ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

THE CiTY oF SAN DIEGO

Project No. 636444
SCH No. 2021100394

SUBJECT: All Peoples Church: The project consists of the development of a 54,476-square-
foot (SF) sanctuary/multi-purpose building (under one roof) and a 71,010 SF two-
level parking garage (367 parking spaces). The project site is a 5.99-acre parcel
located at the northeast corner of Interstate 8 (I-8) and College Avenue of the Navajo
Community Plan area. The vacant site is outside the City's Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP) preserve, the Multi-habitat Planning Area. The
proposed project would include a 900-seat church with accessory uses (i.e., Sunday
school classrooms, offices, and a multipurpose room/gym), a parking structure and
surface parking, site improvements, and off-site improvements to College Avenue.
Of the 900 seats, 587 seats would be fixed in place, and 3,690 SF would
accommodate the remaining non-fixed seats. Congregation gatherings would
primarily occur on Sundays; small group activities may occur during the weekdays or
on Saturdays. No primary educational school spaces are proposed as part of the
project. The project would also include on-site water quality basins to treat
stormwater runoff and a sewer/stormwater connection to existing City facilities. The
project would require City approval of a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to
modify the Navajo Community Plan, Planned Development Permit (PDP), Site
Development Permit (SDP) and various easement vacations via the Process 5
process. (LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Portion of Lot 67 of Rancho Mission of San Diego,
County of San Diego, State of California, as described in grant deed November 3,
1975, at document 76-306249) The site is not included on any Government Code
listing of hazardous waste sites. APPLICANT: Kendall Laughlin, All Peoples Church

UPDATE: July 31, 2023. Clarifications, revisions, additional information, and/or
typographical corrections have been made to the final Environmental Impact
Report when compared to the draft environmental document. In accordance
with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15088.5, the addition
of new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant
modifications and would not result in new impacts or new mitigation does not
require recirculation.



Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 (a): “Significant new information”
requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure or additional data or
other information showing that:

1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or
from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

2) Asubstantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would
result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a
level of insignificance.

3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different
from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental
impacts of the project, but the projects proponents decline to adopt it.

4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and
conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded.

The modifications made to the final environmental document do not affect the analysis
or conclusions of the Environmental Impact Report. All revisions are shown in a
strikethrough and/or underline format.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

This document has been prepared by the City of San Diego’s Environmental Analysis Section
under the direction of the Development Services Department and is based on the City's
independent analysis and conclusions made pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Statutes Section 21082.1 and San Diego Land Development Code Sections 128.0103(a)
and 128.0103(b).

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego, as the
Lead Agency, has prepared the following Environmental Impact Report. The analysis addressed
the following issue area(s) in detail: Land Use, Biological Resources, Historical Resources,
Noise, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, and Tribal Cultural Resources (TCRs).
The Environmental Impact Report concluded that the project would result in significant but
mitigated environmental impacts to Biological Resources, Historical Resources; Noise; and
TCRs. All other impacts analyzed in the draft EIR were determined to be less than significant.

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

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:
The following agencies, organizations, and individuals received a copy or notice of the draft

Environmental Impact Report and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency.
Copies of the Environmental Impact Report, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program



and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the offices of the Development Services
Department, or purchased for the cost of reproduction.

State of California
State Clearinghouse

City of San Diego
Central Library (81A)
Benjamin Branch Library (81D)

Other Interested Groups, Organizations, and Individuals
US Fish & Wildlife Service (23)

California Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (32)

Sierra Club (165)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Mr. Jim Peugh (167A)

California Native Plant Society (170)

Endangered Habitats League (182A)

Historical Resources Board (87)

Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resources Council (216)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218)
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Del Gardens Senior Social Club (339)
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Richard Drury

Stacey Oborne

John Stump

Mark Nelson

Larry Dawon




Kris Dill
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Linda Thompson
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Lesile Reinbold
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Teri Frazier
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Dana Stewart
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Barbara Rose

Steve Colombel

John Larry Granger
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RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

() No comments were received during the public input period.

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

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

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

N

August 31, 2022

Courtney Holowach Date of Draft Report
Senior Planner
Development Services Department luly 31, 2023

Date of Final Report

Analyst: Courtney Holowach
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ALL PEOPLES CHURCH
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

1. INTRODUCTION

Letters of comment to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) were received from a number
of agencies, organizations, and individuals (see below table) during the 45-day public review from
August 31, 2022, to October 17, 2022. There were 156 comment letters and/or e-mails received by
City Development Services Department (DSD) during the DEIR public review period and seven late
letters were received after the public review period closed at 5 p.m. on October 17, 2022.

Comments that address environmental issues related to the DEIR are addressed in full. In some
cases, comments resulted in minor corrections to the DEIR or additional information being provided
for clarification purposes. Comments that (1) do not address the adequacy or completeness of the
DEIR; (2) do not raise environmental issues; or (3) do request the incorporation of additional
information not relevant to environmental issues, do not require a response, pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088(a). Individual comments within each letter are bracketed and subsequently
numbered in the margin of the comment letter. Bracketed/numbered comment letters are placed
before the responses to the letter.

Information provided in the response to comments (RTC) clarifies, amplifies, or makes minor
modifications to the DEIR. Minor clarifications have been made to the information contained in the
DEIR as a result of the RTC and are reflected in the Final EIR (FEIR) by strikeout (deleted) and
underline (inserted) markings. No significant new information has been added that would require
recirculation of the document, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

Table RTC-1
LIST OF COMMENTING AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND INDIVIDUALS
Letter Commenter Date Page
Agencies
A1 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) October 14, 2022 RTC-20
A2 California Department of Transportation October 14, 2022 RTC-28

Organizations

01 Campo Band of Mission Indians September 7, 2022 RTC-30
02 San Diego County Archaeological Society October 10, 2022 RTC-31
03 Navajo Community Planners October 12, 2022 RTC-32
Individuals
11 Summer Adleberg October 16, 2022 RTC-41
12 Stephanie Ballinger October 17, 2022 RTC-43
13 Janice Baranski October 8, 2022 RTC-45
14 Steve Behar September 1, 2022 RTC-46
All Peoples Church RTC-1 City of San Diego

July 2023
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Commenter

Linda and Michael Bennett
John Benz
Deborah Black
Dennis Black
Benjamin Bloom
Peggy Bocko

Katie Booth

Chip Brent
Cameron Bresnick
Janis Brown
Christina Callahan
Elaine Camara
Gregg Cantor
James Carry

