto I-15 or SR 56, as appropriate. Please 

note that the Pacific Village development (Peñasquitos Village) 

actually is redevelopment of a site that contained existing 

residential uses, and therefore does not comprise a net 

increase of 600+ new homes. Regardless, please see 

Responses to Comments 2 and 5 above regarding emergency 

personnel direction. 

 

Regarding The Trails at Camel Mountain Ranch, please note 

that this project was not known at the time that the proposed 

project Notice of Preparation was issued on April 10, 2018, at 

which time the environmental baseline for the EIR analysis 

was set. Please refer to the Response to Comment 5 from 

DeLano (Letter SI1) for additional information. Please refer to 

the Response to Comment 1 from Derbique (Letter SI4) for 

detailed information regarding the implementation of the 

evacuation plan.  

 

As detailed in the responses above, however (see particularly 

Response to Comment 3), the project would improve options 

for evacuation over the existing condition. Project 

implementation would provide benefit, rather than an adverse 

impact, for this issue. This conclusion applies to the analyses 

of both project impacts and cumulative impacts. 
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SI51-1 Comments noted. The project implementation would result in 

improvement in evacuation routes and park availability in the 

community, as analyzed in Sections 5.14, Health and Safety, and 

5.13, Public Services and Facilities/Recreation, respectively. The 

remainder of these comments do not address the adequacy or 

accuracy of analyses in the Draft EIR and no additional response 

is required. 
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SI52A-1 This comment introduces the commenter as a member of the 

PQ-NE Action Group and serves to transmit a detailed list of 

“Independent Findings” that represent the commenter’s 

summary of a Fire Protection Plan Peer Review Analysis 

(FPPPRA) that was commissioned by the PQ-NE Action Group. 

The comment also states that the (Fire Protection Plan) FPP is 

“deeply flawed and should be rejected.” See detailed 

Responses to Comments 2 through 25 of this letter. 
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SI52A-2 This comment introduces an “independent findings” 

document that is the commenter’s summary of the FPPPRA. 

The commenter provides background and a summary for the 

remaining comments. It must be clarified that a portion of the 

site’s southwestern and northern extents are located within a 

City of San Diego Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

(VHFHSZ) per the official City map below in red, and this fact 

was documented within the project’s FPP in Section 1.1, 

Applicable Codes/Existing Regulations. Even if the project were 

completely within a VHFHSZ, that designation does not imply 

that there can be no development. Rather, it triggers the 

implementation of ignition resistant construction materials 

and methods detailed in Chapter 7A (Ignition Resistant 

Construction) of the California Building Code and the City of 

San Diego’s adopted version of that code. Please note that 

despite the fact that most of the project site is not within a 

VHFHSZ or a wildland urban interface, the FPP specifies that 

all structures be built to the California Fire Code (CFC) Chapter 

7A ignition resistant standards. 

 

The other topics that are briefly touched upon in this 

summary comment are addressed below in Responses to 

Comments 3 through 25. 
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SI52A-3 Comments noted. The comment outlines the methodology 

that was followed in reviewing the FPP and Wildland Fire 

Evacuation Plan (Evacuation Plan) for the proposed project, 

and references the FPPPRA that was commissioned by the PQ-

NE Action Group and provided to the City with a subsequent 

letter by the commenter (Letter SI51B). No response is 

required to this information, with one exception. The 

comment includes inaccurate information regarding fire 

protection plans. Fire protection plans are not a requirement 

of Chapter 49 of the 2016 CFC. Fire protection plans are a tool 

that can be used to minimize and mitigate potential for loss 

from wildfire exposure. San Diego Fire and Rescue 

Department (SDFRD) did not require a fire protection plan for 

the proposed project. Rather, the project applicant elected to 

prepare a fire protection plan as part of the project’s proactive 

approach to wildfire safety. 
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SI52A-4 Comments noted. The comment summarizes the more 

detailed comments that follow and introduces those 

comments. No response is therefore required to this 

information, with one exception. The details provided in the 

FPPPRA are not consistent with this commenter’s conclusion 

that The Junipers’ FPP “revealed significant shortcomings.” 

Responses to Comments 5 through 25 below, and to 

Comments 1 through 166 of the subsequent letter by the 

commenter (Letter SI52B), provide additional details regarding 

the FPPPRA’s findings. These responses to Comments clarify 

that the FPPPRA and the FPP are very similar in their 

conclusions. 

 

SI52A-5 The reference to San Diego County in Section 1.1 of the FPP 

was a typographical error that has been corrected to 

reference “City of San Diego.” The FPP states in Section 1.1 

that it was prepared using Section 142.0412 of the City of San 

Diego Municipal Code (Brush Management) and California fire 

and building codes, as adopted by the City of San Diego, as the 

guiding baseline. The FPP then provides measures above and 

beyond those requirements as part of the conservative 

approach to wildfire safety. Therefore, the request in this 

comment that the FPP must be rejected based on use of the 

County instead of City codes is based on an inaccurate 

assumption. The typographical error has been corrected in 

the FPP. 
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SI52A-6 Comment noted. The comment provides context and 

definitions related to the comments on brush management 

that follow. The City does not dispute the statements within 

this comment. 

 

SI52A-7 The comment selectively extracts text without full context. It is 

true that the FPP states typical Brush Management Zones 

(BMZs) are not required at the project site, which was 

consistent with the SDFRD’s interpretation when they 

reviewed and agreed with the FPP’s approach. BMZs are not 

required for the project because there is no unmaintained 

wildland vegetation adjacent to the site. Development 

surrounds the site on all sides. Nonetheless, the FPP considers 

the project location near open space associated with the Black 

Mountain Open Space Park and the potential for embers from 

distant wildfires, and requires the use of fire-resistive building 

materials and landscape areas throughout the project. As 

indicated in Section 1.2.2, Project Description, of the FPP, typical 

SDFRD 100 feet of BMZ is not required for the project site as 

there are no immediately adjacent wildland fuels. The project 

design includes HOA-managed open space lots around the 

entire project perimeter. Most of these will consist of paved or 

irrigated landscaped areas, with ignition-resistant landscaping. 

The biological mitigation area adjacent to I-15 will also 

incorporate relatively low fuel species with a high moisture 

content (based on the re-establishment of a drainage through 

the mitigation area and planting of primarily wetland species). 

Required maintenance of this area would include removal/ 

replacement of dead or dying plants and removal of non-

vegetative trash/debris. 
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 SI52A-7 (cont.) There will not be unmaintained brush and grassy 

fuels on the projects’ west and east sides, as the comment 

states. There are unmaintained open space areas within the 

Black Mountain Open Space Park and east of the I-15, but 

both of these areas are at distances where direct flame or 

heat on project structures would not occur and the ember 

production that is possible, has been contemplated and 

addressed in Section 3, Determination of Project Effects, and 

Section 5.4.1 of the FPP. 

 

SI52A-8 The comment is inaccurate. FPP Section 1.1 states that a 

portion of the project is within an area designated as a 

VHFHSZ. Again in Section 5.4.1, Fire Response, the FPP states 

most of the project site has not been placed into a VHFHSZ 

(meaning portions of it have been designated VHFHSZ). 

Despite the fact that most of the project site is not within a 

VHFHSZ, the FPP specifies that all structures would be built 

to the Chapter 7A (CFC) ignition resistant standards. 

 

SI52A-9 This comment is incorrect. The project is not subject to BMZ 

requirements. Please refer to the Response to Comment 7. 

 

SI52A-10 As detailed in Section 6.6.2 of the project’s FPP, the project is 

not in conflict with the City’s BMZ requirements or the 

Government Code. Per the City of San Diego Land 

Development Code, a brush management plan is required 

for areas that contain native or naturalized vegetation that is 

within 100 feet of a structure. The project site is over 

100 feet from wildland vegetation and is completely 

surrounded by development. Furthermore, the majority of 

the site will be developed with an irrigated, fire-resistive, 

ornamental plant palette, the only exception being the 

biological mitigation area. 
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 SI52A-10 (cont.) This area will consist of a relocated drainage that will 

include primarily wetland plant palettes that generally 

exhibit a higher moisture content. and will be maintained to 

remove dead or dying plants and trash/debris. A brush 

management program is not required. 
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SI52A-11 The landscape palette has been revised to remove these 

genera and replace them with plant types not found on the 

prohibited plant list or otherwise known to be more 

flammable species. 

 

SI52A-12 As detailed in the Responses to Comments 6 through 11 

above, the City disagrees with the commenter’s conclusion 

stated in Comment 12. See Section 5.14.3, Impact 2: Fire Risk, 

of the EIR which analyzes the project’s fire risk, as well as the 

associated FPP appendix K5. The project is not within 

100 feet of wildland vegetation and would comply with 

applicable State and City standards associated with fire 

hazards and prevention. 

 

SI52A-13 The comment references research that indicates people 

during evacuations will experience confusion which will 

complicate the evacuation. Research referenced in the 

project’s Evacuation Plan counters the commenter’s 

references, indicating that the general population reacts 

predictably when provided direction from officials. 

Evacuations are now highly orchestrated events in San Diego 

County (all jurisdictions) and that is based on experience 

from numerous large evacuations, investment in technology 

to assist evacuations, and understanding of where resources 

and personnel would be deployed to control downstream 

intersections and move populations that are at greatest 

threat. The remainder of the comment focuses on the 

project’s inclusion of new or updated evacuation routes that 

will be controlled via gates or bollards. As detailed 

throughout the FPP and Evacuation Plan, the project will add 

an emergency egress onto Carmel Mountain Road and will 

improve and enhance the usefulness and reliability of the 

existing emergency evacuation access to the north off of 

Andorra Way. This equates to three potential egress routes 
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 SI52A-13 (cont.) during an emergency, providing options that are not 

currently available to emergency managers. The 

requirement to provide gates and bollards is not a new 

condition in San Diego. Gated and bollarded ingress and 

egress routes occur throughout San Diego as a way to 

eliminate or control day to day traffic in areas that are 

reserved by the SDFRD for emergency apparatus access or 

evacuation routes. These controls are in place also to 

prevent evacuation traffic from traveling in a direction that 

may not be safe. During an emergency evacuation, the 

threat and its movement are evaluated and evacuations are 

based on situational awareness of those communities or 

neighborhoods that are in the path of the threat. 

Evacuations are then declared ahead of the threat to move 

people away from the threat, as discussed in Evacuation Plan 

Section 4.1, Evacuation Route Determination. In some cases, 

evacuating people to the north may not be considered a 

good approach and having the gate and bollards in place 

would help fire and law enforcement control that evacuation 

and send traffic in the safest direction. Conversely, if 

evacuation to the south is considered not possible or not 

safe, then applicable gates and bollards could be opened or 

removed, respectively, so that vehicles can proceed in the 

desired direction. As stated in FPP Section 6.2, Gates, the 

project’s gates and bollards would be fitted with Knox key 

switches as well as other remote opening devices specified 

by the SDFRD. 
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SI52A-14 The referenced discussion has been revised to state as 

follows: Dead end roads and secondary access are provided 

to the satisfaction of the SDFRD (refer to Section 6.1.2, 

Secondary Access, of the FPP). Compliance with County codes 

is not required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52A-15 The FPP does not state that the proposed project and the 

Glens would be utilized as shelter in place communities 

during a wildfire. The FPP states in Section 9, Conclusion, that 

the “Junipers Project is not labeled a shelter in place 

community. However, the fire agencies and/or law 

enforcement officials may, during an emergency, as they 

would for any new community provided the (same) layers of 

fire protection as The Junipers, determine that it is safer to 

temporarily refuge residents on the site than to evacuate.” 

The FPP does not include the Glens within its assessment of 

whether the project could be used for this temporary on-site 

sheltering. Section 3.3.3, Shelter-in-Place (County EOC 

Discussion), of the Evacuation Plan does indicate, however, 

that the Glens is not likely usable as a temporary on-site 

shelter. 

 

SI52A-16 The comment states that the project’s Evacuation Plan 

indicates that a minimum of 10 hours is needed to evacuate 

the Glens using existing roadways. This is inaccurate as 
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SI52A-16 (cont.) Table 4 of the Evacuation Plan indicates that using the 

standard travel time formula, it would take up to 8.3 hours 

for the Glens to evacuate under existing conditions. The 

comment inaccurately references the Evacuation Plan’s 

findings stating that the project’s additional egress route and 

the updated/enhanced northerly route would decrease 

evacuation times by between 3.5 and 8.3 hours. As shown in 

Table 4, The Glens and Junipers Evacuation Travel Timeframes, 

in Section 4.2.1, Evacuation Time Discussion, of the Evacuation 

Plan, the existing evacuation time is estimated to be as much 

as 8.3 hours, and would be reduced to as low as 3.5 hours 

with The Junipers (5.2 hours if the improved northerly 

evacuation routes are not used). The comment also suggests 

that the FPP and Evacuation Plan do not account for the 

gates and barricades at secondary emergency access routes. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 13 above and note 

that the Evacuation Plan follows standard protocols 

regarding calculation of evacuation travel time. The time 

required to open gates and remove bollards is minimal in 

terms of an evacuation operation. The SDFRD and San Diego 

Police Department are practiced, have pre-plans in place, 

and will integrate the gate and bollard locations into their 

pre-plans so that appropriate personnel can be dispatched 

to open/remove them when an evacuation is contemplated. 

The comment indicates that the Evacuation Plan text 

concerning the evacuation trigger point perimeter zones is 

not consistent with the provided map. The text, located in 

Section 4.3.1, Evacuation Trigger Thresholds, of the Evacuation 

Plan should read that the lesser trigger is 8 miles (not 3 miles 

as indicated in the Evacuation Plan) and this typographical 

error has been revised in the Evacuation Plan. The comment 

also concludes from the Evacuation Plan trigger thresholds 

that a fire would arrive at the site before the Glens and 

Junipers can be evacuated. The comment’s conclusion that 
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 SI52A-16 (cont.) the fire would reach the Glens community before 

everyone was able to evacuate is unfounded and fails to 

consider the vast developed and ignition-resistant 

landscapes that separate the community from the nearest, 

continuous open space areas. Further, the evacuation 

timeframes estimated in the Evacuation Plan are 

conservative, assuming all residential household members 

are on site and that all households would evacuate at least 

two vehicles. This is a worst-case scenario and it is more 

likely that the evacuation times would be significantly lower 

than the estimates in the Evacuation Plan. Therefore, this 

comment does not raise any issues that have not been 

contemplated and addressed in the Evacuation Plan and EIR. 

 

SI52A-17 Please refer to the above Responses to Comments 13 

through 16, which address in detail the commenter’s 

conclusions that are summarized in Comment 17. Based on 

the comments, one minor text correction has been made to 

the Evacuation Plan, to indicate the lesser trigger point of 8 

miles instead of 3 miles. No other corrections have been 

identified in response to these comments. 

 

SI52A-18 This comment summarizes previous comments within the 

letter regarding assertions of compliance issues. Please refer 

to the preceding Responses to Comments 1 through 17, as 

well as the responses to the FPPPRA that was attached to the 

second comment letter submitted by Dr. Razvi on April 6, 

2020 (see Letter SI52B) which further addresses these 

assertions. The FPP informed EIR Section 5.14, which 

concluded that there would be no significant impacts with 

respect to fire safety, based on conformance with regulatory 

requirements and incorporation of the FPP 

recommendations into the project design. 
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 SI52A-19 The project is not within 100 feet of an adjacent wildland fuel 

area, and is not required to incorporate defensible space in 

conformance with City codes, ordinances and policies. 

Nevertheless, the project will incorporate fire-resistive 

building materials and landscaping, as described in the FPP. 

Please refer to Responses to Comments 5, 7, and 9 through 

12, which address the issues. 

 

SI52A-20 Please refer to the Responses to Comments 2 and 8 

regarding documentation within the FPP that portions of the 

site are within a VHFHSZ and wildland urban interface area. 

The project is not within 100 feet of an adjacent wildland fuel 

area, but will incorporate fire-resistive building materials and 

landscaping. 

 

SI52A-21 As stated in the FPP, the project will incorporate the latest 

ignition resistant construction detailed within Chapter 7A of 

the California Building Code, which is updated every three 

years corresponding with the code cycles. Providing detailed 

descriptions of the ignition resistant construction 

requirements in the FPP was not considered necessary as 

Chapter 7A text is public information. 
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SI52A-22 This comment summarizes previous comments within the 

letter regarding emergency egress routes. Please refer to the 

Responses to Comments 13 and 16 regarding evacuation 

routes, gates, bollards, and resident response to direction 

from officials during evacuation. This commenter’s 

referenced research represents one study’s results whereas 

the Evacuation Plan provides numerous references that 

indicate public behavior during evacuations is predictable. 

 

 

SI52A-23 Please refer to the Response to Comment 16 regarding the 

commenter’s assertion that the suggested trigger points do 

not enable enough time to evacuate the project. 