Jordan Chaim

Shari and Joseph Colloca, Robin Kastner, Maureen
Champion, Rosemary and Victor Ghosn, Adeline and
Yann Renard, Hortencia and Ted Bendrick, Wendy
and Dustin Jones, Amy and John Pecoraro, Kathy
and Bill Connell, Diana and Rich Sanderson,
Deborah and Dennis Black, Danielle Black, Kelly and
Matt Rookus, Denine and Larry Dawson, Stephanie
and Chad Summers, Sara Moten and Karla and Dan
DeCoursey, Christine and Ryan Dammann

Steve Colombel
Eddie and Adriana Cuadal
Christine Dammann
Konrad Davis
Mardine Davis
Larry Dawson

Lew Dawson
Lauren Degheri
Kendra DeGroot
Maria DelLeon
Nadine Desteunder
Scott Dickson

June Dodge

RTC-2
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Date
October 12, 2022

October 17, 2022
October 11, 2022
October 16, 2022
October 10, 2022
October 7, 2022
October 17, 2022
October 17, 2022
September 7, 2022
October 14, 2022
October 17, 2022
October 4, 2022
October 16, 2022
October 15, 2022
October 13, 2022
October 17, 2022

October 9, 2022
October 7, 2022
October 17, 2022
October 8, 2022
October 11, 2022
October 3, 2022
October 17, 2022
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October 16, 2022

Page
RTC-47
RTC-49
RTC-50
RTC-51
RTC-54
RTC-55
RTC-56
RTC-57
RTC-58
RTC-59
RTC-60
RTC-61
RTC-62
RTC-63
RTC-64
RTC-65

RTC-76
RTC-77
RTC-78
RTC-79
RTC-80
RTC-82
RTC-83
RTC-89
RTC-90
RTC-91
RTC-92
RTC-93
RTC-94

All Peoples Church



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444
Environmental Impact Report

Letter
134

135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
I55
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
64
165
166
167

All Peoples Church

Commenter

Bruce Doole

Martin Doucett

David Einstein

David Endow

Gene Erquiaga

Ryan Evenson

James Forbes

Teri Frazier

Beth Friedenberg

Lee Fuhr

Marie Garcia

Jean and Franklin Gaylis
Cap Geis

Laura Gingras

John Larry Granger
Toni and Allen Gruber
Lesley Halpern

Bryan Harris

Shain Haug

Marilyn Hinck

Jeff Hinck

Jon Hoidal

John Hood

Aleyda Hoskins
Redelle Hrastich
Loretta Huckabone
Loretta Huckabone
Sharon Hudnall
Sharon Hudnall
Jeffrey and Michael Hunt
Cheryl Irick

Donna Janzen
Vivienne Jarvis and Joe Shapiro

Dave Jones

RTC-3

Date
October 4, 2022

October 8, 2022
October 8, 2022
October 17, 2022
October 15, 2022
October 5, 2022
October 6, 2022
October 14, 2022
October 14, 2022

September 2, 2022

October 16, 2022
October 2, 2022
October 6, 2022

October 17, 2022

October 16, 2022

October 16, 2022

October 16, 2022

October 10, 2022

September 17, 2022

October 7, 2022
October 11, 2022
October 17, 2022
October 16, 2022
October 4, 2022
October 8, 2022
October 15, 2022
October 16, 2022
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October 8, 2022
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October 16, 2022
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Commenter

Candy Kalman

Lia Jones-Karavokiris
Karen Kawamoto
Rebecca Kawamoto
Robert Kawamoto

David and Claudia Kay
Allyson Kelley

Danielle Kerr

Anne and Mohsin Khan
Michael Kinnamon
Derek and Lily Kinninger
George Kirazian

Sarah Knoepfli

Daniel Kroeger

Erik Larson

Trish Larson

Bob and Jane LeRibeus
Phillippe and Natascha Lesage
Aaron Levine

Lacey Levitt

Zita Liebermensch

Michael Livingston (Save Del Cerro)

Meaghan Loud
Michael Lovci
Mark Luciano
Sandy Luebben
Stephanie Macceca
Thomas Marshall
Robert Martin
Anne McColl
Medina Family
David Mendel
David Mendel

Julie Middlemas
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Date

September 22, 2022

October 6, 2022
October 14, 2022
October 14, 2022
October 14, 2022
October 17, 2022

September 27, 2022

October 17, 2022
October 11, 2022
October 12, 2022
October 7, 2022
October 7, 2022
October 11, 1022
October 16, 2022
October 4, 2022
October 4, 2022
October 10, 2022
October 3, 2022
October 16, 2022
October 4, 2022
October 11, 2022
October 17, 2022
October 16, 2022
October 14, 2022
October 13, 2022
October 10, 2022
October 16, 2022

September 17, 2022
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Commenter

Vince Mikulanis
Michael Miller

Scott and Karen Miller
Patricia Mooney
Camellia Mortezazadeh
Ryan Mosher

J.G. Ney

Jackie O’Connor

Vince Outlaw

Rosaura Picasso
Michael Poltorak

Bill Poulin

Irma Poulin

David Preciado

Julie, Kevin and Kate Prichard
Barbara and Jim Recht
Mark Remer

Stacy Roberts

Sheryl Schultz Rose
Jeffrey Rosenblatt
Rachel Rothman

Daniel Saltzman

Diana Sanderson

Abel Santana

Mark Sauer and Donna Valerie
Amy Schindler

Mark Schulze and Patty Mooney
Noah Schuster

David Schwartz

Cindy Scott

Kevin Sheedy

Shannon Shepley
Charles Sloan

Andrew Sloter
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Date
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September 20, 2022
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Commenter

Jaime and Art Smart
Jaime Smart

Cheryl Smelt

Lauren Sommer
Sabine Steck

Nathan Stein

Lisa Stein

Dana Stewart

Kurt and Susan Stormberg
Judy Swinko

Jim Treglio

Christine van Spronsen
Jon Wiggins

Brain Woolsey

Evan Youngstrom, Lewis and Sarah Dawson, Judith
Abegglen, Susan and Hailey Andrews, Lisa

Busalacchi, Goncalo and Nancy Gloria

Paula Berberick

Christine and Ryan Dammann and Shannon Shepley

(via Joe Colloca)
Cathleen Elmies
Theresa Golden
Annemarie Penick

David and Celeste Schwartz
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September 9, 2022

October 14, 2022
October 16, 2022
October 16, 2022
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2 The following letters were received after the DEIR public review period closed on October 17, 2022, at 5 p.m.