 

 

 

 

SI52A-24 This comment refers to “Wildfire Significant Impacts” which 

are part of the FPPPRA. For answers regarding your 

comments on the FPPPRA’s “Wildfire Significant Impacts” 

please refer to the Responses to Comments 125-128 from 

Razvi (Letter SI52B). The EIR and FPP address the CEQA 

significance thresholds through in-depth analysis and 

conclusions. The FPP details a layered fire protection system 

along with design features that have been developed and 

codified for building in VHFHSZs, in which only a portion of 

the project occurs. The EIR and FPP concluded that there are 

no project significant impacts related to fire or fire safety. 

The comment also states that the FPP and Evacuation Plan 

do not effectively mitigate some of the significant wildfire 

impacts and, therefore, require additional analysis. As 

documented in detail in the FPP, Evacuation Plan, and 

Section 5.14 of the EIR, the project would not result in new 

significant wildfire impacts, and would in fact result in a  

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-404 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 SI52A-24 (cont.) decrease in the calculated evacuation times for the 

Glens from 8.3 hours without the project to as little as 3.1 

hours with the project, based on the addition of one 

evacuation route and improvement of another. No 

mitigation is required because the project would reduce 

evacuation travel time and would not have a significant 

impact with respect to fire safety. No additional analysis is 

necessary. Although minor corrections and clarifications 

have been made to the FPP and Evacuation Plan, none of 

these changes affect the significance conclusions within the 

plans or the EIR. 

 

SI52A-25 Please refer to the Responses to Comments 1 through 24 

regarding: (1) the validity of the provided comments, (2) the 

benefits of the project design and lack of significant 

environmental impacts that would require mitigation, and 

(3) minor corrections and clarifications that have been made 

to the FPP and Evacuation Plan, none of which alter the 

conclusions of the FPP and Evacuation Plan or the EIR. 
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SI52A-26 The comment is noted. The commenter provided the 

referenced FPPPRA report as part of a subsequent comment 

letter, and responses to the report are provided as part of 

the responses to that subsequent letter (Letter SI52B). 

Therefore, it is not necessary to identify a recipient for the 

report at the City. 
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SI52B-1 This email correspondence attaches a brief letter and a peer 

review report (FPPPRA) addressing the Fire Protection Plan 

(FPP) and Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan (Evacuation Plan) for 

the project. The email comment also summarizes the 

conclusions stated in the commenter’s previous email and 

summary of the independent peer review by J. Charles 

Weber (see Letter SI52A). Please refer to the Responses to 

Comments 1 through 25 of your earlier email of April 6, 

2020, at 4:33 PM (SI52A). 
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SI52B-2 This comment is a cover letter transmitting the independent 

peer review analysis by J. Charles Weber and summarizing 

the commenter’s conclusions stated in the commenter’s 

previous email. Please refer to the Responses to Comments 

1 through 25 of your earlier email of April 6, 2020 at 4:33 PM 

(Letter SI52A), regarding the validity of The Junipers FPP. 
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SI52B-3 Comments noted. The comment outlines the purpose and 

methodology that was followed in reviewing the Fire 

Protection Plan (FPP) and Wildland Fire Evacuation Plan 

(Evacuation Plan) for the project, as well as the format of the 

Fire Protection Plan Peer Review Analysis (FPPPRA) 

submitted by the commenter. No response is required. 
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SI52B-4 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 
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SI52B-5 The reference to San Diego County in Section 1.1 of the FPP, 

as referenced by the commenter, was a typographical error 

that has been corrected to reference the City of San Diego. 

The FPP states in Section 1.1 that it was prepared using 

Section 142.0412 of the City of San Diego Municipal Code 

(Brush Management) and California fire and building codes, 

as adopted by the City of San Diego, as the guiding baseline. 

The FPP then provides measures above and beyond those 

requirements as part of the conservative approach to 

wildfire safety. The typographical error has been corrected in 

the FPP to delete “County” in Section 1.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-6 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 

 

SI52B-7 As stated in the FFP, a brush management program with 

brush management zones (BMZs) is not required at the 

project site. Per the City of San Diego Land Development 

Code, a brush management plan is required for land that 

contains native or naturalized vegetation and is within 

100 feet of a structure. The project site is over 100-feet from 

wildland vegetation and is completely surrounded by  
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SI52B-7 (cont.) development. Furthermore, the majority of the site 

would be developed with an irrigated and ornamental plant 

palette, the only exception being the biological mitigation 

area, which will generally include low fuel plants with a 

higher moisture content (based on the re-establishment of a 

drainage through the mitigation area and planting of 

primarily wetland species). Required maintenance of this 

area would include removal/ replacement of dead or dying 

plants and removal of non-vegetative trash/debris. This was 

consistent with the SDFRD’s interpretation when they 

reviewed and agreed with the FPP’s approach. 

 

While there are unmaintained open space areas within the 

Black Mountain Open Space Park and east of the I-15, these 

areas are at distances where direct flame or heat on the 

project’s structures would not occur and the ember 

production that is possible, has been contemplated and 

addressed in Sections 3 and 5.4.1 of the FPP. 

 

FPP Section 1.1 states that a portion of the project is within 

an area designated as a VHFHSZ. Again in Section 5.4.1, the 

FPP states most of the project site has not been placed into a 

VHFHSZ (meaning portions of it have been designated 

VHFHSZ). Despite the fact that most of the project site is not 

within a VHFHSZ, the FPP specifies that all structures will be 

built to the Chapter 7A (CFC) ignition resistant standards. 

 

The FPP in Section 6.6.1 and in Section 6.6.2 states that all 

project landscaping will be fire resistive, as an extra 

precaution. The project landscape palette and plans depicted 

in EIR Figures 5.3-5a through 5.3-5n have been adjusted in 

the Final EIR to ensure consistency with this requirement. A 

landscape plan has not yet been developed for the planned 

neighborhood park. The on-site ornamental landscape areas 

will be irrigated and will incorporate fire-resistive plants.  
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 SI52B-7 (cont.) Please also see Responses to Comments 5 and 7 of 

Letter SI52A. 

 

SI52B-8 Comment noted. A brush management program with BMZs 

is not required at the project site per the City of San Diego 

Brush Management regulations. Please refer to the 

Response to Comment 7 of this letter (SI52B) and the 

Responses to Comments 5 and 7 of Letter SI52A for 

additional information. 

 

SI52B-9 Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment 7; 

the FPP notes the project’s partial inclusion in the VHFHSZ in 

Sections 1.1 and 5.4.1. As discussed in Section 6.4.1 of the 

FPP under the heading “Ignition-Resistant Structural 

Requirements,” the project is exceeding code requirements 

by providing fire-resistive structures throughout, as would 

be required if all structures were within the VHFHSZ. 
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SI52B-10 Comment noted. Please refer to the Responses to 

Comments 6 through 9 of this letter. Although the project is 

not subject to the City’s BMZ requirements, project 

landscaping and project structures are designed to be fire 

resistive (refer to Sections 6.6.1 through 6.6.2.1 of the FPP). 
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SI52B-11 Comment noted. Please refer to the responses to Comments 

6 through 10 of this letter. Although the project is not subject 

to the City’s BMZ requirements, project landscaping and 

project structures are designed to be fire resistive (refer to 

Sections 6.6.1 through 6.6.2.1 of the FPP), and to Section 

5.14.4, Impact 3: Emergency Response Evacuation, of the EIR. 

 

 

SI52B-12 The open space lots referenced in this comment are HOA 

managed and maintained community common areas. Please 

refer to the Response to Comment 7 for additional details 

regarding the on-site “open spaces.” In addition, please note 

that clarifying language has been added to the FPP regarding 

the types of proposed open space (Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.2.1, 

and 6.6.3.3 of the FPP), and to clarify, as detailed in the 

description of the proposed open space areas for the project  
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 SI52B-12 (cont.) in EIR Section 3.3, Project Characteristics, that these are 

not unmaintained fuel sources. 

 

The public park and publicly accessible private park with the 

Mobility Zone and Bike Hub, in the southern portion of the 

project site, would be zoned OP-1-1, while the private open 

space around the site perimeter would be zoned OR-1-1. 

This would include the restored drainage along the eastern 

site boundary near I-15, and landscaped open space for the 

remainder of the site perimeter. A graphic depiction of these 

areas is provided in Figure 3-3, Proposed Lot Detail and 

Zoning, of the Draft EIR. 

 

SI52B-13 This comment is noted. As presented in the EIR’s FPP 

(Sections 6.6.1 through 6.6.2.1), although the project is not 

subject to BMZ, the project is proposing/implementing 

regular maintenance of the site’s landscaped areas per City 

regulations (San Diego Municipal Code, Section 142.0412). A 

habitat preservation easement is also proposed that will 

incorporate a drainage feature and wetland habitats with a 

relatively high moisture content. Maintenance of this habitat 

area would include removal of dead or dying plant material 

and removal of trash/debris. 

 

 

 

SI52B-14 This comment is noted; see the Response to Comment 13. 

 

 

SI52B-15 This comment is noted; see the Response to Comment 13. 
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SI52B-16 Please refer to the Responses to Comments 12 and 13. 

 

 

SI52B-17 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 
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SI52B-18 Comment noted. This comment refers to later comments 

addressed in Responses to Comments 37, 65, 66, 70 and 83 

below. 

 

SI52B-19 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-20 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 
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SI52B-21 The comment is noted and requires no response. 
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SI52B-22 Comment noted. The comment identifies potential changes 

in modeling inputs, but also notes that the resulting model 

output would not differ materially with the analysis in 

Section 4 of the Evacuation Plan; therefore, no further 

response is provided. 

 

 

 

SI52B-23 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 

 

SI52B-24 The comment identifies a need for clarification between the 

data provided in the Fire Station summary table and the 

corresponding text and does not address the adequacy of 

the FPP or EIR. The table indicates 4-person engine 

companies and the text indicates 3 firefighters per engine 

company. In response, the FPP has been clarified to indicate 

that each engine company includes three full time crew and 

one fire recruit. The comment also indicates that there may 
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 SI52B-24 (cont.) be more than one engine company at some fire 

stations. For clarification, the FPP has been revised to 

indicate that multi-apparatus stations may include additional 

personnel. None of these clarifications affect the analyses or 

conclusions of the FPP or the EIR, Section 5.14.4. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-25 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 
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SI52B-26 This comment describes various methods utilized by the 

commenter to evaluate the accuracy of the response travel 

times calculated in the FPP. The result of the evaluation was 

consistent with the FPP and concludes no issues. No further 

response is necessary. 
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SI52B-27 Comment noted. No comments on the Draft EIR, FPP or 

Evacuation Plan, or issues with the project’s analysis are 

raised within this comment and therefore, no response is 

provided. 
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SI52B-28 The comment provides an analysis of ember cast from Black 

Mountain Ranch onto the project site and discusses the 

vegetation ignition potential. However, the comment 

confuses the project’s post-construction landscape with 

natural open space areas in terms of vegetation ignition. As 

explained in Section 3 of the FPP, burning vegetation embers 

may land on project structures, but are not likely to result in 

ignition based on ember decay rates and the types of non-

combustible and ignition resistant materials that will be used 

on site. As discussed in Section 5.14.3.2 of the EIR, the FPP 

evaluated the potential for embers as the primary threat to 

future project residents and property and as such, 

recommended that all buildings be constructed to the latest 

ignition resistant levels and that all project landscaping be 

designed to be fire-resistive. 
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SI52B-29 The comment provides a distance measurement that is 

accurate, but raises no issues with the FPP analysis or 

conclusions and therefore, requires no response. 

 

SI52B-30 The comment is noted, but does not conflict with the FPP. 

FPP Section 1.1 states that a portion of the project is within 

an area designated as a VHFHSZ. Again in Section 5.4.1, the 

FPP states most of the project site has not been placed into a 

VHFHSZ (meaning portions of it have been designated 

VHFHSZ). For clarification, a definition o Wildland Urban 

Interface (WUI) has been added to the FPP and the inclusion 
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 SI52B-30 (cont.) of the project site within a more general WUI has 

been acknowledged (Section 5.4.1). This clarification does 

not change the FPP approach or conclusions. The project is 

not located within 100 feet of wildland vegetation, but is 

proposed to incorporate fire-resistant landscaping. Buildings 

would be built to the California Fire Code (CFC) Chapter 7A 

ignition resistant standards. Please also refer to the 

response to Comment 7 for additional discussion. 

 

SI52B-31 Comment noted. The comment accurately describes the 

existing project site’s vegetation as flashy fuel that presents a 

current wildfire risk to neighboring properties. The project 

will improve upon this existing condition by providing fire 

resistant structures and landscaping throughout the site, as 

described in the EIR and FPP. 
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SI52B-32 Comment noted. The comment is consistent with the FPP, 

noting that the currently burnable landscape will be 

converted to a fire resistant landscape with the project 

completion. 

 

SI52B-33 Comment noted. The comment provides concurrence with 

the FPP’s evaluation of Black Mountain Open Space wildfire 

starts during typical summer weather and does not raise an 

issue with the analysis or conclusions of the FPP or EIR; no 

response is required. 

 

SI52B-34 Comment noted. The comment provides concurrence with 

the FPP’s evaluation of the behavior of Black Mountain Open 

Space wildfire starts during Santa Ana wind conditions and 

does not raise an issue with the analysis or conclusions of 

the FPP or EIR; no response is required. 

 

SI52B-35 Comment noted. The FPP analysis addresses the project 

location within VHFHSZ and WUI designated areas. Please 

refer to the Responses to Comments 7 and 30. 

 

SI52B-36 Comment noted. The comment accurately summarizes the 

opening paragraph of FPP Section 6.1.1. Because it does not 

raise an issue with the analysis or conclusions, no response 

is provided. 

 

SI52B-37 Public reaction to emergency evacuation in San Diego 

County and throughout California has proven over multiple 

events that evacuations are successful and the public 

respond in predictable ways. Section 6.4 of the Evacuation 

Plan provides research countering that referenced in the 

comment. Orderly movement of people is the result of 

planning, training, education, and awareness, all of which are 

promoted in San Diego and throughout San Diego County.  
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SI52B-37 (cont.) See Section 6.2 of the FPP and Section 6.4, Social 

Aspects of Wildfire Evacuation, of the Evacuation Plan for 

additional information. 

 

Technological advancement for evacuation planning and 

management have been deployed throughout San Diego 

County and the result is a system that operates efficiently 

and deploys personnel where they are needed to maintain 

traffic flow from higher threat areas to lower threat areas. 

The inclusion of gates and bollards for some evacuation 

routes at the project is not a new or precedent-setting 

condition. Gated and bollarded routes currently exist 

throughout the City and are important for limiting the 

potential that evacuating residents inadvertently drive into 

an encroaching wildfire. Per the City’s fire code, the SDFRD 

controls the gates for the evacuation routes, consistent with 

the current condition.  

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-38 As indicated in Response to Comment 37, SDFRD has 

mandated control of emergency fire apparatus access 

routes, including the route between Andorra Way and Corte 

Raposo. During a large event, like that described in the 

comment, a robust response working through an Incident 

Command System would be in place and corresponding 

evacuations would occur through a coordinated effort. 
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 SI52B-38 (cont.) As discussed in Section 6.2 of the FPP, switches for 

gates will be dual-keyed, KNOX key switches for SDFRD and 

Law Enforcement access, and can be remotely activated by 

SDFRD. The comment provides hypothetical situations and is 

speculative in nature. Historical evacuations in San Diego 

County and throughout California provide ample evidence 

that successful and safe evacuations are the normal 

condition. Please also refer to the below Response to 

Comment 39. 

 

SI52B-39 Please note that it is not anticipated that Junipers HOA 

members would have the ability to open gates and bollards 

associated with emergency egress routes. This has been 

clarified in the FPP and Evacuation Plan. During wildfire 

emergencies, there will be significant resources between fire 

and law enforcement agencies to open bollards and gates, if 

needed. There are also other agencies that work under the 

unified command system that would be available and could 

also be deployed to open gates and bollards. 

 

SI52B-40 Comment noted. Those comments are addressed below as 

they occur. 

 

SI52B-41 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-42 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 
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SI52B-43 The comment is accurate that there are four total proposed 

roundabouts, but is inaccurate that there are four internal 

roundabouts. In fact, Figure 2, Project Site Plan, of the FPP 

indicates that there are three internal roundabouts and one 

off-site roundabout. The comment is confusing the modified 

cul-de-sac with a fourth internal roundabout. The modified 

cul-de-sac is intended to serve as a turnaround for the  
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SI52B-43 (cont.) recreation center and does include a bollarded 

emergency evacuation route on its north end, but there will 

not be additional traffic utilizing this stretch on a daily basis 

as would be the case with a roundabout. However, the FPP 

has been revised to clarify the modified cul-de-sac to 

eliminate confusion. 