City of San Diego
July 2023

RTC-6

All Peoples Church



SCH No. 2021100394, Project No. 636444 Chapter 2
Environmental Impact Report Master Responses

2. MASTER RESPONSES

The following master responses have been provided in order to address common themes or issues
that were raised throughout the comment letters received during public review of the DEIR. These
master responses are commonly referred to throughout the specific responses to comments
received by agencies, organizations, and individuals.

Master Response 1: Project Alternatives

The City received comments stating that the project would be better suited at another location or
that another use would be preferred on the project site. Specifically, commenters suggested that the
site be developed with the previously approved Marburn Corporation residential subdivision (which
is discussed as a project alternative in DEIR Chapter 8, Project Alternatives), low-density residential,
affordable homes, or some other housing project as an alternate use of the project site. Other uses
identified by commenters included conversion to open space or green space, a City, dog or
community park area, a shopping center with apartments or condominiums, or a tiny home village
for the homeless. Suggestions to keep the site vacant were also made in comments. This Master
Response has been prepared to address those comments.

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, “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 ...” Additionally, “... 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.”

Residential Use

DEIR Chapter 8, Project Alternatives, analyzed the environmental impacts of the previously approved
Marburn Corporation residential subdivision in DEIR Section 8.4.2. The Marburn Corporation
residential subdivision, identified as the Reduced Residential Development Alternative, would result
in similar environmental impacts as the church project. Specifically, the environmental impacts to
biological resources, historical resources, noise, and tribal cultural resources caused by simply
grading the project site would be significant and mitigable under the Reduced Residential
Development Alternative, the same level of significance as those impacts associated with the project.
Likewise, the amount of traffic produced by the subdivision would be similar to that of the weekday
trips associated with the church, as disclosed in DEIR Section 8.4.2.1. The Marburn Corporation
residential subdivision was predicted to generate 260 daily trips, which would be under the 300 VMT
screening threshold identified in the Transportation Study Manual, similar to the proposed project.
Additionally, land use, visual effects and neighborhood character impacts associated with the
Reduced Residential Development Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the project.
Other variations of a residential use, such as low-density residential, affordable homes or a tiny
home village, would result in similar physical impacts as the Reduced Residential Development
Alternative and the project, because a similar grading footprint would be required to implement
those alternative residential uses. Nevertheless, the Reduced Residential Development Alternative,
and any other residential alternative, is not considered feasible because it would not attain the

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-7 July 2023
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primary objectives of the project related to placing the church/sanctuary in a central San Diego
location on church-owned property that has proximity to its existing congregation; establishing a
place of worship that would accommodate the existing and future space needs; and fulfilling the
institution’s religious mission (identified in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description), nor would it
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.

Other Land Uses

As discussed in DEIR Section 8.3.2, converting the project site to another land use other than a
church, such as open space or developing the property as a park, would be inconsistent with the
intent of the General Plan, Community Plan, and underlying zoning, which all anticipate
development on the site in the future. Any of these options would prevent an infill site with access to
utilities, public services, and transit from being developed contrary to the City's stated planning
goals. Moreover, none of the alternative land uses, such as dog or community park area, a shopping
center with apartments or condominiums, or a tiny home village for the homeless, would achieve
any of the primary project objectives as outlined in DEIR Sections 3.1 and 8.2.1.

Alternative Locations

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A), alternative locations for the project
would be considered if “any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially
lessened by putting the project in another location. Only locations that would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.”
Factors that need to be considered when identifying an off-site alternative include the size of the
site, its location, the General Plan (or other applicable planning document) land use designation,
availability of infrastructure, and whether or not the applicant can reasonably acquire, control, or
otherwise have access to the alternative site. It should be noted that the availability of an alternative
site does not in and of itself reduce the project's impact potential.

Currently, All Peoples Church occupies several rented (not owned) buildings at 5555 University
Avenue in the Mid-City community, approximately 2.5 miles south of the project site. As renters, the
church does not own or control the buildings it currently occupies and the church'’s current facilities
are a part of the Chollas Triangle Park redevelopment plan (https://www.sandiego.gov/cip
/projectinfo/featuredprojects/chollas-triangle-park). The church’s existing location and nearby
communities are already highly developed, and as a result, available sites of sufficient size in the
area are not common. Site ownership and site design are important aspects of the site selection for
the applicant, so that the facility can fully express design features that support the religious nature
of the facility. Therefore, continuing to rent space is not a realistic option.

The applicant conducted an extensive survey of area properties before purchasing the land for the
project, and the proposed location was found to best fit its needs. The applicant does not currently
own any other similarly sized undeveloped or developed parcels within the project area, and the
applicant cannot reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to a sufficiently sized
alternative site within the communities it serves. Developing the project on any of the sites
suggested by the comments may result in new or more severe significant impacts that would not
occur at the project site because a currently developed site could be closer to sensitive receptors or
be on level terrain with residential development, thereby increasing the potential intensity of project

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-8
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effects. Moreover, sites in the vicinity that are undeveloped are farther from the congregation and
are frequently located in environmentally sensitive locations, such as steep hillsides or on properties
with highly sensitive biological resources.

Some comments suggested alternate locations for the proposed church, including properties the
church does not own or control or are outside of the City's jurisdictional boundaries, such as the
vacant Fry’'s Electronics building in Serra Mesa, the vacant Macy's Parkway Plaza Mall in El Cajon,
vacant buildings on Fletcher Parkway and in Grossmont Center in La Mesa, and other unspecified
locations with nearby freeway access. The proposed location is located in San Diego and is relatively
proximate (to the church'’s existing congregation, which is an objective of the project as noted in
DEIR Section 3.1.1). For these reasons, an alternate location for the project site was not analyzed in
DEIR Chapter 8, Project Alternatives, and no additional analysis is required at this time.

Master Response 2: Cumulative Impacts

The City received comments stating that the cumulative impact scenario used in DEIR Chapter 6,
Cumulative Impacts, was incomplete because it should have included a ministerial development (PRJ-
1061051, Del Cerro House) located at 6353 Del Cerro Boulevard east of College Avenue whose
application was deemed complete by the City seven months after the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of
an EIR for the All Peoples Church project was published October 22, 2021. This Master Response has
been prepared to address those comments.

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, the discussion of cumulative effects should be guided
by the standards of practicality and reasonableness. "The evaluation of cumulative impacts is to be
based on either: (A) a list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or
cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency, or (B) a
summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a
prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, which described or evaluated
regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative effect”. Furthermore, 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".

Pursuant this guidance in CEQA, a plan approach was taken in the DEIR given the built-out and
developed nature of the Navajo Community Plan area and, specifically, the Del Cerro neighborhood.
When using the plan approach, a DEIR need not also consider other reasonably foreseeable projects
in the area, as suggested in the comments. Instead, the cumulative effects of the project described
in DEIR Chapter 6 are appropriately considered in the context of the General Plan and Navajo
Community Plan buildout, as well as the nearby Adobe Falls portion of the SDSU Campus Master
Plan.

Furthermore, the DEIR's environmental baseline was defined when the City published and circulated
the All Peoples Church NOP on October 22, 2021. The application for the Del Cerro House project
was deemed complete on June 27, 2022, seven months after the baseline condition was established
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125. As demonstrated in the DEIR, the cumulative
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impacts analysis is valid and appropriate given its compliance with the CEQA Guidelines and
standard City procedures. Therefore, the DEIR adequately addressed the potential for cumulative
impacts consistent with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15125 and 15130 and the City's standard practice
for setting environmental baseline conditions.

Master Response 3: Land Use

The City received comments on the DEIR’s conclusion that the project would result in a less-than-
significant land use impact contained in DEIR Section 5.1. In addition, the City received comments
noting that the project site is included on the City of San Diego Housing Element Adequate Sites
Inventory (Inventory) with the potential for the construction of 49 to 52 units. Commenters also
assert that the City will be unable to meet its housing needs without the development of those
housing units onsite. This Master Response has been prepared to address those comments, and
revisions to DEIR Section 5.1, Land Use, and Tables 5.1-1 and 5.1-2 have been implemented in the
FEIR to clarify that the CPA is a Genera Plan process and that certain residential land use policies
from the Navajo Community Plan are not applicable to the project and have been removed.

Land Use Policy Consistency

As explained in revised DEIR Section 5.1, the project is consistent with the intent of the General Plan
and the Navajo Community Plan. The Navajo Community Plan identifies the three “overriding”
objectives for the long-range development of the community (Introduction-Preface, page 1):

(1) retention of the residential character of the area; (2) provision of adequate community services,
such as police and fire protection, rubbish collection, etc.; and (3) establishment of guidelines for the
utilization of canyons and hillsides and enhance the environment of the area as a pleasant
community in which to live.

The project does not include a residential component; it instead proposes the development of a
church, a community service that the Navajo Community Plan acknowledges as a local community
facility land use on Figure 24. As noted in revised DEIR Section 5.1, the project requires the approval
of a Community Plan Amendment to add a new "church" use to the Other Community Facilities:
Exhibit 24 in the Community Plan, as is the case for other religious institutions in the community
since the City's planning documents do not provide a separate land use designation or zone for
churches or places of religious assembly. The project site will continue to retain the Single Family
residential land use designation on the Navajo Community Plan Land Use map (Figure 4) and the
property will continue to be residentially zoned (RS-1-7). The applicant's Community Plan
Amendment would change the site use to allow for religious assembly. Pursuant to San Diego
Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0602 (a) (2), the proposed Planned Development Permit allows
the applicant to propose a use that “complies with the applicable land use plan but contains uses
that are not permitted in the underlying base zone.” Thus, the project use would be consistent with
the Navajo Community Plan.

Moreover, DEIR Section 5.5 discloses that the project's massing and architectural style would be
distinctive from that of the surrounding one-story, ranch-style homes in the vicinity. As
recommended in the Community Plan Residential Element policies, the project design is sensitive to
the existing neighborhood as the church/sanctuary structure has been situated in the topographic
low point of the site near the College Avenue/I-8 westbound off-ramp and set back from the

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-10



SCH No. 2021100394, Project No. 636444 Chapter 2
Environmental Impact Report Master Responses

adjacent, lower profile residential and commercial structures to the east and north; would feature
extensive landscaping, including screening along the common property line with the nearby
residential yards to conceal and soften views of facilities, walls and rooftops; would produce a
positive visual appearance through its comprehensive design from public vantage points along local
roads/freeway that surround the site; and it would screen or conceal parking areas and on-site
retaining walls with landscaping or structures from public vantage points along local roads/freeway.
The project also complies with Circulation Element policies with the implementation of College
Avenue frontage improvements, including a signalized intersection, an upgraded sidewalk,
pedestrian linkages into the site, and striping to create a bike lane.

Regarding the Community Plan objective related to canyon and hillsides and development
enhancing the environment “as a pleasant place in which to live”, DEIR Section 5.5.6, Landform
Alteration, notes that no naturally occurring steep slopes or natural topography occur on the project
site. The project design, therefore, as described in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, and

Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, focuses on reducing potential conflicts with
adjacent residential uses. Refer to Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character for
additional discussion on this topic.

Also, refer to revised Table 5.1-1, City of San Diego General Plan Land Use Goals, Objectives, and Policies
Consistency Evaluation, and revised Table 5.1-2, Navajo Community Plan Goals and Recommendations
Consistency Evaluation, in DEIR Section 5.1.3 for a comprehensive and thorough analysis of the
project’s consistency with applicable General Plan and Community Plan policies. General Plan and
Community plan policies regarding the CPA and residential nature of the site have been removed
using strikethrough changes in the FEIR.

Regional Housing Policy Consistency

Appendix D to the Housing Element Adequate Sites Inventory, which identifies the project site as
having the potential for 49 units, includes the following preface (page HE-D-1): “Inclusion of a site on
this list does not indicate that a site will be developed or redeveloped or will be required by the City
to develop or redevelop with housing ... it indicates that the site has unrealized capacity for housing,
based on its zoning and/or land use designation in the applicable community plan, that could
reasonably be realized during the 2021-2029 period. The Adequate Sites Inventory assists in
meeting the State law that requires that each jurisdiction demonstrate enough zoned housing
capacity to meet each Housing Element Cycle's Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).” The
Inventory further explains that it is based upon a broad survey of potentially developable land and
acknowledges that “many factors affect housing development feasibility, trends, and developer and
property owner choices within the City, and that the City cannot mandate housing development on
private property or property owned by other government agencies.”