 

SI52B-44 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 
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SI52B-45 The comment indicates that the vehicle capacities in Table 1 

represent vehicle trips per day. In fact, the vehicle capacities 

are representative of the total number of vehicles per hour 

for respective project area roads that may be utilized during 

an evacuation, as indicated in Footnote 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-46 Please refer to Response to Comment 45. The table in the 

FPP identifies vehicles per hour, per lane, and not daily 

traffic. This is explained in Footnote 1 of Table 1. 

 

SI52B-47 The comment inaccurately summarizes the estimated 

evacuation vehicles anticipated from the project at 1,070. 

This is very close to the actual number utilized in the 

evacuation calculations, which is 1,072 (2 vehicles per 

residence), as discussed in Section 4.2, Roadway Capacities 

and Evacuation Time Estimates, of the Evacuation Plan. Note 

that using 2 vehicles per residence is a conservative estimate 

for the project, as many residents will leave in the same 

vehicle and others may not be present at the time of an 

evacuation. 

 

SI52B-48 The internal project driveways will all meet the latest 

applicable fire codes for width, providing a minimum of 

24 feet (two 12-foot wide travel lanes) of unobstructed travel. 
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 SI52B-49 The project would incorporate 12- to 13-foot wide travel 

lanes throughout, along the internal project driveways. Only 

utility maintenance roads would be 20 feet in width. 

 

SI52B-50 The City’s Street Design Manual (2017) and Traffic Calming 

Toolbox (2006) identify roundabouts as acceptable within the 

City for all types of streets. These City guidance documents 

indicate that roundabouts can be effective for controlling 

vehicle speed and reducing traffic volumes and collisions. 

Roundabout designs are site specific and are reviewed and 

approved by City staff. The design concepts for the proposed 

roundabouts have been reviewed and approved by City 

Engineering and FRD staff and will continue to be reviewed 

through final design. 

 

SI52B-51 Please refer to the Response to Comment 43. 
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SI52B-52 Please refer to Response to Comment 43 regarding the 

inclusion of three vs four internal roundabouts. Regarding 

the inside and outside turning radii for roundabouts, the 

proposed roundabouts will meet the code requirements, 

including conformance with CFC Section 503 and City FPB 

Policy A-14-1 “Fire Access Roadways,” with an inscribed circle 

radius of 50 feet and an inside paved truck apron with rolled 

curb. For clarification purposes, the FPP has been revised to 

indicate that the proposed roundabouts will meet SDFRD 

requirements (Section 5.3). 
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SI52B-53 The comment is noted, and accurately indicates that it is 

unlikely that a tractor-drawn aerial ladder would be utilized 

on the project site. There are no buildings that exceed the 

maximum height requiring a ladder truck. The remainder of 

the comment provides a summary of tractor-drawn aerial 

ladder maneuvering, which is noted, but does not raise any 

issues with the FPP’s analysis or conclusions. 
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SI52B-54 Please refer to the Response to Comment 52. The proposed 

roundabouts have been designed to comply with SDFRD 

roundabout policies regarding inside and outside turning 

radii, rolled curbs, and general accessibility for large vehicles. 
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SI52B-55 The approval of the roundabouts was provided on the 

conceptual engineering drawings. The FPP presents the 

accepted roundabout conditions. To clarify, the FPP has 

been revised to indicate that the roundabouts meet the 

requirements of SDFRD and have been accepted as 

designed. 

 

SI52B-56 Comment noted. No response is required. 

 

SI52B-57 As the comment notes, Section 96.1.505, regarding dead-end 

road lengths, is from the California Fire Code and the County 

of San Diego Code, and has not been adopted by the City of 

San Diego. The analysis of dead-end road length maximums 

has therefore been eliminated from the FPP, and replaced 

with the following statement: “Dead end roads and 

secondary access are provided to the satisfaction of the 

SDFRD.” Refer to Section 6.1.2, Secondary Access, of FPP. 
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SI52B-57 (cont.) Please note that the prior dead-end road analysis was 

intentionally included to demonstrate substantial conformity 

with the very restrictive Title 14 and SDCCFC requirements, 

although it was understood that these codes did not apply to 

the project. The presumption that other analyses within the 

FPP address County rather than City codes, or that 

demonstrated conformance with one County requirement 

means the project must comply with all County 

requirements, is not accurate. City of San Diego access 

requirements apply, and were thoroughly reviewed prior to 

preparation of the FPP in consultation with SDFRD. The 

project plans have been reviewed and vetted by SDFRD. 

 

The commenter’s description of the City adopted code 

requirements for additional access is accurate and 

applicable. These requirements are less restrictive than 

Title 14 and County Consolidated Code requirements and 

the project is consistent with the City requirements. For 

clarification purposes, the FPP has been revised in Section 

6.1.2 to remove the Title 14 and Consolidated Code 

comparison and instead focuses on the City’s code 

requirements and documents that the project is fully 

compliant. 
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SI52B-58 This issue is addressed in greater detail elsewhere in the 

letter. Please refer to the responses to Comments 37, 38, 71 

through 76, 86 and 87, for responses to the more detailed 

comments. 

 

SI52B-59 The project will not use a single day-to-day entry and exit 

point. As discussed in EIR Section 3.3.1.6, Access/Egress 

Including Off-site Improvements, the project has two ingress 

points; one from Peñasquitos Drive and one from Carmel 

Mountain Road. The project’s primary exit point would be via 

Peñasquitos Drive and the exit point to Carmel Mountain 

Road is gated for emergency use only. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-60 Comment noted. This is an accurate statement regarding the 

subject intersection, with the exception that Private Driveway 

V will also provide primary ingress. 

 

SI52B-61 Private Driveway V is also considered to provide primary 

ingress to the project site from Carmel Mountain Road. 
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SI52B-62 Comment noted. This is an accurate statement regarding the 

subject intersection. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-63 This comment includes speculative statements regarding 

resident reactions during managed evacuation events. The 

research regarding evacuation events is discussed in 

Response to Comment 37. It is anticipated that this route 

would be used in a large-scale evacuation when law 

enforcement personnel are controlling the intersection and 

directing evacuees out this exit, across the Carmel Mountain 

Road median, and to I-15 south. 
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SI52B-64 The comment contains an inaccurate description of the 

center median bollards on Carmel Mountain Road. The 

median bollards are not removable bollards, they are 

drivable bollards that are flexible and give way when a 

vehicle drives over them without causing vehicle damage. 

The remainder of the comment is accurate in its description. 

Please refer to Response to Comment 10 regarding on-site 

direction for use of this emergency evacuation exit and to 

Response to Comment 39 regarding available resources for 

traffic control during a mass evacuation. 

 

 

SI52B-65 While the commenter’s recommendations were considered 

during the project design process, only using signs to restrict 

wrong-way movements is not an effective City practice and 

can create enforcement issues. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-66 Comment noted. The removable bollards are meant to 

prevent daily traffic, and to give emergency response 

officials the option to remove them during an evacuation if 

they determine it is appropriate to send vehicle traffic to Del 

Diablo. HOA representatives would not have the ability to 

remove these bollards; the FPP and Evacuation Plan have 

been corrected. The presence of the bollards also means 

that they can remain in place to prevent access during an  
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 SI52B-66 (cont.) evacuation, if Del Diablo is not determined to be an 

appropriate route under the particular circumstances of that 

emergency event. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-67 Refer to the Response to Comment 37, which addresses the 

issues of human perception and behavior during an 

emergency evacuation. 

 

SI52B-68 Please refer to Responses to Comments 37 through 39 for 

details regarding the project’s gates and their management.  

 

 

 

SI52B-69 Comment noted. The project does not propose elimination 

of the bollards to allow daily access. Please refer to the 

Responses to Comments 37 through 39 regarding the 

emergency access and management and Section 6.4 of the 

Evacuation Plan regarding the project’s analysis of human 

behavior during evacuation. 

 

SI52B-70 The project would not close any existing streets or egress 

routes or result in temporary closures of roadways. The 

guidelines cited in the comment are not applicable to the 

 

  



COMMENTS RESPONSES 
 

 RTC-452 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 SI52B-70 (cont.) proposed project and the comment inappropriately 

applies short term event road blocking with bollard 

guidelines to the permanent situation at the project. Future 

left turns from the project site onto Carmel Mountain Road 

are being prevented for daily traffic safety reasons. The 

project would comply with City of San Diego Municipal Code 

(Brush Management) and California fire and building codes, 

as adopted by San Diego. Furthermore, the project will 

improve emergency access and evacuation from existing 

neighborhoods, as described in EIR Section 5.14.4.2, Impact 

Analysis. It will also improve daily non-emergency traffic flow 

as described in EIR Section 5.2.2.2, Impact Analysis. 

 

SI52B-71 The comment bases its conclusions on an inaccurate 

interpretation of the road capacity data presented in Section 

4.2 of the Evacuation Plan, which are presented in terms of 

vehicles per hour; not daily trips (see Table 1, Footnote 1). 

Also, the route for evacuation from the project to the north 

would be determined by emergency personnel, and there 

are no code requirements regarding residential road design 

for effective evacuation. As shown in the Evacuation Plan in 

Table 1, The Existing Glens Community Roadway and Freeway 

Estimated Vehicle Capacities, the Glens residential streets 

were rated as a conservative 500 vehicles per hour (vph) 

during an evacuation. They can likely move considerably 

more traffic than this, but as part of a cautious approach, 

500 vph was determined by the applicant’s traffic engineers 

to be appropriate. The evacuation plan analysis estimates 

that one-third of the 1,072 Junipers evacuation trips 

(approximately 357 trips) would evacuate through the Glens 

over approximately 3.5 hours (averaging 102 trips per hour). 

Therefore, the assertion that the project’s traffic would 

consume over half of the Glens residential street capacity is 

not accurate. 
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SI52B-72 Comment noted. This comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 
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SI52B-73 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-74 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 
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SI52B-75 This comment is noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 
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SI52B-76 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 

 

SI52B-77 Comment noted. The comment indicates that the HOA 

would have the ability to open the gate, proposed at the 

Corte Raposo-Andorra Way emergency access connection 

road, but the Evacuation Plan states in Section 4, The Glens 

with the Junipers Community Evacuation Road Network, under 

the “Road Network and Evacuation Routes” heading that the 

SDFRD and/or law enforcement would have control of that 

gate, as required by the Fire Code, since the route is a 

defined emergency vehicle access point. 

 

SI52B-78 Comment noted. The FPP in Section 6.2 defines that the 

gates associated with routine (non-emergency) access to the 

community would meet SDFRD standards and code 

requirements including Knox key switch and Opticom 

control. 
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SI52B-79 Comment noted. The comment identifies Title 14 and San 

Diego County Consolidated Fire Code gate requirements. 

The codes described are not required in the City of San 

Diego, and therefore are not applicable. 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-80 Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment 79 

above. The proposed gates on either end of the existing 

emergency access point were determined by SDFRD to 

improve the existing condition, resulting in a more reliable 

emergency vehicle access and evacuation point, as discussed 

in Sections 4.1 and 4.2 of the Evacuation Plan. 
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SI52B-81 Comment noted. Please refer to the Response to Comment 

79 for an explanation of the reason that the comment’s 

finding is not applicable. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-82 Comment noted. Please refer to the Responses to 

Comments 37, 38, and 77 regarding the opening of gates 

and removal of bollards. The design of this gate has been 

reviewed and approved by SDFRD. Please also refer to the 

response to Comment 83 below regarding the sequencing of 

events during an evacuation and how the gates and bollards 

would be removed and when. 
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SI52B-83 Comment noted. As discussed in Section 6.2 of the FPP, 

SDFRD and/or law enforcement will control the use of this 

route during an evacuation and as such, if it is to be opened 

to evacuees, the removal of the bollards is not considered a 

significant additional event while personnel are on-scene 

directing the evacuation. Please also refer to the Responses 

to Comments 37 and 38 for details regarding SDFRD control 

of the northern evacuation route/emergency vehicle access 

point. The timing of response personnel availability and 

decisions to implement an evacuation are irrelevant to the 

analysis within the Evacuation Plan and Section 5.14.4 of the 

EIR. The analysis demonstrates that once a decision is made 

to evacuate the community, there would be a substantial 

improvement in the time required to evacuate the Glens 

community, with implementation of the proposed project, 

compared to the time required for evacuation of the existing 

Glens homes, without project implementation. 

 

The proposed enhancements to the road and the gates/ 

bollards at the northerly emergency access point are 

considered a significant improvement to the reliability of this 

route for emergency vehicle ingress/egress, when 

considered necessary for resident evacuation (either to the 

north or from the north). The gates at either end of this road 

will be provided to the specifications of the SDFRD, providing 

them with the necessary means of opening the gate 

remotely or manually. The Evacuation Plan in Section 4 

states as follows: “Use and control of said facility shall be 
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 SI52B-83 (cont.) determined by City of San Diego Fire Department or 

Police Department.” Please note that Junipers HOA members 

would not have the ability to open gates or bollards at 

emergency-only access points. The FPP and Evacuation Plan 

have been revised to clarify this. The City agrees with the 

comment’s descriptions of Knox and Opticom restrictions 

and the FPP indicates in Section 6.2 that Knox and Opticom 

will be provided on all gates to the satisfaction of the SDFRD. 

Clarifications have also been added to the Evacuation Plan in 

Sections 1, 4 and 4.1.1, to make it clear that all internal 

project gates will be equipped with Knox key switches and 

Opticom that enable law enforcement and fire personnel to 

open the gates. Internal project bollards will be removable 

by fire/law enforcement. No changes will be made in the FPP 

or Evacuation Plan regarding the northerly emergency 

evacuation point as it is clear in the FPP and Evacuation Plan 

that HOA members would not have the ability to open that 

gate or remove the bollards. 

 

SI52B-84 Comment noted. Please refer to Response to Comment 83 

regarding opening of emergency access gates. 

 

SI52B-85 Comment noted. The gates will be fitted with the SDFRD-

specified opening devices. Internal project gates will enable 

emergency response access, similar to gated communities 

throughout San Diego. Please refer to Response to Comment 

83 for additional information. 
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 SI52B-86 Comment noted. It is not reasonable to have drivable 

bollards between Andorra Way and Corte Raposo. This will 

be an emergency vehicle access only, controlled by SDFRD 

only. It will not be desirable in all emergency evacuation 

cases to send traffic through this access/egress point. It is 

important that SDFRD have control over whether to open 

this gate and the direction of traffic flow through the gate 

that will facilitate safe evacuation. Similarly, traffic control is 

required (as detailed in The Junipers Evacuation Plan) during 

an evacuation where vehicles are entering onto Carmel 

Mountain Road from Private Street V. Please refer to 

Responses to Comments 65, 66, and 70. 
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SI52B-87 Comment noted. The comment’s recommendation to 

eliminate obstructions between Andorra Way and Corte 

Raposo is addressed above in Response to Comment 86. It 

would not be prudent to add evacuation signage in any 

wildland fire area because wildfires are not as predictable as 

some emergency situations. The SDFRD will have control 

over whether to open this gate as they will determine the 

direction of traffic flow through the gate that will facilitate 

safe evacuation. 

 

SI52B-88 As explained in Response to Comment 87, evacuation route 

signage is not considered a sound approach for wildfire.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-89 Comment noted. Fire personnel from nearby stations, 

particularly the first due station, routinely familiarize within 

their jurisdictional area and would be apprised of the new 

conditions with the project’s construction. As stated in the 

FPP in Section 6.6.3.2, Trail Vegetation Management and 

Response Facilitation, updated digital mapping data would be 

provided and, as discussed in the Evacuation Plan in 

Section 5, The Glens with the Junipers Resident Wildfire/ 

Evacuation Awareness, the Junipers HOA would actively 

coordinate with the SDFRD during annual evacuation 

training and outreach. 
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SI52B-90 Comment noted. Repeating the details of the ignition 

resistant requirements found in Chapter 7A that will be 

applied to all project structures is not required and is easily 

referenced through the State Fire Marshall’s Office Website 

and many other sources. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-91 Comment noted. The project’s FPP indicates that portions of 

the project are within a VHFHSZ area and describes that the 

project does not include wildlands directly adjacent to any 

portion of the project. The City agrees that a portion of the 

project is within a generally defined wildland urban interface, 

and this has been clarified in Section 5.4.1 of the FPP. The  
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 SI52B-91 (cont.) FPP specifies that all project landscaping and 

structures incorporate ignition resistant 

materials/construction including conformance with the 

California Fire Code (CFC) Chapter 7A ignition resistant 

standards. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-92 Comment noted. The comment describes fuel modification 

zones (FMZs) and provides a general discussion of their 

purpose, function, and framework. However, the FMZs 

described are not consistent with SDFRD’s Brush 

Management requirements. As described in the Responses 

to Comments 7 through 13, BMZs are not required for this 

project; however, the project incorporates fire-resistant 

landscaping. 
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SI52B-93 Comment noted. The landscape palette has been revised to 

remove these genera and replace them with plant types not 

found on the prohibited plant list or otherwise known to be 

more flammable species. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-94 Comment noted. The four identified plants have been 

eliminated from the project plant palette. 
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SI52B-95 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-96 The Evacuation Plan provides a general assessment of the 

existing Glens neighborhood structures and provides 

recommendations for homeowners. It does not mandate or 

require that they retrofit for ignition resistance, and no 

conclusions within the Evacuation Plan are based on such 

actions except that the existing Glens community cannot be 

considered, in its current condition, as a potential on-site 

sheltering location during a wildfire emergency. 
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SI52B-96 (cont.) Landscape and structural vulnerabilities were noted. 