Recent modifications to Housing Element law adopted through Senate Bill (SB) 1333 and amended
Government Code Section 65356, known as the “No Net Loss” provisions, require the City to monitor
housing production during the eight year planning period for the Housing Element to ensure that
the City maintains housing capacity to meet its RHNA target. The City, therefore, in preparing its
Adequate Sites Inventory, made conservative estimates of site capacity (90% of the net potential
housing units based on the zone/land use designation) and identified enough sites to provide a
substantial (61%-62%) buffer above its RHNA targets to ensure that the City can meet its targets.
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Moreover, the City monitors its Housing Element Inventory regularly through the Housing Element
planning period to ensure sufficient housing capacity exists and the City also identifies opportunities
to increase housing capacity in a manner consistent with the General Plan and Climate Action Plan.

As a result, the project will not ultimately affect the City's overall housing capacity because the
Housing Element Adequate Sites Inventory includes a substantial buffer and the project site will
retain the Single Family residential land use designation on the Navajo Community Plan Land Use
map (Figure 4) and the property will continue to be residentially zoned while the church is
operational. Regardless, comments on the City’s housing capacity do not pertain to the adequacy of
the DEIR.

Master Response 4: Aesthetics

The City received comments expressing concern with regard to the project’s visual or aesthetic
compatibility with the nearby residential neighborhoods and changes to views along College Avenue
at its entryway to the Del Cerro neighborhood of the Navajo Community Plan area. This Master
Response has been prepared to address those comments.

Neighborhood Character

With regard to the aesthetic characteristics of the project relative to its surroundings, DEIR

Section 5.5.1.5 states that the existing patterns of development in the Navajo community as a whole
are predominantly one- and two-story suburban single-family residential structures, although there
are several multistory multifamily, commercial, and institutional buildings interspersed throughout
the area. DEIR Section 5.5.1.5 further notes that a variety of architectural styles exist in the project
area, including ranch-and contemporary-style homes, commercial and institutional buildings, and
concludes that there is no common architectural theme. Recognizing the lack of an architectural
theme within the Navajo community is important factually toward assessing project impacts to
neighborhood character, in accordance with the City’'s significance determination thresholds (refer
to Section 5.5.4.1).

DEIR Section 5.5.4.2 acknowledges that the project’s massing and architectural style would be
distinctive from that of the surrounding one-story, ranch-style homes and two-story residences and
commercial structures in the project vicinity. To address that potential distinction, the project was
consciously designed to place the church/sanctuary building in the southernmost portion of the site
near the I-8 interchange, at an elevation 30 feet below grade of and 195 feet set back from the
nearest residences. This design is in direct contrast to a proposal that could have placed the
church/sanctuary in the northern portion of the property at grade with the nearby homes, which
would have created a more obtrusive condition. Further, as shown in the landscape concept plan in
DEIR Figure 3-6, extensive landscaping is proposed to soften the project's appearance and provide
buffer screening of the structures and on-site retaining walls when viewed from the nearby homes
and public roads (i.e., College Avenue and I-8 interchange). The amount of landscaping would
exceed the minimums required by the SDMC.

DEIR Section 5.5.4.2 applies the City’s significance determination thresholds when assessing the
project's impacts to neighborhood character and visual quality. As stated in the City guidelines,
projects that severely contrast with surrounding character must be evaluated in the context of the
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height and bulk of the existing patterns of development in the vicinity and would have to exceed
those patterns of development by a substantial margin to be considered significant. In addition, the
DEIR analysis references the following impact thresholds (as outlined in DEIR Section 5.5.4.1) for
evaluating the project's impacts on neighborhood character. Would the project:

e Have a negative visual appearance that meets one or more of the following conditions:

— The project would create a disorganized appearance and would substantially conflict
with City codes;

— The project would significantly conflict with the height, bulk, or coverage regulations of
the zone and does not provide architectural interest; and/or

— The project includes crib, retaining, or noise walls greater than 6 feet in height and
50 feet in length with minimal landscape screening or berming where the walls would be
visible to the public.

— Have an architectural style or use building materials in stark contrast to adjacent
development where the adjacent development follows a single or common architectural
theme;

— Belocated in a highly visible area (e.g., on a canyon edge, hilltop or adjacent to an
interstate highway) and would strongly contrast with the surrounding development or
natural topography through excessive height, bulk, signage, or architectural projections;
and/or

— Resultin the physical loss, isolation or degradation of a community identification symbol
or landmark (e.g., a stand of trees, coastal bluff, historic landmark) which is identified in
the General Plan, applicable community plan or local coastal program.

The analysis in DEIR Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character, broadly considers the
visual characteristics of all the existing developed areas and undeveloped slopes within the
viewshed that surrounds the project site, including the residential, commercial, institutional uses
and open space nearby. The discussion focused on views from publicly accessible vantage points,
such as local roads and the I-8 freeway, as private views are not protected by CEQA or the City. The
analysis does not artificially constrain the discussion to the immediate project vicinity but takes into
consideration the entire visual setting within which surrounds the site and from where changes in
visual character would be visible beyond the Navajo Community area into the northern edge of the
College Area community, as well as along the Interstate 8 corridor.

As described in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, and Section 5.5, Visual Effects and Neighborhood
Character, approximately 80% of the roofline, or the vast majority of the church/sanctuary building
and the parapet wall around the building, would comply with the 30-foot height limit established in
the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC). To prevent the structure from appearing box-like in
appearance and to create architectural interest, three pitched roof towers are proposed to extend
15 to 18 feet above the 30-foot height limit with a single 8-foot tall cross is proposed above the 45-
foot roof tower on the western elevation facing College Avenue. DEIR Figures 3-2 and 3-3 show these
architectural projections.

The project proposes, as detailed in DEIR Table 3-1, Proposed Development Deviations, a Planned
Development Permit (PDP) for the deviation to SDMC 131.0431(b) to allow for architectural
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projections 53 feet above grade where 30 feet above grade is permitted. Consistent with San Diego
Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0605, Findings For Planned Development Permit, approval of the
PDP requires the decisionmaker to make three findings that the project will: not adversely affect the
applicable land use plan, not be detrimental to the applicable land use plan, and will comply with the
regulations of the Land Development Code including any proposed deviations pursuant to

Section 126.0602(b)(1) that are appropriate for this location and will result in a more desirable
project than would be achieved if designed in strict conformance with the development regulations.

As noted above, the City’s CEQA significance determination thresholds state that a project would
have to exceed the zoning regulations by a substantial margin and present a disorganized
appearance with no architectural interest to result in a significant visual character impact. That is not
the situation presented here. The church is not proposed at the same topographic grade as the
nearby structures, but rather would be placed in the southern portion of the site at a base elevation
that would be over 30 feet lower than and set back 195 feet from the nearest residential properties.
The project would feature architectural design elements, such as contemporary Spanish Colonial
Revival styling with arched entrances and windows, and extensive landscaping and buffer
treatments that exceed the City's standards. Collectively, these project features would combine to
create visual interest, softening and screening of the project when viewed from the surrounding
public vantage points, as illustrated in DEIR Figures 5.5-4a and 5.5-4b.