Each of these vulnerabilities can be addressed by 

homeowners and that fact was pointed out in the Evacuation 

Plan. As documented during two community meetings, some 

Glens residents expressed concerns over wildfire; the 

recommendations were provided as a community service for 

those homeowners who may wish to improve the 

defensibility of their homes and the community. Additionally, 

although BMZs are not required at the project site, the FPP 

recommends the incorporation of fire-resistant building 

materials and landscaping. See the Responses to Comments 

7 through 13 and FPP Sections 1.2.2 and 6.4.1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-97 The comment is inaccurate. FPP Section 1.1 states that a 

portion of the project is within an area designated as a 

VHFHSZ. Again in Section 5.4.1, the FPP states most of the 

project site has not been placed into a VHFHSZ (meaning 

portions of it have been designated VHFHSZ). Nevertheless, 

the FPP specifies that all structures be built to the Chapter 

7A (CFC) ignition resistant standards and that the project 

incorporate fire-resistive landscaping. This has been clarified 

in Sections 6.4.1, 6.6.1, and 6.6.2 of the FPP. 

 

SI52B-98 Comment noted. Please refer to the Responses to 

Comments 96 and 97. 

 

SI52B-99 Comment noted. See the Response to Comment 96. 
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SI52B-100 Please note that while the project will conform with CBC 

Chapter 7-A, the Evacuation Plan does not designate The 

Junipers as a shelter in place community. Section 3.3.3, 

Shelter-in-Place (County EOC Discussion), of the Evacuation 

Plan indicates that the project will be built to a level that it 

can be utilized for temporary on-site sheltering, as a 

contingency to an unsafe evacuation scenario. This is true of 

virtually any new, master planned community built in San 

Diego County over the last decade or longer. Because the 

project is not proposed to be a shelter in place community, 

the remainder of the comment is not relevant. 
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SI52B-101 Comment noted. Per the Response to Comment 100, there is 

no conflict with this comment and the project’s FPP. 

 

SI52B-102 Comment noted. This comment presents general shelter in 

place information and conclusions that are not in conflict 

with the FPP or Evacuation Plan. The project will not be 

designated as a shelter in place community. 
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SI52B-103 Comment noted. The gates at either end of the northerly 

emergency evacuation access will be provided per SDFRD’s 

requirements and specifications. The comment’s concerns 

regarding who will open the gate and when have been 

addressed in the Responses to Comments 37, 38, and 77 

through 90. The proposed enhancements will improve the 

existing condition while still enabling fire and law 

enforcement to control the use of this emergency vehicle 

access. 
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SI52B-104 Comment noted. The comment accurately summarizes 

Evacuation Plan information. 

 

 

 

SI52B-105 The comment utilizes 5,232 vehicles and divides by 500 

vehicles per hour to determine that 10.46 hours would be 

required to move the vehicles at 2 miles per hour (mph). The 

comment neglects to consider that the total of 5,232 vehicles 

includes the project’s improvements, and at least one 

additional evacuation route (south to Carmel Mountain 

Road) would be available and a third (to the north via the 

northerly emergency vehicle access) may be determined to 

be a viable option, depending on the nature of the 

emergency. Therefore, 10.46 hours is not accurate and as 

presented in the Evacuation Plan, Table 4, Section 4.2.1, the 

5,232 vehicles would be divided roughly between the 

evacuation routes with 5.2 hours required using two of the 

routes and 3.5 hours if all three are utilized. Both of these 

scenarios represent an improvement over the current 

8.3 hours with only Peñasquitos Drive being used. 
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 SI52B-106 Comment noted. The comment restates information 

presented in the Evacuation Plan. 

 

SI52B-107 Comment noted. Refer to the Responses to Comments 38 

and 39 for additional information regarding the use of gates 

and bollards to control emergency access. 

 

SI52B-108 Comment noted. The comment restates evacuation time 

information from the Evacuation Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-109 The Evacuation Plan states in Section 4.3.1 that wildfires 

encroaching into the inner trigger threshold on a Red Flag 

Warning Day “may include a decision to cease evacuations if 

already occurring in favor of temporary sheltering in 

properly fitted structures (Junipers).” There is no statement, 

as indicated in the comment, that “evacuations should be 

stopped and converted to shelter in place strategy.” The 

comment also portrays a figure from the Evacuation Plan 

and measures the distances for the outer and inner decision 

points (triggers), without commenting on the adequacy or 

accuracy of the Evacuation Plan or EIR; no further response 

is required. 
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SI52B-110 The commenter conducted an independent fire spread 

analysis and concluded from the Evacuation Plan trigger 

thresholds that a fire would arrive at the site before the 

Glens and Junipers can be evacuated. Although it is possible 

for the fire to burn through available fuels to the 

east/northeast of the project based on the fire spread rates 

used in the Evacuation Plan example, and in a timeframe 

that is shorter than the calculated travel times for the last 

vehicle leaving the greater Glens, the commenter neglects to 

acknowledge that there is no preserved open space north or 

east of the project for several miles (refer to aerial image 

below). 

 

The impact of this is that fire spread would slow or cease, 

becoming spotty, and would not have a spread rate 

consistent with open space areas. The additional time  
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 SI52B-110 (cont.) available for evacuation is considerable as the fire 

behavior would be drastically changed and would not 

include a flaming front approaching the Glens area. An 

evacuation can continue to occur under these conditions as 

the evacuees would not be evacuating in an exposed 

condition and they would be surrounded by developed 

landscapes. The comment’s conclusion that the fire would 

reach the Glens community before everyone was able to 

evacuate is unfounded and fails to consider the vast 

developed and ignition-resistant landscapes that separate 

the community from the nearest, continuous open space 

areas. Further, the evacuation timeframes estimated in the 

Evacuation Plan are very conservative, assuming all 

residential household members are on site and that they 

would all evacuate at least two vehicles. This is a worst-case 

scenario and it is more likely that the evacuation times 

would be significantly lower than the estimates in the 

Evacuation Plan. Therefore, this comment does not raise any 

issues that have not been contemplated and addressed in 

the Evacuation Plan. For additional discussion of the effect of 

Santa Ana conditions with respect to fire management for 

the project, please refer to Section 2.2.5, Climate, of the FPP. 

 

SI52B-111 The comment utilizes fire spread rates from area fires to 

compare against proposed evacuation travel time estimates. 

The comment neglects to indicate that if the same 

comparison were made with the existing condition, the 

evacuation travel time deficit is even more pronounced than 

with the project and its additional egress route to the south. 

The existing condition is improved with the project. Please 

also refer to the Responses to Comments 38 and 39, as well 

as Comment 16 in your previous letter SI52A, for additional 

details regarding the validity of the comparison given the 

lack of wildland fuels to the north and east of the project 

area and the overly conservative evacuation time estimates 

utilized within the Evacuation Plan. 
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 SI52B-112 The comment asserts that the Evacuation Plan does not 

consider the potential for road conditions to be impacted by 

larger areas evacuating. The use of a very conservative 500 

vehicles per hour evacuation rate results in an averaged 

vehicle speed of 2 mph. This approach conservatively builds 

in potential mass evacuation conditions. An average vehicle 

speed of 2 mph is therefore considered reasonable (the 

typical human walks between 2 and 3 mph) and achievable. 

The comment is therefore inaccurate and raises no new 

issues that have not been addressed in the Evacuation Plan. 

See Section 4.2 of the Evacuation Plan. 

 

SI52B-113 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 

 

SI52B-114 Comment noted. As detailed within the preceding responses 

to comments for this comment letter and the associated 

FPPPRA, the peer reviewer’s noted code compliance issues 

were not accurate, not applicable, or unfounded. In some 

cases, the comments have resulted in clarification edits to 

the FPP and Evacuation Plan, but none of these revisions 

result in changes to the plans’ conclusions or the project 

design. Therefore, this comment does not raise new issues 

or need for analysis that have not been addressed in the FPP 

or Evacuation Plan. 
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SI52B-115 As explained in Responses to Comments 7, 30, 35, and 97, 

among others, the FPP indicates that the project does 

partially occur within a designated VHFHSZ. The FPP 

references in Sections 1.1 and 5.4.1 that a portion of the site, 

but not all of the site, is located within a City of San Diego 

VHFHSZ. This is illustrated in the official City map below in 

red. The referenced previous responses also explain that the 

FPP specifies that all structures will be built to the standards 

of Chapter 7A (Ignition Resistant Construction) of the 

California Building Code and San Diego’s adopted version of 

that code. These requirements are confirmed to be 

implemented throughout the project. Therefore, this 

comment does not raise new issues or need for analyses 

that have not been addressed in the FPP or Evacuation Plan. 
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 SI52B-116 Please refer to Responses to Comments 7, 9, 10-12, 30, 35, 

40, 96, and 97 regarding the City’s determination that BMZ 

requirements do not apply to the project, as well as the 

incorporation of fire-resistive landscaping and building 

materials into the proposed project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-117 Comment noted. As previously discussed, the FPP specifies 

CBC Chapter 7A compliance for all project structures. Refer 

to the Responses to Comments 6 through 13.  

 

SI52B-118 Comment noted. The FPP in Section 1.1 and again in Section 

6.4.1 indicates that all requirements of CBC Chapter 7A, 

which includes Class A roof systems, will be applied to all 

structures in the project. 
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SI52B-119 The comment and associated graphic are noted. The 

comment raises no new issues or need for analysis and is 

consistent with the requirements and recommendations 

provided in the FPP. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SI52B-120 Comment noted. The FPP recommends incorporation of fire-

resistive building and landscape materials/designs to provide 

a more fire resistive community. See the Response to 

Comment 7. 

 

SI52B-121 Comment noted. The comment provides general wildfire 

information and raises no issues or need for additional 

analysis not already addressed in the project’s FPP. 
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SI52B-122 Comment noted. The comment provides wildfire heat output 

information and raises no issues or need for additional 

analysis not already addressed in the project’s FPP. The 

comment is consistent with the FPP findings that fire 

behavior at the project site will not produce heat intensity to 

compromise the planned structures. 
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SI52B-123 The FPP is fully compliant with applicable regulations, as 

described throughout the preceding responses to comments 

and documented in the FPP. 

 

SI52B-124 Comment noted. Because of the project’s compliance with 

applicable codes and regulations, and the provision of 

additional evacuation routes, thereby reducing evacuation 

time compared to the existing condition, the project would 

not have a significant impact and no mitigation would be 

required. This is evaluated in Section 5.14, Health and Safety, 

of the EIR. 
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 SI52B-125 The EIR adequately addresses the topic of evacuation and 

demonstrates that evacuation times would improve with the 

project, compared to the existing condition. Therefore, this 

comment does not raise new issues or need for analysis that 

have not been addressed in the EIR, and no mitigation 

related to evacuation is required. Additional discussion/ 

clarification is provided in Responses to Comments 57 

and 124. 
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SI52B-126 The comment presents an incorrect conclusion that 

emergency egress from the site would be ineffectual, due to 

gates and bollards. Please refer to the Responses to 

Comments 37 through 39, 59, 70, 76 through 87. 

 

SI52B-127 The FPP identifies that portions of the project site are 

designated as VHFHSZ and WUI. The City has determined 

that the project is not within 100 feet of an adjacent wildland 

fuel area and is not required to incorporate defensible 

space/fuel modification zones. Nevertheless, the project will 

incorporate fire-resistive building materials and landscaping 

in recognition of the potential for ignition from windblown 

embers from more distant fires. Please also refer to the 

Responses to Comments 7, 9, 10 through 12, and 20. 

 

SI52B-128 The applicant is responsible for the design of the project and 

the planned off-site improvements to roadways and 

evacuation routes. The project would be implemented in 

conformance with City fire codes and would result in an 

improvement over existing emergency evacuation 

conditions, because it would add two currently unavailable 

emergency evacuation routes and reduce evacuation times 

for Junipers and Glens residents by as much as 4.8 hours. 

This means that from a CEQA standpoint, the project would 

provide a benefit with respect to an emergency evacuation 

from a fire event, with no significant impacts identified and 

no mitigation required. Please also refer to EIR Section 5.14, 

Health and Safety, as well as the preceding Responses to 

Comments 18, 37, 38, 43 through 47, 63 through 89, 96, 100, 

and 105-114. 
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 SI52B-129 Comment noted. The comment does not identify any 

concerns regarding the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR or 

FPP. No response is required. 

 

SI52B-130 As presented in the FPP and the Evacuation Plan and 

throughout the preceding responses to comments, no valid 

deficiencies were presented. Where clarifications were 

deemed necessary, they have been provided in the FPP 

and/or Evacuation Plan. None of these modifications altered 

the conclusions of these plans or the EIR. Additionally, 

Section 5.14.3 of the EIR analyzed potential impacts related 

to fire risk, and concluded that no significant impacts would 

occur and no mitigation would be required. Therefore, this 

comment does not raise new issues or need for analysis that 

have not been addressed in the EIR, FPP or Evacuation Plan. 

 

SI52B-131 The project includes landscaping that is consistent with all 

applicable requirements for vegetation management and 

defensible space, as explained in many of the preceding 

responses, including the Responses to Comments 7 through 

13. The FPP recommends incorporation of fire resistive 

materials/construction into all project landscaping and 

structures. This has been clarified in the FPP and Evacuation 

Plan, as was also indicated in the preceding responses to 

comments. Therefore, this comment does not raise new 

issues or need for analysis that have not been addressed in 

the FPP or Evacuation Plan. 

 

SI52B-132 As explained throughout the preceding responses to 

comments, including Responses to Comments 7, 30, 35, and 

97, the FPP noted that portions of the project site are within 

VHFHSZ areas and specified conformance with Chapter 7A 

building ignition resistance for the entire project.  
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 SI52B-132 (cont.) Clarification regarding the site’s relationship to the 

generally mapped WUI area has been provided in the FPP, as 

was also indicated in previous responses. 

 

SI52B-133 Please refer to the responses to Comments 14 and 16, which 

explain the effectiveness of the secondary emergency access 

roadways. From a CEQA standpoint, please note that the 

proposed enhancements and improvements provide a 

condition that is superior to the existing condition. 

Therefore, this comment does not raise new issues or need 

for analysis that have not been addressed in the FPP or 

Evacuation Plan. 

 

SI52B-134 As explained in Responses to Comments 37 through 39, and 

63 through 87, the designs of the emergency access gates 

and bollards associated with the project would meet the 

combined requirements of SDFRD and City engineers. They 

are expected to be effective, and will result in improved 

emergency access and evacuation conditions for the Glens 

community. Therefore, this comment does not raise new 

issues or need for analysis that have not been addressed in 

the FPP or Evacuation Plan. 

 

SI52B-135 The comment presumes that fire personnel would be 

opening gates. As the commenter noted in a previous 

comment and as described in the Evacuation Plan, law 

enforcement is in charge of on-scene evacuations and would 

likely be responsible for opening gates and removing 

bollards on routes that they deem essential. Please refer to 

the Responses to Comments 83 through 87 and 107. 

Therefore, this comment does not raise new issues or need 

for analysis that have not been addressed in the FPP or 

Evacuation Plan. 
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 SI52B-136 The comment relies upon one study to support its 

conclusions. The Evacuation Plan provides numerous 

counter references that support orderly, predictable 

evacuations under the direction of law enforcement. Please 

refer to the Responses to Comments 37, 38, 124 and 125. 

Therefore, this comment does not raise new issues or need 

for analysis that have not been addressed in the FPP or 

Evacuation Plan. 

 

SI52B-137 As explained in Response to Comment 110, this comment is 

incorrect, based on the actual non-linear fire progression 

speed, non-continuous fuelbeds, and the lack of wildland 

fuels to the north and northeast of the project site for two to 

several miles. The result is that wildfire would not be 

expected to impact the project site as it would urban 

periphery areas to the north and northeast at great 

distances from the project. Therefore, this comment does 

not raise new issues or need for analysis that have not been 

addressed in the FPP or Evacuation Plan. 
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SI52B-138 The project FPP and Evacuation Plans are not required 

documents but were prepared and submitted by the 

applicant as part of a proactive and cautious approach to 

wildfire safety. The project is required to conform with all 

applicable building codes and regulations, including 

considerations related to the VHFHSZ and WUI zones that 

cross portions of the site. The presence of these zones and 

the required conformance with Section 7A was covered by 

the FPP, which has been clarified further as noted in the 

preceding responses to comments. These minor 

modifications do not alter the analysis or conclusions of the 

FPP and Evacuation Plan. Compliance with regulatory 

requirements is not a CEQA mitigation measure; because 

compliance is required, no significant impacts would occur 

and no mitigation measures are needed as stated in the EIR 

Section 5.14, Health and Safety. Furthermore, as described in 

the preceding Responses to Comments, the project would 

result in an improvement over existing emergency 

evacuation conditions, because it would add two currently 

unavailable emergency evacuation routes and reduce 

evacuation times for Junipers and Glens residents by as 

much as 4.8 hours. The project would provide a benefit with 

respect to an emergency evacuation from a fire event, and 

the EIR Section 5.14, determined there were no significant 

impacts and no mitigation required. 
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SLIC Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups 

SO2 sulfur dioxide 

SPL sound pressure level 

SPWN spawning, reproduction and/or early development 

SR State Route 

SRA State Responsibility Area 

SRRE Source Reduction and Recycling Element 

STC Sound Transmission Class 

STP shovel test pit 

SWAT Special Weapons and Tactics  

SWEEPS Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System  

SWIS Solid Waste Information System 

SWP State Water Project 
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SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

SWQMP Storm Water Quality Management Plan 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 

  

TAC toxic air contaminant 

TCR Tribal Cultural Resource 

TDM transportation demand management 

TDS total dissolved solids 

TIA Transportation Impact Analysis 

TMDL total maximum daily load 

Tmv Mission Valley Formation  

TNM Traffic Noise Model  

TPA Transit Priority Area 

TSCA Toxic Substances Control Act  

TSS total suspended solids 

TWLTL two-way left-turn lane 

  

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS U.S. Geological Survey 

UST Underground storage tank  

UWMP Urban Water Management Plan 

  

V/C volume to capacity ratio 

VHFHSZ Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

VMT vehicle miles traveled 

VOC volatile organic compound 

VTM vesting tentative map 

  

WARM warm freshwater habitat 

WDM waste diversion measure 

WDR Waste Discharge Requirements  

WILD wildlife habitat 

WLA waste load allocation 

WMA Watershed Management Area 

WMP Waste Management Plan 

WQBEL water quality based effluent limitation 

WRCC Western Regional Climate Center 

WS waters of the State  

WSA Water Supply Assessment 

WUCOLS Water Use Classification of Landscape Species 

WUS waters of the U.S.  
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S.0 SUMMARY 

S.1 Project Synopsis 

This summary provides a brief synopsis of the Draft Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for The 

Junipers Project (project), prepared in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), and includes: (1) a description of the project and its components; (2) the results of the 

environmental analysis contained within this EIR; (3) the major areas of controversy and issues to be 

resolved by the decision-makers; and (4) the alternatives to the project that were considered. This 

summary does not contain the extensive background and analysis found in the EIR. Therefore, the 

reader should review the entire EIR to fully understand the project and its related environmental 

consequences. 

As the CEQA Lead Agency, the City of San Diego (City) has the primary responsibility for evaluating 

the environmental effects of the project and is considering approval or disapproval of the project in 

light of these effects. As required by CEQA, this EIR: (1) describes the project, including its location, 

objectives, and features; (2) describes the existing conditions at the project site and surrounding 

areas; (3) analyzes the direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse physical effects that would occur to 

the existing conditions if the project is implemented; (4) identifies feasible means of avoiding or 

substantially lessening the significant adverse effects, if available; (5) provides a determination of 

significance for each impact after mitigation is incorporated; and (6) evaluates a reasonable range of 

feasible alternatives to the project that would attain most of the basic project objectives and avoid 

or substantially lessen a significant project-related impact. 

S.1.1 Project Location and Setting 

The project would entail the redevelopment of a 112.3-acre site currently encompassing an inactive 

golf course and five tennis courts with a cohesive, age-qualified community including up to 455 for-

sale residential units and 81 for-rent affordable housing units (536 total units), a public park, a 

private park and social loop trail with public recreation easements, and other private parks and 

usable open space. The site is located within the northeast portion of the City’s Rancho Peñasquitos 

Community Plan (RPCP) area, which lies 17 miles north of downtown San Diego and 8 miles south of 

the City of Escondido.  

The project site is immediately west of Interstate 15 (I-15), north of Carmel Mountain Road, and east 

of Peñasquitos Drive. Primary access would be provided at the intersection of Peñasquitos Drive and 

Janal Way and a secondary right-in only access would be provided from Carmel Mountain Road.  

Surrounding land uses include single- and multi-family residential to the west and north, and a hotel 

(Hotel Karlan) to the south. Residential uses are primarily low-density single-family detached to the 

north and west, with multi-family residences to the northwest and southwest. To the east across I-15 

are commercial shopping centers and office buildings. Farther to the west is the Black Mountain 

Open Space Park. The runway for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar is situated 

approximately 7 miles south of the project site along Miramar Road. 
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The Carmel Highland Golf Course was constructed in the 1960s and began operations in 1967 as the 

Rancho Peñasquitos Golf Course. A prior owner purchased the subject golf course/hotel property in 

2011 and made a number of improvements to the golf course, but decided to close it in 2015, citing 

reduced golf course usage/revenues and higher water costs as the reasons for the closure. The 

current project applicant, Carmel Highlands LLC, purchased the property in 2016. There is currently 

no active land use on the site, although the owner actively maintains the on-site vegetation for 

fire/brush management purposesto reduce fire risk. 

Topography on the site ranges from approximately 750 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) at the 

extreme northern corner of the project site to approximately 620 feet AMSL at the central eastern 

portion of the project site. The site is mapped primarily as ornamental, developed, or disturbed 

vegetation communities. The site drains into an existing man-made ditch which extends along the 

northeastern and eastern portions of the project site. The channel is earthen-bottomed for its 

northern extent, but transitions to being concrete-lined before connecting to an off-site storm drain 

system that continues under Interstate 15. All flows are ultimately conveyed into Peñasquitos Creek.  

S.1.2 Project Objectives 

The primary goals and objectives of the project are to: 

1. Address the City’s housing supply needs by providing an expanded residential footprint 

which includes both for-sale market rate and for rent affordable age-qualified (55+) 

residences. 

2. Provide a diversity of housing opportunities and include 15 percent affordable housing 

rental units on site.  

3. Provide compact infill residential uses in proximity to existing neighborhood commercial to 

support a walkable neighborhood with access to services; 

4. Construct and maintain a multimodal circulation system for vehicles, bicycles, and 

pedestrians to enhance accessibility and support active transportation and public transit 

use; 

5. Provide a new public community-accessible park and provide public access to certain on-site 

private parks and trails to create a connected trail system for additional public recreational 

opportunities and to promote general community-wide health and wellness; 

6. Reconstruct the on-site drainage as a natural drainage feature with native and wetland 

species, resulting in a gain in native habitat; 

7. Provide solar panels on 100 percent of the project’s for-sale and affordable housing 

structures;  

8. Improve emergency access and enhance egress routes on and off site; and 
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9. Provide electric vehicle (EV) charging stations and a centralized mobility area to support 

multi-modal transportation options, ride-sharing, and informational kiosks to support 

walking, cycling and transit use. 

S.1.3 Project Description 

The project would entail the redevelopment of a 112.3-acre site with up to 455 for-sale, 

age-restricted (55+) residential units and 81 for-rent, affordable, age-restricted housing units 

(536 units total), a public park, a private park and social loop trail with public recreation easements, 

and other private parks and usable open space. The proposed vesting tentative map (VTM) and 

Planned Development Permit (PDP) would subdivide the site into a total of 13 lots: 5 residential lots 

(including 4 for-sale lots and 1 for-rent affordable lot), 7 park and open space lots, and 1 lot 

designated for private driveways. The project would also require a community plan amendment 

(CPA) and rezoning from the existing RS-1-14 zone to RM-1-1 and RM-3-7 residential zones and 

OR-1-1 and OP-1-1 open space zones. A Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) is 

proposed for the project site, to limit future development to no more than 536 units, unless a new 

PDP is processed. In addition, rescission of existing CUP 87-0346 that covered the prior golf course 

use is required. 

Primary vehicular access to the project, as well as fire and emergency access, would be from a new 

driveway, connecting to Janal Way at the intersection of Janal Way with Peñasquitos Drive, to form a 

new four-way intersection designed as a traffic-calming roundabout. Additionally, a traffic signal is 

proposed by the project at the intersection of Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan driveway. 

These two intersection designs have been incorporated into the project design to mitigate the traffic 

impacts of the project. A right-turn-in only access to the site from Carmel Mountain Road is also 

proposed. Internal connections within the project site would be provided with privately maintained 

driveways and pathways. 

Off-site emergency access/egress between Andorra Way and Corte Raposo would be improved by 

the project to remove inoperable bollards, install an automatic gate to SDFRD requirements, 

resurface the connection to carry the imposed load of fire apparatus (75,000 pounds), and provide 

ongoing vegetation maintenance and gate maintenance funding, providing a usable emergency link 

between the two streets. All new structures would be constructed to ignition-resistant standards 

that exceed the SDFRD Fire Code requirements, as specified in the project’s Fire Protection Plan 

(FPP). 

The project’s for-sale residential housing unit types include 133 50x90 single detached units, 

136 duplex units, and 186 six-plex units for a total of 455 for-sale residential units.  

All single detached units would be one to two stories high, with floor plans ranging from 1,738 to 

2,527 square feet (SF), including three or four bedrooms and two to three bathrooms. While the 

proposed zoning would allow for a 30-foot structure height, the maximum height for the single-story 

units is planned to be 21 feet 6 inches, and the maximum height for the two-story units is planned to 

be 28 feet 7 inches.  

Duplex units would range from 1,946 to 2,106 SF, with 3 bedrooms and 2 or 2.5 bathrooms each. 

These structures would all incorporate two-story elements. The maximum allowable height is 

30 feet. The proposed maximum height is 27 feet 10 inches.  
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The six-plexes would range from 1,199 to 2,240 SF, with 2 to 4 bedrooms and 2 to 3 bathrooms 

each. Six-plex one-story units would have a maximum height of 20 feet, 11 inches and two-story 

units would reach a maximum of 26 feet, 9 inches high. 

For-rent, affordable housing units account for 15 percent of the total proposed units on the site at 

81 units. The units would be one- and two-bedroom apartment homes. The structure is anticipated 

to be three stories ranging up to just under 40 feet in height (39 feet, 11 inches). The RM-3-7 zone 

would allow building heights of up to 40 feet. Incorporation of these income-restricted units would 

exceed the project’s affordable housing obligation, consistent with the City’s inclusionary housing 

policies as required in the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 13, the 

Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Additionally, a variance is being requested from the Inclusionary 

Affordable Housing Regulations to address comparable bedroom mix requirement between 

affordable and market rate units. 

Four primary architectural variations have been designed for the project and would be interspersed 

within the development: Adaptive Modern, Mohnike Barn, Elevated Ranch/Adobe Ranch, and Rustic 

Minimalist. Landscaping is proposed throughout the project site, including along all setbacks, within 

the entries, courtyards, surface parking areas, and along the pedestrian walkways. The landscape 

plan would include the use of drought-tolerant, ornamental, native, and naturalized plants. 

The project would construct a public park, which the public can access via Janal Way. This public park 

would provide approximately 2.87 net usable acres of parkland. The land set aside for public park 

would be dedicated to and maintained by the City. The public park includes a dog run area, 

children’s play areas, picnic and game areas, bike racks, and a large turf area. 

In addition to the proposed public park, the project includes a Homeowners Association 

(HOA)-owned and maintained 0.52-acre private park and 2.75-mile social loop trail that would have 

public access easements. With the easements in place, members of the public and the larger Glens 

community would be permitted to access these facilities. The park would incorporate sport courts 

and a mobility zone and bicycle hub. These uses would promote bicycling, walking, transit, and 

carpooling. The mobility zone is proposed to include a drop-off/pickup area for rideshare, carpool 

and similar purposes; signage regarding transit options and schedule; and shaded seating areas. 

The bicycle hub is proposed to include bicycle racks (14 spaces), pneumatic air pressure facilities, 

bike stands with tethered repair tools, outdoor day use lockers and two bike vending kiosks, a 

staging area for shared scooters and ebikes with posted user information, and posted information 

regarding local and regional streets and trails showing bike routes. 

Various private parks throughout the project would be posted for use by for sale or rental residents 

only and maintained by the HOA through resident dues and assessments. They comprise 

recreational/open space elements beyond the public park allocation described above. These private 

parks total 4.6 acres of usable space with a pool, pickleball courts, gathering areas, outdoor cooking 

facilities, gardens/greenhouses and orchards, walking areas, fire pits, an outdoor classroom, a 

community library, game tables, and the like. 

There is an existing man-made ditch traversing the site, portions of which are concrete-lined. This 

feature does not currently support wetland vegetation and is proposed to be removed and 

re-established, to ultimately serve as a drainage feature, wildlife habitat, and a visual/open space 

feature. 
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Approximately 12,250 feet of retaining walls are proposed around the site perimeter, with heights of 

up to 12 feet, to support project slopes and protect certain utilities in place, including an SDG&E 

north-to-south gas transmission line and existing underground AT&T distribution line. Other existing 

utilities on site would be vacated or retained and realigned to occur within project streets. 

Approximately 820,000 cubic yards of cut and fill are anticipated during project grading, and no 

import or export of graded material is anticipated.  

S.2 Summary of Significant Effects and Mitigation 

Measures that Reduce or Avoid the Significant 

Effects 

Table S-1, Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation, located at the end of this section, 

summarizes the results of the environmental analysis completed for the project. Table S-1 identifies 

the significant impacts associated with the project, includes mitigation measures to reduce and/or 

avoid significant environmental effects, and concludes if the impact would be mitigated to a level 

below significance with implementation of mitigation measures. The mitigation measures listed in 

Table S-1 are also discussed within each relevant topic area, and fully contained in Section 9.0, 

Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP).  

S.3 Areas of Controversy 

The project’s Notice of Preparation (NOP) was distributed on April 10, 2018 for a 30-day public 

review and comment period, and a public scoping meeting was held on April 18, 2018. Responses 

and comments were received on the NOP that reflect controversy related to several environmental 

issues. The NOP, response letters from public agencies and organizations, public scoping meeting 

sign-in sheet, public comments received at the scoping meeting, and public scoping meeting 

transcript, are included in this EIR as Appendix A. 

A total of five letters were received during the NOP period, including three letters from state 

agencies (California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW], California Department of 

Transportation [Caltrans], and the State Clearinghouse [SCH]), one letter from a Tribe (Rincon Band 

of Luiseño Indians), and one letter from a special interest group (San Diego County Archaeological 

Society). In addition, a number of comment forms were received at the public scoping meeting or via 

mail from members of the public. Four people spoke at the public scoping meeting. 

Issues of controversy raised in response to the NOP include concerns related to traffic (congestion 

of local streets and highways, safe access to and from site), multimodal transportation, public health 

and safety, fire and emergency evacuation, public services (schools, police protection, fire 

protection), wildlife migration and biological resources, water supply and conservation, aesthetics 

(views, visual impacts, community character), cumulative impacts, utilities and their associated 

easements, parks and recreation (trail usage), open space, parking, lighting, land use (affordable 

housing, community integration, community plan consistency), grading and construction, hazardous 

waste, geotechnical and soil impacts, energy conservation, and growth inducement.  
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S.4 Issues to be Resolved by the Decision-Making Body 

The City Council must review the project and this EIR and determine if the project or one of the 

alternatives presented in Section 8.0 should be adopted and implemented. If the project is selected 

for adoption, the City Council will be required to certify the Final EIR, determine whether and how to 

mitigate significant impacts, and adopt associated Findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15091 for the following significant impacts identified in the EIR: 

• Transportation and Circulation 

• Biological Resources 

• Historic and Tribal Resources 

• Public Health and Safety 

Mitigation has been provided to reduce all impacts of the project to a less than significant level.  

S.5 Project Alternatives 

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the discussion of “a range of reasonable 

alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 

basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of 

the project” and evaluation of the comparative merits of the alternatives. The alternatives discussion 

is intended to “focus on alternatives to the project or its location, which are capable of avoiding or 

substantially lessening any significant effects of the project,” even if these alternatives would impede 

to some degree the attainment of the project objectives. 

In addition to the project, the EIR addresses in detail the following three alternatives per the 

above-noted CEQA requirements: the No Project/No Development Alternative; the No Project/ 

Development Per the Community Plan Alternative (assumed to be redevelopment with a golf course 

use); and the Reduced Intensity Development Alternative (assumed to include 25 percent fewer 

residential units). These alternatives are summarized below, and evaluated in full in Section 8.0, 

Alternatives, of this document. A summary comparison of the impacts associated with the project 

alternatives is included in Table S-2, Comparison of Project and Alternative Impacts. This table follows 

Table S-1 at the end of this section. 