DEIR Section 5.5 notes that there is no consistent architectural styling or theme in the area that
would be disordered by the project; however, the DEIR Section 5.5 does recognize that the project
design would not resemble the low-stature residential subdivision style of the nearby neighborhood
and instead would reflect the architectural styling of the SDSU academic buildings and other
structures in the project area. The DEIR Section 5.5.4 analysis simply notes the relationship to the
SDSU buildings, it does not rely on the presence of these other structures as a rationale for its
significance determination. Rather, the analysis objectively applies the City's thresholds to the
project's design and context to conclude there the project would not result in a significant
neighborhood character impact.

The DEIR Section 5.5.4 indicates that the project will introduce a community service into the Del
Cerro community and alter the residential character of the area. Nevertheless, the project’s height,
bulk, signage, or architectural projections would not result in a negative visual appearance due to its
topographically-sensitive site layout, cohesive architectural styling, and below grade placement of
retaining walls combined with the heavy use of screening vegetation and landscape treatments to
soften its appearance from nearby public and private viewing areas. Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in substantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the area, and
impacts would be less than significant, as concluded in the DEIR.

Scenic Views

As stated in DEIR Section 5.5.3, there are no vistas or scenic views designated in the project area by
the Community Plan or General Plan. Although public views of the project would be available from
the travel lanes of College Avenue, this these vantage point is not considered scenic vistas. In
addition, there are no public resources visible from public viewing areas nearby. By placing the
church/sanctuary building at the topographically lowest portion of the site, the project has been
designed to minimize its intrusion into the nearby public vantage points, such as College Avenue. It
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should be noted that the structure would not block a view of a designated public resource from a
public viewing area, such as local roads. Therefore, as stated in the DEIR, the project would not
obstruct any vista or scenic views identified in the Navajo Community Plan or General Plan, and its
impacts would be less than significant.

Master Response 5: Transportation

The City received comments raising concerns regarding the increase in traffic and congestion that
would occur with implementation of the project. Specifically, comments raise concerns over the
validity of the project’s trip generation rate; suggest that the DEIR did analyze the traffic for all of the
church’s programming and operations; question the scope and conclusions reached in the Local
Mobility Analysis (LMA); criticize the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment; and raise concerns
about the operational transportation changes that would occur along College Avenue. The City also
received comments questioning the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) traffic
forecast model adequacy in the VMT analysis as it relates to assessing direct and cumulative
impacts. None of the comments provided any specific evidence supporting these claims. This Master
Response has been prepared to address those comments and DEIR revisions to Chapter 3, Project
Description, and Section 7.1, Effects Found Not to Be Significant, have been integrated into the FEIR to
clarify the purposes of preparing the LMA and VMT Assessment.

Trip Generation Rate

As documented in the VMT Assessment and Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), respectively contained in
DEIR Appendices K and J, the project trip generation was estimated for both weekday operations for
the VMT CEQA review and Sunday service for the access analysis (i.e., LMA). The City's Transportation
Study Manual (TSM) methodology for analyzing a regional service facility is to use a SANDAG travel
demand model for the VMT analysis. However, SANDAG does not have a Sunday travel demand
model and a VMT analysis is focused on weekday trips.

Project details related to the topic of trip generation are provided in both the VMT Assessment
(Appendix K) and LMA (Appendix J). The project trip generation was initially estimated using City trip
rate from the Trip Generation Manual, May 2003. Additionally, project-specific trip generation was
developed using data collected from the existing All Peoples Church services at 5555 University
Avenue and the anticipated expansion of staff, congregation and programs at its proposed location.
The church’s traffic engineer collected vehicle occupancy data (i.e., number of people per car) for
four services on Sundays in November and December 2019. The observed occupancy rate was then
used to estimate the number of vehicles trips based on the maximum number of seats (900) at the
new location. A comparison of the City trip generation and the project-specific trips generation was
conducted to identify the higher volume between the two methodologies. Although located in a
Transit Priority Area (TPA), as mapped by SANDAG and adopted by the City, a transit trip reduction
was not taken for either trip generation volume.

The DEIR's trip generation outlined in Section 7.1.12 and the accompanying appendices referenced
therein is appropriate and valid as follows:

1) The weekday trip generation for the project is calculated at 263 ADT based on the project
building square. The project-specific weekday trip generation based on the forecasted
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weekday use of the facilities (staff, bible study, and facilities such as the gym) is estimated at
280 ADT. The higher project-specific weekday trip generation of 280 ADT was used for
screening in the project's VMT Assessment and for assessing the potential for project
impacts in accordance with CEQA.

2) The Sunday trip generation for the project is estimated at 1,052 ADT. The Sunday project-
specific trip generation is calculated based on a full capacity of 900 seats using vehicle
occupancy data and service attendance numbers collected by the traffic engineer resulted in
a trip generation of 1,976 ADT. The higher project-specific Sunday trip generation of 1,976
ADT was used in the LMA analysis for conducting the project access analysis.

Therefore, an appropriate project trip generation was developed for the project for both weekday
and Sunday operations, and weekday trip generation rates were used appropriately in the analysis
of project VMT impacts under CEQA, as described in DEIR Section 7.1.12.

Local Mobility Analysis

Preparation of an LMA is required for a project that generates more than 1,000 ADT if it is consistent
with Community Plan/Zoning and more than 500 ADT if inconsistent with Community Plan/Zoning.
The purpose of the LMA is to identify any on- or off-site infrastructure improvements in the project
vicinity that may be triggered with the development of the project, analyze site access and
circulation, and evaluate the local multimodal network available to serve the project. However,
vehicle delay and level of service (LOS) metrics are no longer the basis for transportation impact
analysis under CEQA. The VMT analysis included in DEIR Section 7.1.12 and DEIR Appendix K
analyzed the project's potential transportation VMT impacts under CEQA, as described below. To
clarify that the LMA was used to identify the project’s infrastructure improvements, rather than to
assess project impacts under CEQA, clarifications on this topic have been implemented in Chapter 3
and Section 7.1.12 of the FEIR.