S.5.1 No Project/No Development Alternative 

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the project site would remain in its current 

condition, including remnants of ornamental vegetation, sand traps, fencing, retaining walls, and 

poles with deteriorating netting, all related to the former Carmel Highland Golf Course. The former 

fairways and grass areas would continue to be unirrigated and annual mowing of the site for fire/-

related brush managementvegetation maintenance purposes would likely continue. The No 

Project/No Development Alternative would avoid significant but mitigable impacts to 

transportation/circulation, biological resources, historical and tribal cultural resources, and health 

and safety that were identified for the project. It would also avoid impacts to visual 

effects/neighborhood character, air quality, GHG emissions, energy, hydrology and water quality, 
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geology, public utilities, and public services and facilities/recreation, which would be less than 

significant for the project and would not require conditions of approval relative to design features to 

address land use compatibility. The proposed GPA and CPA would not be required for this 

alternative.  

Under the No Project/No Development Alternative, the opportunity to convert the site from its 

current unusable condition as a deteriorating former golf course, to much-needed age-restricted 

(55+) affordable and market rate housing, would be lost. Certain proposed improvements 

associated with the project that would benefit the community also would not be realized with this 

alternative. These include the provision of a public park, publicly accessible private park (with 

mobility-enhancing features and sports courts) and social loop trail, provision of pedestrian and 

bicycle linkages through the project site to the commercial areas and transit stops at Carmel 

Mountain Road, the elimination of potentially flammable brush on site, and provision of an 

additional emergency egress route through the project site in the event of a fire in the Black 

Mountain Open Space Park or other areas to the west, and improved intersection level of service 

due to implementation of a traffic signal at Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan Driveway 

and a roundabout at Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/Future Project Access, compared to the “without 

project” condition. In addition, the project would reestablish and improve the existing non-wetland 

jurisdictional ditch (including addition of wetland plant species), and during grading the project 

would be required to remove any hazardous materials and contaminated soils that may be present 

on the project site. And finally, some viewers of the project site may prefer views of the proposed 

development to the existing views of an abandoned golf course.  

Based on the preceding analysis and the fact that no development of any of the project features 

would occur with the No Project/No Development Alternative, this alternative would fail to meet any 

of the basic project objectives listed above. 

S.5.2 No Project/Development Per Community Plan Alternative 

Under the No Project/Development Per Community Plan Alternative, the project site would be 

redeveloped with a golf course as identified in the RPCP. This alternative assumes that the existing 

vegetation and structures would be removed, the site would involve substantial shallow 

grading/reconfiguration, and new buildings (e.g., a clubhouse, pro shop, and maintenance buildings, 

etc.), landscaping, irrigation, roadways/parking facilities, and utilities connections would be required 

to complete the reconfigured golf course.  

This alternative would have the potential to preserve the existing jurisdictional drainage ditch on the 

project site, although preservation in place may not be feasible during grading to reconfigure the 

golf course, and must be weighed against the benefits of reestablishing the drainage as a higher 

quality jurisdictional feature with wetland vegetation. As explained in Section 8.4.2, the significant 

but mitigable impacts of the project with respect to transportation, historical resources and 

health/safety would remain significant but mitigable with this alternative and would have the same 

mitigation requirements, although the transportation and historical resources impacts would be 

slightly reduced compared to the project.  

Both the project and this alternative would result in less than significant impacts with respect to land 

use, noise, air quality, GHG, energy, visual effects/neighborhood character, hydrology/water quality, 
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public utilities, geology, and public services and facilities/recreation, although the impacts would also 

be expected to be similar or slightly less than those associated with the project, as the golf course 

would require less grading/construction and would represent a less intensive use of the project site. 

The No Project/Development Per Community Plan Alternative would have slightly higher energy use 

and air quality and GHG emissions than the project because of the extensive sustainability features 

that have been incorporated into the project.  

The No Project/Development Per Community Plan Alternative would not provide a diversity of 

housing opportunities, including age-qualified homes and 15 percent affordable housing rental 

units, nor would it provide residential uses in proximity to existing neighborhood commercial to 

support a walkable neighborhood (Objectives 1 through 3). It also would not increase mobility 

options by providing improved pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the center and the adjacent 

neighborhood (Objective 4). If the golf course would be public, then this alternative would provide a 

public open space (Objective 5). This alternative would either avoid or mitigate impacts to the 

existing on-site drainage, providing for the creation and/or preservation of on- and/or off-site higher 

quality wetland habitat using native and wetland species (Objective 6). It would not provide 

substantial solar energy opportunities but would have a similar GHG emissions profile to that of the 

project (Objective 7). The alternative would not provide alternative and additional emergency access 

across the site and off site for existing residents to the west (Objective 8), nor would it provide 

publicly accessible mobility features to encourage alternative modes of transportation (Objective 9). 

Overall, the No Project/Development Per Community Plan Alternative would potentially be able to 

meet some, but not all, of the basic project objectives listed above in Section S.81.2. 

Certain other benefits of the project also would not be realized under the No Project/Development 

Per Community Plan Alternative. The opportunity to provide much-needed affordable and market 

rate, age-restricted (55+) housing, during a well-documented shortage of these housing types in the 

region, would be lost. Certain proposed improvements associated with the project that would 

benefit the community also would not be realized with this alternative. These include the provision 

of a public park, publicly accessible private park (with mobility enhancing features and sports 

courts), and social loop trail; provision of pedestrian and bicycle linkages through the project site to 

the commercial areas and transit stops at Carmel Mountain Road; and the provision of 

improved/additional emergency egress routes.  

It is important to note that implementation of this alternative would require that a project applicant 

would be interested in developing a golf course on the site, or that the City propose to develop it as 

a public golf course. The site was previously developed with a golf course that closed, citing 

maintenance costs including the cost of water as the reason for the golf course closure. If a private, 

for-profit golf course proves not to be financially feasible then a public golf course would be the only 

option, implementing the golf course as a public recreational amenity.  

S.5.3 Reduced Intensity Development Alternative 

The Reduced Intensity Development Alternative would involve a similar development proposal to 

the project, but with a 25 percent reduction in the number of residential units. There were no 

feasible residential development alternatives identified that could eliminate any of the impacts 

associated with the project. Development necessarily involves removal of the on-site poorly 

compacted fill material and impacts to the non-wetland, jurisdictional drainage on site. The traffic 
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signal at Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan Driveway and roundabout at Peñasquitos 

Drive/Janal Way/Future Project Access is triggered at just 10 percent and 5 percent of the proposed 

units, respectively, which would not comprise a feasible development for the project applicant. 

Therefore, a 25 percent reduction in the number of units on site was selected as an alternative that 

would noticeably reduce project impacts, while still representing a feasible development. 

Specifically, this alternative considers the development of 402 age-restricted homes, including 

341 market rate and 61 affordable age-restricted residences. The mobility improvements and 

community facilities, as well as sustainable design features, proposed as part of the project also 

would occur under this alternative, but at a similarly reduced rate, and this alternative is anticipated 

to involve slightly larger market rate homes.  

The Reduced Intensity Development Alternative would not avoid any significant but mitigable 

impacts associated with the project. This alternative would generate less traffic and contribute fewer 

trips to the intersections in the project area, but the required mitigation would be the same, because 

the proposed mitigation is triggered at community plan buildout Year 2050 with just 54 dwelling 

units for Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan Driveway and 27 dwelling units for Peñasquitos 

Drive/Janal Way/Project Access (LLG 2020). Significant but mitigable historical resources impacts 

would be slightly less than the project impacts, but the required mitigation would be the same. The 

project and this alternative would have essentially the same significant impacts with the same 

mitigation required to reduce impacts to less than significant levels, for biological resources and 

health/safety. Less than significant impacts associated with both the project and this alternative with 

respect to visual effects/neighborhood character, air quality, GHG, energy, geology, public utilities, 

and public services and facilities/recreation, would be slightly less for this alternative, while less than 

significant land use, noise and water quality/hydrology impacts would be approximately the same. 

The differences are primarily associated with the slightly reduced intensity of development and level 

of grading required for this alternative. 

As the Reduced Intensity Development Alternative would involve a reduction by 25 percent of the 

development intensity of the project, it is likely that most of the project objectives would be met. 

This alternative would provide a diversity of housing opportunities, including age-restricted market-

rate housing and affordable for-rent housing, and provide residential uses in proximity to existing 

neighborhood commercial to support a walkable neighborhood (Objectives 1 through 3), although it 

is likely that the market rate homes for this alternative would be slightly larger and the development 

would be less compact (Objective 2). This alternative would increase mobility options by providing 

improved pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the shopping center and the adjacent 

neighborhood (Objective 4) and would likely provide a public open space that would be about 

25 percent smaller than the park for the project (Objective 5). This alternative would mitigate 

impacts to the existing non-wetland drainage on site through the creation and/or preservation of 

higher quality wetland habitat either on-site or off-site using native and wetland species 

(Objective 6), reduce GHG emissions with solar panels on housing structures (Objective 7), improve 

emergency access through the site and off site (Objective 8). This smaller development would 

provide fewer publicly accessible mobility features, to encourage alternative modes of 

transportation (Objective 9). 

It is important to note that the project was originally proposed to be 476 residential units, as 

described in Section 4.0, History of Project Changes, of this EIR. The applicant presented the contents 

of the application to the Rancho Peñasquitos Planning Board (RPPB) Land Use Committee on 
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December 6, 2017. In the months that followed, the applicant met with City housing advocates and 

leaders, and considered comments made by the Mayor and City Council members about the 

housing shortage that the community is facing. This input, along with conversations around the 

vanishing housing options for fixed-income seniors, was the impetus for the revised project plan, 

submitted in early 2018. Due to the proximity of the project to existing transit stops and the 

recognized need within the City for additional senior and affordable housing, City Staff supported an 

increase in the total number of homes and the associated density for the project site. As a result, the 

total number of homes was increased to 536, including 455 age-qualified condominium housing 

units and 81 affordable age-qualified multi-family apartment-style homes. This increased density 

would not be realized with the Reduced Intensity Development Alternative. 

S.5.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to identify the environmentally 

superior alternative. The No Project Alternative has been identified as the environmentally superior 

alternative, based on the fact that this alternative would not result in any contribution to 

cumulatively significant impacts related to transportation/circulation; or to project-specific 

significant impacts related to traffic, biological or cultural resources, or health and safety which 

would occur with the project. The CEQA Guidelines also note, however, that if the No Project 

Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must identify an environmentally 

superior alternative from the other alternatives.  

Of the remaining alternatives, the environmentally superior alternative would be the No Project/ 

Development Per Community Plan Alternative. This alternative would reduce many of the impacts of 

the project, except that the significant but mitigable health/safety impacts and the less than 

significant energy, air quality and GHG emissions (which take into consideration the extensive 

sustainability features that have been incorporated into the project) would be about the same or 

slightly greater for this alternative compared to the project. Every other impact would be reduced 

with this alternative, and the General Plan noise compatibility standards would be more readily met, 

due to the less restrictive noise standards associated with a golf course, compared to a residential 

development. This alternative would not meet most of the identified project objectives, however, 

and certain other benefits of the project also would not be realized under this alternative. Examples 

include the provision of a public park and social loop trail, mobility-enhancing features within a 

publicly accessible private park on the site, pedestrian and bicycle linkages through the project site 

to the commercial areas and transit stops at Carmel Mountain Road, and an additional emergency 

egress route through the project site in the event of a fire in the Black Mountain Open Space Park or 

other areas to the west.  

This alternative would fail to provide much-needed affordable and market rate, age-restricted (55+) 

housing in the region, and would not implement statewide, regional, and City strategies that 

encourage intensifying future development into developed areas that are closer to the regional 

transit system. Implementation of this strategy is an important component of the approach to 

improve regional mobility and reduce contributions to GHG emissions (and associated air pollutant 

emissions and energy use) because the strategy makes it possible for larger numbers of people to 

make fewer and shorter automobile trips. Furthermore, implementation of the No Project/ 

Development Per Community Plan Alternative would require that a project applicant would be 
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interested in developing a golf course on the site, or that the City propose to develop it as a public 

golf course.  

The previous privately owned golf course on the site failed, citing maintenance costs including the 

cost of water as the reason for the golf course closure. If a private, for-profit golf course proves not 

to be financially feasible, then a public golf course would be the only option, implementing the golf 

course as a public recreational amenity.  
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Table S-1 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION  

Traffic Capacity (Streets): Would the project result in an increase in projected traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 

street system? 

Transportation Systems: Would the project have a substantial impact upon existing or planned transportation systems? 

Significant direct and 

cumulative impacts would 

occur at the Peñasquitos 

Drive/Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan 

Driveway and the Peñasquitos 

Drive/Janal Way/Project Access 

intersections under the Existing 

Conditions Plus Project, Near-

Term Plus Project, and Year 

2050 Plus Project scenarios. 

TRA-1:  Traffic Signal at Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan Driveway Intersection 

Prior to issuance of the first building permit, Owner/Permitee shall assure by permit and bond the 

construction of a traffic signal at Peñasquitos Drive/Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan Driveway with 

dedicated left-turn lanes with protected phasing on Peñasquitos Drive, and permissive phasing on 

the minor street (Cuca Street/Hotel Karlan Driveway) approaches, satisfactory to the City Engineer. 

Improvements shall be completed and operational prior to the project’s first occupancy. 

Less than 

significant 

 TRA-2:  Roundabout at Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/Project Access Intersection 

Prior to issuance of the first building permit, Owner/Permitee shall assure by permit and bond the 

construction of a single-lane roundabout at Peñasquitos Drive/Janal Way/project Access, satisfactory 

to the City Engineer. Improvements shall be completed and operational prior to the project’s first 

occupancy. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

BIOLOGY 

Sensitive Species: Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species identified as a 

candidate, sensitive, or special status species in the MSCP or other local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS? 

Sensitive Habitats: Would the project result in a substantial adverse impact on any Tier I Habitats, Tier II Habitats, Tier IIIA Habitats, or Tier IIIB Habitats, as 

identified in the Biology Guidelines of the Land Development manual or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, 

or by the CDFG or USFWS? 

Local Plans and Policies: Would the project result in a conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources? 

Construction of the project 

would result in significant 

impacts to the man-made 

drainage feature that occurs 

within the eastern/ 

northeastern portion of the 

project site.  

BIO-1:  Impacts to 0.10 acre of USACE- and RWQCB-jurisdictional non-wetland waters of the 

U.S./State shall be mitigated at a minimum 1:1 ratio through one or a combination of the following: 

on- and/or off-site establishment, re-establishment, rehabilitation, and/or enhancement of a 

minimum of 0.10 acre waters of the U.S./State; and/or off-site purchase of waters of the U.S./State 

credits at an approved mitigation bank, such as the Brook Forest Conservation/Mitigation Bank, or 

other location deemed acceptable by the USACE and RWQCB. Impacts to waters of the U.S./State 

would require notification to the USACE for issuance of a Section 404 CWA permit and notification to 

the RWQCB for issuances of a Section 401 CWA permit from the RWQCB. 

BIO-2:  Impacts to 0.11 0.15 acre of CDFW-jurisdictional streambed will be mitigated at a minimum 

1:1 ratio through one or a combination of the following: on- and/or off-site establishment, 

re-establishment, rehabilitation, and/or enhancement of a minimum of 0.11 0.15 acre riparian 

and/or stream habitat; and/or off-site purchase of riparian and/or stream credits at an approved 

mitigation bank, such as the Brook Forest Conservation/Mitigation Bank, or other location deemed 

acceptable by the CDFW. Impacts to CDFW-jurisdictional resources would require notification to the 

CDFW for a CFG Section 1602 Streambed Authorization Agreement. 

Less than 

significant 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES 

Prehistoric or Historic Resource: Would the project result in an alteration, including the adverse physical or aesthetic effects and/or the destruction of a 

prehistoric site or historic building (including an architecturally significant building), structure, object, or site? 

Human Remains: Would the project result in the disturbance of any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

Tribal Cultural Resources: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code 

section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or 

object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources 

Code section 5020.1(K); or 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 

subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1.  

The potential exists for 

subsurface resources to occur 

on the subject property. If 

present and significant in 

nature, grading associated with 

the project would result in a 

significant impact on these 

resources. 

HIS-1: Archaeological Monitoring 

I. Prior to Permit Issuance 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, including but not limited to, the first 

Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building Plans/Permits or a Notice to 

Proceed for Subdivisions, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is 

applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall verify 

that the requirements for Archaeological Monitoring and Native American monitoring 

have been noted on the applicable construction documents through the plan check 

process. 

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD 

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring Coordination 

(MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and the names of all 

persons involved in the archaeological monitoring program, as defined in the City of 

San Diego Historical Resources Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, individuals involved in 

the archaeological monitoring program must have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER 

training with certification documentation. 

Less than 

significant 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI and all 

persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of the project meet the qualifications 

established in the HRG. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain written approval from MMC for any 

personnel changes associated with the monitoring program. 