With regard to the scope of the LMA itself, the LMA dated March 2, 2022, contained in DEIR
Appendix J, satisfied the requirements of the City’s TSM (September 29, 2022) for analyzing project
access as follows:

1) Weekday intersection analysis in the LMA evaluated five (5) intersections in the project area.
2) Weekday segment analysis in the LMA included three (3) segments.

3) Sunday intersection analysis included five (5) intersections.

4) Sunday segment analysis included three (3) segments.

5) Weekday and Sunday queuing analysis included through lanes on College Blvd/Main Project
Access.

6) Queuing was also analyzed at College Ave/Del Cerro Blvd.
In addition, the collection of traffic data was completed properly. The LMA relied on pre-COVID-19

baseline traffic data, for weekday AM and PM peak hours and a Sunday AM peak hour (to match the
church’s service times) in July 2018.
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Regarding existing off-ramp queues in the project area, the LMA addressed access in the context of
[-8 off-ramp queuing for the westbound and eastbound off-ramps. The off-ramp queues do not
exceed the available storage; therefore, the LMA did not identify a requirement for the project to
provide interchange improvements.

The LMA used Level of Service (LOS) and vehicular delay for evaluating project access. The LMA
evaluated intersection LOS, delay and queuing for weekday and Sunday scenarios under five
scenarios: existing, opening year, opening year plus project, Horizon Year, and Horizon Year plus
project conditions. In conclusion, the LMA was properly prepared and presents appropriate
recommendations with regard to access in the project vicinity.

Vehicle Miles Traveled

According to the City's TSM (September 29, 2022), transportation VMT analysis for CEQA shall be
conducted using the SANDAG Regional Travel Demand Model. The TSM lists eight screening criteria,
and one of them uses weekday average daily trips (ADT) for assessing whether a detailed VMT
analysis is required. The project is forecasted to generate approximately 280 weekday ADT, which
satisfies the City small project criteria of less than 300 ADT. Therefore, the project is screened out
from having to conduct a full VMT analysis and is presumed to have a less than significant
transportation impact in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The transportation analysis contained in DEIR

Section 7.1.12 and the associated Appendix ] implemented the TSM methodology, accurately applied
the TSM's VMT screening criteria and properly assessed the project's VMT impacts in accordance
with CEQA.

Furthermore, VMT is by nature a cumulative issue, as noted in Master Response 5. The State of
California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) determined in its Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQA (OPR 2018) that: A project that falls below an efficiency-based
threshold that is aligned with long-term environmental goals and relevant plans would have no
cumulative impact distinct from the project impact. Due to the fact that VMT analysis measures the
VMT efficiency of a project compared to the average VMT efficiency of the region covered by
SANDAG, the regional planning agency, the geographic scope for the transportation cumulative
analysis is the San Diego Region. Accordingly, a finding of a less- than-significant project impact
would imply a less than significant cumulative impact.

College Avenue Operational Changes

Commenters expressed concerns that project traffic combined with the installation of a new traffic
signal along College Avenue would worsen the existing traffic conditions in the community. As
shown in the signalized intersection analysis section of the LMA (DEIR Appendix J), under opening
year conditions with the project’'s weekday or Sunday traffic, the new signalized intersection at
College Avenue and the project’s main driveway would create an additional delay of 10 to 18
seconds at the new traffic signal and would operate at an acceptable LOS B (refer to Table 22 in the
LMA). Under Horizon Year conditions, the delay would increase to 12 and 19 seconds and the
intersection would continue to operate at LOS B (refer to Table 29 in the LMA). The LMA addresses
issues related to operations and safety for all transportation modes and demonstrates that the
project's proposed improvements would support and promote active transportation and transit
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modes in the project area. The LMA is not used to assess traffic impacts under CEQA, as described
above in Master Response 5 on that issue.

Master Response 6: Non-CEQA Issues

The City received several comments raising issues that do not relate to potential environmental
impacts or to the adequacy of the DEIR. Such comments, including general statements opposing the
proposed project, questions about the need for the proposed project, and the extent of the project
operations, are not within the purview of CEQA. This Master Response has been prepared to
address those comments.

General Opposition

Several DEIR comments oppose the project for many reasons. All comments have been received and
reviewed; however, opinions and expressions of opposition are unrelated to physical environmental
impacts, do not pertain to whether impacts were appropriately analyzed in the DEIR, or do not
address the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the DEIR. The purpose of an EIR is
to present objective information on a project’s environmental impacts. Public and agency comment
allow any errors or omissions to be identified and corrected in the FEIR. Opinions concerning issues
not within the purview of CEQA (such as socio-economic issues, services offered by the project,
proximity to other religious uses, etc.), as well as expressions of opposition or support for a project,
are made a part of the administrative record and forwarded to the decision-makers for their
consideration in taking action on the proposed project, but they do not require further response in
the CEQA document.

Need for Project

An EIR is not intended or required to provide justification or demonstrate the need for a particular
project. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA, an EIR identifies project objectives and
evaluates a proposed project’s anticipated environmental impacts. Alternatives are compared to
evaluate whether a less environmentally impactful proposal could achieve similar goals. Project
objectives are meant to capture the high-level goals and purposes of a project without being so
narrowly defined as to exclude meaningful analysis of alternatives.

The project objectives, as outlined in DEIR Chapter 3, are to:

1. Place the church/sanctuary in a central San Diego location that is both visible from and
convenient to a regional freeway to facilitate church attendance.

2. Relocate to a church-owned property that has proximity to its existing congregation,
including its members in City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area, and Del Cerro.

3. Establish a place of worship that would accommodate the space needs of its staff and
congregation.

4. Design the structures and site improvements to be sensitive to the existing topography and
surrounding neighborhoods.
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5. Address the parking needs on Sundays by constructing sufficient parking to accommodate
the maximum projected parking demand.

6. Develop the church/sanctuary near where transit connections are readily available to its
congregation.

7. Enhance the religious, spiritual, and community-building activities, including Sunday School
and adult education, through the design and character of the indoor and outdoor spaces.

8. Fulfill the institution’s religious mission to be a multi-ethnic, multigenerational local church
with a global vision.

Comments received on the appropriateness of the objectives do not pertain to the physical
environmental impacts of the project and, as such, they are not relevant to the adequacy of the DEIR
and do not require further response in the CEQA document.