 

 II. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site-specific records search (1/4-mile 

radius) has been completed. Verification includes but is not limited to a copy of a 

confirmation letter from South Coastal Information Center, or, if the search was in-

house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the search was completed. 

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and 

probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC requesting a reduction to the 1/4-mile 

radius. 

 

 B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 

1. Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange a 

Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Native American consultant/monitor (where 

Native American resources may be impacted), Construction Manager (CM) and/or 

Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if appropriate, and 

MMC. The qualified Archaeologist and Native American Monitor shall attend any 

grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or suggestions 

concerning the Archaeological Monitoring program with the Construction Manager 

and/or Grading Contractor. 

a. If the PI is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a 

focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or BI, if appropriate, prior to the 

start of any work that requires monitoring. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 

a. Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit an 

Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) (with verification that the AME has been 

reviewed and approved by the Native American consultant/monitor when Native 

American resources may be impacted) based on the appropriate construction 

documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored 

including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. 

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site-specific records search as well as 

information regarding existing known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3.  When Monitoring Will Occur 

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule to 

MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur. 

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or during 

construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This request 

shall be based on relevant information such as review of final construction 

documents which indicate site conditions such as depth of excavation and/or site 

graded to bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the potential for resources 

to be present. 

 

 III. During Construction 

A. Monitor(s) Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching 

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present full-time during all soil disturbing and 

grading/excavation/trenching activities which could result in impacts to archaeological 

resources as identified on the AME. The Construction Manager is responsible for 

notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any construction activities such as in the 

case of a potential safety concern within the area being monitored. In certain 

circumstances OSHA safety requirements may necessitate modification of the AME. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 2. The Native American consultant/monitor shall determine the extent of their presence 

during soil disturbing and grading/excavation/trenching activities based on the AME 

and provide that information to the PI and MMC. If prehistoric resources are 

encountered during the Native American consultant/monitor’s absence, work shall 

stop, and the Discovery Notification Process detailed in Section III.B-C and IV.A-D shall 

commence. 

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a 

modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as modern 

disturbance post-dating the previous grading/trenching activities, presence of fossil 

formations, or when native soils are encountered that may reduce or increase the 

potential for resources to be present. 

4. The archaeological and Native American consultant/monitor shall document field 

activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVRs shall be faxed by the CM 

to the RE the first day of monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Notification of 

Monitoring Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward 

copies to MMC. 

 

 B. Discovery Notification Process  

1. In the event of a discovery, the Archaeological Monitor shall direct the contractor to 

temporarily divert all soil disturbing activities, including but not limited to digging, 

trenching, excavating, or grading activities in the area of discovery and in the area 

reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent resources and immediately notify the RE or 

BI, as appropriate. 

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery and shall also submit 

written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with photos of the 

resource in context, if possible. 

4. No soil shall be exported off-site until a determination can be made regarding the 

significance of the resource specifically if Native American resources are encountered. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 C. Determination of Significance 

1. The PI and Native American consultant/monitor, where Native American resources are 

discovered shall evaluate the significance of the resource. If Human Remains are 

involved, follow protocol in Section IV below. 

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance 

determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether additional 

mitigation is required.  

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit an Archaeological Data Recovery 

Program (ADRP) which has been reviewed by the Native American 

consultant/monitor and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to significant 

resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in the area of 

discovery will be allowed to resume. Note: If a unique archaeological site is also an 

historical resource as defined in CEQA, then the limits on the amount(s) that a 

project applicant may be required to pay to cover mitigation costs as indicated in 

CEQA Section 21083.2 shall not apply. 

c. If the resource is not significant, the PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that 

artifacts will be collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. 

The letter shall also indicate that that no further work is required. 

 

 IV.  Discovery of Human Remains  

If human remains are discovered, work shall halt in that area and no soil shall be exported off-site 

until a determination can be made regarding the provenance of the human remains; and the 

following procedures as set forth in CEQA Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources Code 

(Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken: 

 



SCH No. 2018041032; Project No. 586670  

Final Environmental Impact Report Summary 

The Junipers Project City of San Diego 

 S-19 January 2021 

Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 A. Notification 

1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as appropriate, MMC, and the PI, if the 

Monitor is not qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate Senior Planner in the 

Environmental Analysis Section (EAS) of the Development Services Department to assist 

with the discovery notification process. 

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after consultation with the RE, either in person 

or via telephone. 

B. Isolate discovery site 

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of the discovery and any nearby area 

reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a determination can be 

made by the Medical Examiner in consultation with the PI concerning the provenance 

of the remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consultation with the PI, will determine the need for a field 

examination to determine the provenance. 

3. If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical Examiner will determine with input 

from the PI, if the remains are or are most likely to be of Native American origin. 

 

 C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native American 

1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

within 24 hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can make this call. 

2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or persons determined to be the Most Likely 

Descendent (MLD) and provide contact information. 

3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or sooner after the Medical Examiner has 

completed coordination, to begin the consultation process in accordance with CEQA 

Section 15064.5(e), the California Public Resources and Health & Safety Codes. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make recommendations to the property owner or 

representative, for the treatment or disposition with proper dignity, of the human 

remains and associated grave goods. 

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains will be determined between the MLD 

and the PI, and, if: 

a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR the MLD failed to make a 

recommendation within 48 hours after being granted access to the site, OR; 

b. The landowner or authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the 

MLD and mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) by the NAHC fails to 

provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner shall reinter the 

human remains and items associated with Native American human remains with 

appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further and future 

subsurface disturbance, THEN 

 

 c. To protect these sites, the landowner shall do one or more of the following: 

(1) Record the site with the NAHC; 

(2) Record an open space or conservation easement; or 

(3) Record a document with the County. The document shall be titled “Notice of 

Reinterment of Native American Remains” and shall include a legal description 

of the property, the name of the property owner, and the owner’s 

acknowledged signature, in addition to any other information required by PRC 

5097.98. The document shall be indexed as a notice under the name of the 

owner. 

 

 V. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent and 

timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.  
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 2. The following procedures shall be followed. 

a. No Discoveries: In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night 

and/or weekend work, the PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit 

to MMC via fax by 8AM of the next business day. 

b. Discoveries: All discoveries shall be processed and documented using the existing 

procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction, and IV – Discovery of 

Human Remains. Discovery of human remains shall always be treated as a 

significant discovery. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries: If the PI determines that a potentially significant 

discovery has been made, the procedures detailed under Section III - During 

Construction and IV-Discovery of Human Remains shall be followed. 

 

 d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM of the next business day to 

report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless other specific 

arrangements have been made.  

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary during the course of construction 

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, a minimum of 

24 hours before the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.  

C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 VI. Post Construction 

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative), 

prepared in accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines (Appendix C/D) which 

describes the results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Archaeological 

Monitoring Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval 

within 90 days following the completion of monitoring. It should be noted that if the PI 

is unable to submit the Draft Monitoring Report within the allotted 90-day timeframe 

resulting from delays with analysis, special study results or other complex issues, a 

schedule shall be submitted to MMC establishing agreed due dates and the provision 

for submittal of monthly status reports until this measure can be met. 

 

 a. For significant archaeological resources encountered during monitoring, the 

Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring 

Report. 

b. Recording Sites with State of California Department of Parks and Recreation: The PI 

shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate State of California 

Department of Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any significant or 

potentially significant resources encountered during the Archaeological Monitoring 

Program in accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, and 

submittal of such forms to the South Coastal Information Center with the Final 

Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision or, for preparation 

of the Final Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval. 

4. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report. 

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring Report 

submittals and approvals. 
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Table S-1 (cont.) 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HISTORICAL AND TRIBAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

 B. Handling of Artifacts 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all cultural remains collected are cleaned 

and catalogued 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts are analyzed to identify 

function and chronology as they relate to the history of the area; that faunal material is 

identified as to species; and that specialty studies are completed, as appropriate. 

3. The cost for curation is the responsibility of the property owner. 

 

 C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and Acceptance Verification  

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all artifacts associated with the survey, 

testing and/or data recovery for this project are permanently curated with an 

appropriate institution. This shall be completed in consultation with MMC and the 

Native American representative, as applicable. 

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in the Final 

Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC. 

3. When applicable to the situation, the PI shall include written verification from the 

Native American consultant/monitor indicating that Native American resources were 

treated in accordance with state law and/or applicable agreements. If the resources 

were reinterred, verification shall be provided to show what protective measures were 

taken to ensure no further disturbance occurs in accordance with Section IV – 

Discovery of Human Remains, Subsection 5. 

 

 D.  Final Monitoring Report(s)  

1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final Monitoring Report to the RE or BI as 

appropriate, and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 days after notification 

from MMC that the draft report has been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion and/or release of the 

Performance Bond for grading until receiving a copy of the approved Final Monitoring 

Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance Verification from the curation 

institution. 
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Impact Mitigation 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Health Hazards: Would the project expose people or sensitive receptors to potential health hazards? 

During construction, the 

project would result in 

potentially significant impacts 

related to disturbance of soils, 

slabs, and pavements within 

the two on-site maintenance 

areas on-site. Residue from the 

previous handling and storage 

of hazardous materials within 

these areas could result in 

health hazards to workers 

during construction. 

HAZ-1: Soil Management Plan 

Prior to the initiation of demolition and construction activities at the site, the Construction Manager 

and/or Grading Contractor shall submit a soil management plan (SMP) for approval by the City. The 

SMP shall outline the procedures for the contractor to identify, segregate, and dispose of any 

impacted soils discovered in the existing/previous maintenance areas of the subject site during the 

demolition, grubbing, and grading phases of project construction. The City MMC shall verify 

implementation of the SMP. 

Less than 

significant  
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Table S-2 

COMPARISON OF PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS 

 

Environmental Topic Project 
No Project/No 

Development  

No Project/ 

Development 

Per Community 

Plan 

Reduced 

Intensity 

Development 

Land Use LS N  LS- LS 

Transportation/Circulation SM N SM- SM- 

Visual Effects/  

Neighborhood Character  
LS N LS- LS- 

Noise LS N  LS- LS 

Air Quality LS N LS+ LS- 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions LS N  LS+ LS- 

Energy LS N  LS+ LS- 

Biological Resources SM N SM- SM 

Hydrology and Water Quality LS N  LS- LS 

Geology LS N  LS- LS- 

Historical and Tribal Cultural 

Resources 
SM N  SM- SM- 

Public Utilities LS N LS- LS- 

Public Services and 

Facilities/Recreation 
LS N LS- LS- 

Health and Safety SM N SM SM 

SM = significant but mitigable impacts; LS = less than significant impacts; N = no impacts 

– = comparatively reduced impact relative to the project (if impact designation is the same and impact varies) 

+ = comparatively greater impact relative to the project (if impact designation is the same and impact varies)  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This section provides a brief description of the project) background and scope, the purpose and 

legal authority for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), the EIR scope and process, and an 

explanation of how the EIR is organized. The project is described in detail in Section 3.0, Project 

Description, and is analyzed within the subsequent sections of this EIR. 

1.1 Project Background 

The project is primarily located on the site of the former Carmel Highland Golf Course, which was 

constructed in the 1960s and began operations in 1967 as the Rancho Peñasquitos Golf Course, 

covered by CUP 87-0346 which will be rescinded with the project entitlements. There was a proposal 

in 2006 by a local developer to replace the golf course and associated DoubleTree Hotel with a 

mixed-use development including residential and commercial uses, a boutique hotel and a 

community center with an Olympic-sized pool, tennis courts and a fitness center. That plan was 

abandoned in 2007 when the recession occurred. The prior owners purchased the subject golf 

course/hotel property in 2011. While a number of improvements were made to the golf course, the 

owners decided to close it in 2015, citing reduced golf course usage/revenues and higher water 

costs as the reasons for the closure. There has been no active use of the site since, and the former 

golf course is no longer watered. However, the current project applicant actively maintains the site 

for fire-related/brush management vegetation maintenance purposes. 

The current project applicant purchased the golf course property in 2016. The Planning Commission 

approved initiation of a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to allow residential development of the 

property based on a similar concept to the current proposal, with a maximum allowable 

development of 570 age-qualified residences that would not exceed two stories in height. The 

current proposal is similar to the original layout concept and would construct 455 age-qualified (55+) 

homes, plus 81 age-qualified (55+) affordable housing units (536 total units), which satisfies the 

project’s mandatory contribution toward affordable housing in the City of San Diego (City). 

To provide for access to the project from Peñasquitos Drive, the applicant completed a lot line 

adjustment and purchased a portion of the Hotel Karlan property adjacent to the southwest portion 

of the site, including the existing tennis courts and maintenance yard. 

1.2 Project Scope 

The project is the proposed redevelopment of the existing 112.3-acre Carmel Highland Golf Course 

with a multi-family, age-qualified (55+) senior community. The project site is currently zoned RS-1-14. 

This zone is intended for single-unit residential use areas with minimum 5,000 square-foot (SF) lots, 

within Planned Urbanized Communities. The Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan (RPCP) 

designates the site as Open Space specifically for use as a golf course. The project would require the 

approval of a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to allow the conversion of the golf course to other 

uses and would add a Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ). With the approval of 

the proposed project and this overlay zone, any future proposals to exceed to limit development to 

the currently proposed project density of 536 dwelling units would be subject to a discretionary 

action and further CEQA review. The CPA would redesignate most of the site from Open Space/Golf 
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Course to Low-Medium Density Residential (i.e., 5 to 10 dwelling units per developable acre). The 

remainder of the site would remain open space. In addition, the project would require a vesting 

tentative map (VTM); a rezone; a Planned Development Permit (PDP) to allow the project to deviate 

in certain ways from the otherwise applicable development standards of the San Diego Municipal 

Code (SDMC); rescission of existing CUP 87-0346; and a sewer easement vacation. The portion of the 

project that includes the age-qualified for-sale residences would be rezoned to Residential Multi-

family (RM-1-1). Per the SDMC, the RM-1-1 zone is intended for “lower density multiple dwelling units 

with some characteristics of single dwelling units.” The area identified for the affordable, for rent 

housing units would be rezoned RM-3-7, which permits “medium density multiple dwelling units.” 

The proposed CPIOZ would ensure that no development of the site at a higher density than that 

proposed by the project (536 dwelling units total) could occur without a future additional 

discretionary action. Open Space zones are meant to “protect lands for outdoor recreation, 

education, and scenic and visual enjoyment.” The OR-1-1 zone would cover the proposed open 

space uses around the site perimeter and adjacent to off-site areas. The OP-1-1 zone would cover 

the remaining proposed usable open space/recreational uses and landscaped open space. The 

project would develop 455 age-qualified, market rate, for-sale housing units, and 81 age-qualified, 

affordable, for rent housing units, for a total of 536 units.  

1.3 Purpose and Legal Authority 

The purposes of an EIR are to provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed 

information about the effect a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways in 

which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to 

such a project. The City is the Lead Agency, as defined by Section 15051(b)(1) of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, for the project evaluated in this EIR. Under CEQA, the 

public agency with the greatest responsibility for supervising or approving the project or the first 

public agency to take discretionary action to proceed with a proposed project should ordinarily act 

as the “Lead Agency.” This EIR is an informational document for use by the City, decision makers and 

members of the general public to evaluate the environmental effects of the project. This document 

complies with all criteria, standards and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources Code [PRC] 

Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 

Section 15000 et seq.); the City’s EIR Guidelines (December 2005); and the City’s CEQA Significance 

Determination Thresholds (2016a). This document has been prepared as a Project EIR pursuant to 

Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines, and it represents the independent judgment of the City 

as Lead Agency (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15050). 

1.4 Environmental Impact Report Scope 

This EIR contains analysis of the project, as described in Section 3.0, Project Description. A Project EIR 

should “focus primarily on the changes in the environment that would result from the development 

project.” According to Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Project EIR should “examine 

all phases of the project including planning, construction and operation.” 
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1.4.1 Notice of Preparation/Scoping Meeting 

In reviewing the application for the project, the City concluded that the project could result in 

potentially significant environmental impacts. As Lead Agency, the City prepared a Scoping Letter, 

which was distributed with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) on April 10, 2018 to all responsible and 

trustee agencies, as well as various governmental agencies, including the Office of Planning and 

Research’s State Clearinghouse (SCH), and interested individuals. The City also conducted a public 

scoping meeting, in accordance with Section 21083.9 of CEQA, on April 18, 2018. The EIR addresses 

in detail potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the following issues: 

• Land Use • Biological Resources 

• Transportation/Circulation • Hydrology/Water Quality 

• Visual Effects/Neighborhood Character • Geologic Conditions 

• Noise • Historical and Tribal Resources 

• Air Quality • Public Utilities 

• Greenhouse Gas Emissions • Public Services and Facilities 

• Energy • Health and Safety 

 

The project would not result in potentially significant impacts with respect to Agriculture and 

Forestry Resources, Mineral Resources, Paleontology, Population and Housing, and Schools, as 

described in Section 7.1, Effects Found Not To be Significant, of this EIR.  

A copy of the Scoping Letter, NOP, Scoping Meeting notice, Scoping Meeting sign-in sheet, and 

Scoping Meeting transcript are contained in Appendix A. Verbal and written comments received 

during the scoping process have been taken into consideration during the preparation of this EIR. An 

outline of the issues noted during the scoping process is contained in the Areas of Controversy/Issues 

to be Resolved discussion in the Executive Summary section. The environmental conditions evaluated 

as the baseline in this EIR are those that existed at the time the NOP was circulated as described in 

Section 2.0, Environmental Setting. 

1.5 Public Review Process 

This EIR and the technical analyses it relies on are were available for review by the public and public 

agencies for 45 days to provide comments “on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and 

analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the 

project might be avoided or mitigated” (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204). The public review 

period will bewas from February 19, 2020 to April 6, 2020. The EIR and all supporting technical 

studies and documents are available for review at the City of San Diego, Development Services 

Department, 1222 First Avenue, Fifth Floor, San Diego, 92101-4153, as well as at the Rancho 

Peñasquitos Library and the Downtown San Diego Library. An electronic copy of the EIR and the 

technical analyses is posted on the City Clerk’s website at https://www.sandiego.gov/city-

clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml.  

The City, as Lead Agency, will consider the written comments received on the Draft EIR and at the 

public hearing in making its decision whether to certify the EIR as complete and in compliance with 

CEQA, and whether to approve or deny the project, or take action on a project alternative. In the 

final review of the project, environmental considerations, as well as economic and social factors, will 

https://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml
https://www.sandiego.gov/city-clerk/officialdocs/notices/index.shtml


SCH No. 2018041032; Project No. 586670 Section 1.0 

Final Environmental Impact Report Introduction 

The Junipers Project City of San Diego 

 1-4 January 2021 

be weighed to determine the most appropriate course of action. Subsequent to certification of the 

EIR, agencies with permitting authority over all or portions of the project may use the EIR to evaluate 

environmental effects of the project, as they pertain to the approval or denial of applicable permits.  

1.6 Content and Organization of the EIR 

As stated above, the content and format of this EIR are in accordance with the most recent 

guidelines and amendments to CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. Technical studies have been 

summarized within individual environmental issue sections, and the full technical studies have been 

included in the appendices. 

This EIR has been organized in the following manner:  

• Summary provides a summary of the EIR analysis, discussing the Project Description, the 

alternatives that would reduce or avoid significant impacts, and the conclusions of the 

environmental analysis. The conclusions focus on those impacts that have been determined 

to be significant but mitigated. No significant impacts would remain unmitigated. Impacts 

and mitigation measures are provided in tabular format. In addition, the Executive Summary 

includes a discussion of areas of controversy known to the City, including those issues 

identified by other agencies and the public.  

• Section 1.0, Introduction, provides a brief description of the project, the purpose of the EIR, 

key discretionary City actions and an explanation of the document format. 

• Section 2.0, Environmental Setting, provides an overview of the regional and local setting, as 

well as the physical characteristics of the project site. The setting discussion also addresses 

the relevant planning documents and existing land use designations. 

• Section 3.0, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the project, including the 

purpose and main objectives of the project, building characteristics, infrastructure 

improvements, landscape plan, and project grading and construction. In addition, the 

intended and required uses of the EIR, and a discussion of discretionary actions required for 

project implementation are included in this section. 

• Section 4.0, History of Project Changes, chronicles any physical changes made to the project in 

response to environmental concerns raised during the City’s review of the project.  

• Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, constitutes the main body of the EIR and includes the 

detailed impact analyses for each environmental issue identified in the NOP as potentially 

resulting in significant environmental impacts. The topics analyzed in this section include: 

land use, transportation/circulation, biological resources, historical and tribal cultural 

resources, visual effects/neighborhood character, air quality/greenhouse gas emissions, 

energy, noise, hydrology and water quality, geology and soils, public safety, public utilities, 

and public services and facilities (except schools). Under each topic, Section 5.0 includes a 

discussion of existing conditions, the thresholds identified for the determination of 

significant impact, and an evaluation of the impacts associated with implementation of the 

project. Where the impact analysis demonstrates the potential for the project to have a 

significant adverse impact on the environment, mitigation measures are provided that would 
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minimize the significant impact. The EIR indicates confirmation that the proposed mitigation 

measures would reduce impacts to below a level of significance.  

• Section 6.0, Cumulative Impacts, addresses the cumulative impacts due to implementation of 

the proposed project in combination with other recently approved or pending projects in the 

area.  

• Section 7.0, Other CEQA Sections, includes a discussion of growth inducement, significant 

irreversible effects, and the effects found not to be significant.  

• Section 8.0, Project Alternatives, provides a description and evaluation of alternatives to the 

project. This section addresses the mandatory “no project” alternative, as well as 

development alternatives that would potentially reduce or avoid the project’s significant 

impacts.  

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), References, and Individuals Consulted/ 

Preparers are provided in Sections 9.0, 10.0, and 11.0, respectively. 
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

2.1 Project Location 

The project site consists of the former Carmel Highland Golf Course, the existing maintenance yard 

for the Hotel Karlan as well as the existing tennis courts previously associated with the hotel, which 

are being closed. Interstate 15 (I-15) and Carmel Mountain Road form the eastern and southeastern 

boundaries of the project site, respectively. Primary vehicular access would be provided at 

Peñasquitos Drive and Janal Way. 

The site is located within the northeast portion of the City’s Rancho Peñasquitos community, west of 

I-15, north of Carmel Mountain Road and east of Peñasquitos Drive (Figure 2-1, Regional Location, 

and Figure 2-2, Project Location and Vicinity). Rancho Peñasquitos is located in the northeastern 

portion of the City of San Diego. It is bounded on the east by the communities of Carmel Mountain 

Ranch and Sabre Springs, on the south by the Los Peñasquitos Canyon Preserve and the Mira Mesa 

community, and on the west and north by the communities of Black Mountain Ranch and Rancho 

Bernardo.  

2.2 Existing Site Conditions 

As described in Section 1.0, the Carmel Highland Golf Course was closed in 2015 and is no longer 

being watered, aside from selective watering of trees in good health. Evidence of the previous golf 

course use is apparent, including remnants of the original greens and fairways, sand traps, 

ornamental shrubs and trees, retaining walls, golf cart paths, retaining walls and the like. A former 

maintenance shed is also present on the golf course property. These have degraded over time. The 

former golf course property is enclosed by a chain link fence. The southwestern portion of the 

project site also includes the existing maintenance yard for the adjacent Hotel Karlan and tennis 

courts previously associated with the hotel, which are being closed. 

The rolling topography within the site is not a native condition, as the site was previously filled and 

graded for the previous golf course use. Elevations range from approximately 750 feet above mean 

sea level (AMSL) at the extreme northern corner of the project site to approximately 620 feet AMSL 

at the central eastern portion of the project site (Figure 2-3, Existing Topography).  

During the biology surveys for the project (HELIX 2019c, as amended), the site was mapped primarily 

as ornamental, developed, or disturbed vegetation communities. The site drains into an existing 

channel which runs along the northeastern and eastern portions of the project site. The channel is 

earthen-bottomed for its northern extent, but transitions to concrete-lined before connecting to an 

off-site storm drain system that extends under I-15. All flows are ultimately conveyed into 

Peñasquitos Creek.  

Geologic formations identified within or adjacent to the site include the Mission Valley Formation 

(Tmv) and the Santiago Peak Volcanics (Jsp) formation, as well as undocumented fill (Afu), quaternary 

colluvium (Qcol), and alluvium (Qal). No faults are known to transverse the site. The closest active 

faults and associated Earthquake Fault Zones are located approximately 12.4 miles to the west along 

the Rose Canyon Fault. Refer to Section 5.10, Geology and Soils, for additional information. 
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Existing roadways that abut portions of the project site include I-15, Carmel Mountain Road and 

Peñasquitos Drive. Peñasquitos Drive is classified as a four-lane major roadway within the Rancho 

Peñasquitos Community Plan (RPCP), but is currently built as a three-lane roadway (one 

northbound; two southbound) from Carmel Mountain Road to Cuca Street, and a two-lane divided 

roadway north of Cuca Street to its existing terminus at the northern Community Plan boundary. 

Carmel Mountain Road is classified and built as a six-lane prime arterial within the Carmel Mountain 

Ranch Community Plan but is classified as a six-lane major roadway and built as a five-lane (three 

northbound; two southbound) divided roadway within the Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan (for 

additional discussion, see Section 5.2, Transportation/Circulation). 

The conditions described above constitute the baseline environmental setting used for addressing 

changes in the environment resulting from the project. More detailed discussion of the project’s 

environmental setting is provided in Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, and Section 7.0, Other 

CEQA Sections. 

2.3 Surrounding Land Uses 

Refer to Figure 2-4, Project Site Aerial, for a recent aerial photograph of the surrounding land uses 

within approximately 0.5 mile of the project site. Figure 2-5, Project Site Boundaries Following 2018 Lot 

Line Adjustments, depicts current site boundaries relative to Hotel Karlan, including the boundary 

change that occurred following a lot line adjustment in 2018 (additional information is provided in 

Section 4.0, History of Project Changes). Adjacent land uses include single- and multi-family residential 

to the west, north and south, and a hotel (the Hotel Karlan DoubleTree Resort) to the south. 

Residential uses are primarily low-density single-family detached to the north, south, and west and 

multi-family to the northwest and southwest. To the east across I-15 are commercial shopping 

centers and office buildings. Further to the west are a water tank and the Black Mountain Open 

Space Park. The runway for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar is situated approximately 

7.5 miles south of the project site along Miramar Road.  

2.4 Planning Context 

The following plans contain policies, goals, and objectives that are applicable to the project. A 

detailed discussion of these plans is provided in Section 5.1, Land Use.  

2.4.1 City of San Diego General Plan 

The General Plan is a comprehensive planning document that guides the City’s future development 

and is the foundation upon which all land use decisions are based. The General Plan sets out a 

long-range vision and policy framework for how the City will grow and develop, provide public 

facilities and services, and maintain the qualities that define San Diego. The General Plan is 

comprised of a Strategic Framework Element and 10 additional elements (including the seven 

mandatory elements required by state law) that cover a range of planning issues such as housing, 

transportation, and conservation. The site’s General Plan land use designation is Park, Open Space, 

& Recreation (City 2016f) as well as a small area in the southeast portion of the project identified as 

Commercial Employment, Retail, & Services, previously associated with Hotel Karlan property.  
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2.4.2 Rancho Peñasquitos Community Plan 

San Diego is one of the few jurisdictions in the state that has the size, diversity, and land use 

patterns that necessitate community-based land use plans. The site is within the RPCP which 

encompasses approximately 6,500 acres in the northern portion of the City. Rancho Peñasquitos lies 

17 miles north of downtown San Diego and 8 miles south of the City of Escondido. It is bounded on 

the east by I-15 and the communities of Carmel Mountain Ranch and Sabre Springs, on the south by 

the Los Peñasquitos Canyon Preserve and the Mira Mesa community, and on the west and north by 

the communities of Black Mountain Ranch and Rancho Bernardo. I-15 provides the eastern 

boundary of the planning area and State Route 56 (SR 56) traverses east-west through the 

south-central portion of the community.  

The RPCP is the City’s statement of policy specific to the growth and development of the RPCP 

community. The plan identifies the issues, goals, and policies with respect to land use, public 

facilities, urban design, and environmental constraints. It also designates areas for development of 

residential, commercial, industrial, business park, and public uses, as well as areas that are to 

remain undeveloped. Approximately 51 percent of the land area in Rancho Peñasquitos is 

recommended for residential use. Of that acreage, 76 percent is single-family and 24 percent is 

multi-family. Two percent of the land area in Rancho Peñasquitos is designated for commercial uses. 

Parks and designated open space areas comprise 34 percent of the community. 

The RPCP’s Land Use Map designates the site as Open Space, while the specific map for the site’s 

neighborhood (Glens) identifies the site as “Golf Course.” A major plan recommendation for this 

neighborhood is to “preserve the golf course as a unifying open space element and buffer from the 

freeway, and to maintain the existing quality of development in the area.” Redevelopment of the site 

to uses other than a golf course would require a Community Plan Amendment. 

2.4.3 Multiple Species Conservation Program 

The City of San Diego is a participant in the San Diego Multiple Species Conservation Program 

(MSCP), a comprehensive, regional long-term habitat conservation program designed to provide 

permit issuance authority to the local regulatory agencies for take of covered species. The site is 

within the boundary of the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan, but is not within its preserve planning 

component, the Multi-habitat Planning Area (MHPA). The precise distance between the project and 

the City’s MHPA varies from 690 to 1,100 feet, and the distance from the project to the boundary of 

the BMOS varies from 180 to 1,080 feet. MHPA lands occur approximately 0.2 mile west of the site’s 

westernmost boundary, and In all instances, the MHPA is are separated from the site by existing 

roadways and residential development. The project site is located outside the Coastal Overlay Zone 

and is not within any lands identified as critical habitat by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

2.4.4 Zoning 

The underlying zone for the site is primarily Residential (RS-1-14) as shown in Figure 2-6, Existing 

Zoning Classifications, which is a Residential-Single Unit zone that is only found within Planned 

Urbanized communities or Proposition A lands and requires minimum 5,000-SF lots. A small area in 

the southeast portion of the project is zoned Commercial Visitor (CV-1-1) and was previously 

associated with Hotel Karlan property. 
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2.4.5 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plans 

The Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) is an agency that is required by state law to exist in 

counties in which there is a commercial and/or general aviation airport. The purpose of the ALUC is 

to protect public health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the orderly development of airports and the 

adoption of land use measures that minimize the public’s exposure to excessive noise and safety 

hazards within areas around public airports, to the extent that these areas are not already devoted 

to incompatible uses.  

The project site is located within the MCAS Miramar Airport Influence Area (AIA) Review Area 2, 

about 5 miles outside the MCAS Miramar Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) Noise Contours 

and Accident Potential Zone (APZ). The project would be subject to Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA) Part 77 Noticing Area requirements, which require that the project submit an FAA 

Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation to the City prior to recommendation of discretionary 

approval of the project. With compliance with FAA regulations, the project would be a compatible 

land use within the Air Installation Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) of MCAS Miramar.  

 

2.4.6 Regional Air Quality Strategy 

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) and San Diego Association of Governments 

(SANDAG) are responsible for developing and implementing the clean air plan for attainment and 

maintenance of the ambient air quality standards in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). The San Diego 

County Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) was most recently updated in 2016. The RAQS outlines 

SDAPCD’s plans and control measures designed to attain the state air quality standards for ozone. 

The SDAPCD has also developed the air basin’s input to the State Implementation Plan (SIP), which is 

required under the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) for areas that are out of attainment of air quality 

standards. The SIP, approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in 1996, includes 

the SDAPCD’s plans and control measures for attaining the ozone national standard. The SIP is 

updated on a triennial basis. 

The RAQS relies on information from the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and SANDAG, 

including mobile and area source emissions, as well as information regarding projected growth in 

the county, to project future emissions and then determine from that the strategies necessary for 

the reduction of emissions through regulatory controls. The SIP relies on the same information from 

SANDAG to develop emission inventories and emission reduction strategies that are included in the 

attainment demonstration for the air basin. The SIP also includes rules and regulations that have 

been adopted by the SDAPCD to control emissions from stationary sources. These SIP-approved 

rules may be used as a guideline to determine whether a project’s emissions would have the 

potential to conflict with the SIP and thereby hinder attainment of the national air quality standard 

for ozone. 
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2.4.7 Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin 

The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) adopted a Water Quality Control Plan for the 

San Diego Basin (Basin Plan) that recognizes and reflects regional differences in existing water 

quality, the beneficial uses of the region’s ground and surface waters, and local water quality 

conditions and problems (RWQCB 1994). Water quality objectives identified in the Basin Plan are 

based on established beneficial uses and are defined as “the limits or levels of water quality 

constituents or characteristics which are established for the reasonable protection of beneficial 

uses.” These objectives are incorporated into related regulatory requirements, such as the National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting process. 
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Regional Location
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Figure 2-2
Project Location and Vicinity
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Figure 2-3
Existing Topography
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Figure 2-4
Project Site Aerial
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Project Site Boundaries Following
 2018 Lot Line Adjustments

Figure 2-5
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Figure 2-6
Existing Zoning Classifications
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Zoning

Agricultural Residential (AR-1-1)
Commerical Community (CC-1-3, CC-2-3)
Commerical Visitor (CV-1-1)
Industrial Heavy (IH-2-1)
Industrial Light (IL-2-1)
Residential - Multi Unit (RM-1-1, RM-2-5)
Residential - Single Unit (RS-1-14)
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