Project Operations

Comments speculate that the project operational details provided in the DEIR will change in when
the church relocates to the project site and grows in the future. As discussed in DEIR Section 3.2, the
project includes a 900-seat sanctuary with accessory uses (i.e., Sunday school classrooms, offices,
and a multipurpose room/gym). Congregation gatherings would primarily occur on Sundays; small
group activities may occur during the weekdays or on Saturdays. No primary educational school
space is proposed as part of the project and the project's permit would be conditioned to prohibit
the operation of a primary education school. Speculation on potential uses beyond what has been
proposed by the applicant are hypothetical in nature and not reflective of the application, design
and site plan submitted to the City and the project design analyzed in the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. The comments do not require
further response in the CEQA document; however, they are included within the administrative
record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers.

3. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Responses to specific comments in the letters received by the City during public review are provided
in this section of the FEIR. The bracketed letters and corresponding responses are arranged in the
order presented in Table RTC-1.

Opinions concerning issues not within the purview of CEQA, as well as expressions of opposition or
support for a project, are made a part of the administrative record and forwarded to the decision-
makers for their consideration but they do not require a response in a CEQA document. General
opposition to the project expressed in the comments is addressed in Master Response 6.
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3.1.1

3.1.11

Agency Letters

Letter A1: California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)

Al-

Letter A1

OcuSigh Ervelcps 1D 33EBYS0F-2B0A-4F 1E-8F ED-307O04DBGAFE

Slate of Calfomia — Natwral Resources Agenc: GAVIN NEWSOM, Governt
DEPARTMENT CF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Drrectt
Bouth Coast Region

3843 Ruffin Road

San Dhego CAD2123

whany wildlife ca gov

October 14, 2022

Courlney Holowach
Associate Planner

City of San Diego

1222 1% Avenue

San Diego, CA, 92101
CHolewach@sandiego.gov

Subject: All Peoples Church {PROJECT) DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT {DEIR} SCH# 2021100354

Dear Ms. Hoigwach:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife {CDFW) received a Notice of Availability of
a DEIR from the City of San Diego (City) for the Project pursuant the California
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.! CDFW previously submitted
comments in response te the Notice of Preparation of the DEIR

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, we
appreciate the apportunity to pravide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own
regulatory authorty under the Fish and Game Code.

CDFW ROLE

COFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code. §§ 711.7.
subd. (a) & 1802 Pub. Resources Code, § 21070: CEQA Guidelines § 15386. subd. (a).)
CDFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species. (id., § 1802.) Similarly. for purposes of CEQA.
CDFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biclogical expertise dunng public agency
environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on projects and related activities that
have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381 ) COFW may need to exercise
regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. CDFW also administers the
Natural Community Canservation Planning (NCCP) program. The City of San Diego (City)

Y CEQA s cod [ed in the Caulornia Public Resources Code in section 21000 etseq  The "CEQA Guidelines”
are feand m Title 14 of the Califorma Code of Regulations, commencing wath section 15000

A1-1

CDFW's comments, role, and summary of the project objectives are

acknowledged.

City of San Diego

July 2023
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Al participates in the NCCP program by implementing its approved Multiple Species
{cont) Conservaticn Program (MSCP) Subaraa Plan. To the extent implementation of the Project
as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law of any species protected under
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.) that is not
a "covered species” in the City’'s MSCP, the project proponent may seek related take
authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY
Proponent: City of San Diego (City)

Objective: The Project proposes the development of a 52,680 square-foot
sanctuary/multipurpose building and a 71,000 square-foot two-level parking garage. The
sanctuary/multi-purpose building would include a 900-seat church with accessory uses and
surface parking next to the parking garage. Proposed Projecl activities include grading,
excavation, backfill, and paving. It will also include off-site improvements to College
Avenue and on-site construction of water quality basins 1o treat storm water runoff and a
sewer/storm water connection to existing City facilities. The Project would require City
approval of a Community Plan Amendment to modify the Navajo Community Plan, Planned
Development Permit, Site Developrment Permit, and various easement vacations via the
City’s Process 5 procedure.

A2 Location: The 5.80-acre Project site is bounded by College Avenue on the west, the
California Department of Transportation right-of-way including westbound Interstate 8 (1-8)
off-ramp at College Avenue, and City Park and Recreation-owned dedicated parkland to
the south, single-family homes along Marne Avenue and the western end of Glenmont
Street to the east, and commercial properties to the north fronting Del Cerro Boulevard.

Biological Setting: The Project site contains 4.0 acres of sensitive biclogical resources,
such as Diegan coastal sage scrub and non-native grassland, that are defined as
Environmentally Sensitive Lands in San Diego Municipal Code Section 113.0103. The
project site supports two sensitive vegetation communities: Diegan coastal sage scrub
(including -disturbed; Tier Il habitat under the M5CP) and non-native grassland (MSCP Tier
I11B habitat). The Project is bounded by mainly developed residential communities and [-8,
with the exception of a 2-acre parkland immediately south. Three sensitive plant species
are present on-site: graceful tarplant (Helocarpha virgata ssp. elongata; CNPS List 4.2},
5San Diego County sunflower (Bahiopsis |laciniata; CNPS List 4.2), and ashy spike-moss
(Selaginella cinerascens; CNPS List 4 1). One sensitive animal species, orange-throated
whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi; CDFW Watch List), is present on-site and is also
an MSCP-Covered Species.

A1-2

CDFW's description of the project location, biological setting, and time frame as
noted in DEIR Chapters 2 and 3 are acknowledged.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-21 July 2023
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Timeframe: Project will be constructed in a single phase, and construction is estimated to
begin in late 2022 and be completed in early 2024,

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the comments and recommendations below to assist the City in adequately
identifying andfor mitigating the Project's significant, or potentially significant, direct and
indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biolegical) resources. Based on the Project's
avoidance of significant impacts on biolegical resources with implermentation of mitigation
measures, COFW concludes that an Environmental Impact Report is appropriate for the
Project.

CGOMMENT #1: Landscaping and Native Plants

Biolegical Resources, Section 5.2.9

CDPFW acknowledges that its prior request to include a discussion about the use of
native plants is included in the DEIR. The DEIR states that landscaping will include
“native/naluralized andfor drought-tolerant plant material.” Again, CDFW advocates
the use of native plant material during Project landscaping in order to minimize the
spread of invasive plant species. Such landscaping also provides additional benefits
such as the attraction of native pollinators and further reduced water consumption.

COMMENT #2: Pre-Construction Surveys and Monitoring

Project Impacts and Proposed Mitigation under Biological Resousrces
Section |, subsection D and Section |l, subsection A

Issue: Mitigation Measure BIO-1 {BIO-1) does not provide parameters regarding pre-
construction surveys or monitoring during construction occurring during the avian
nesting season.

Specific impact: Table ES-1 indicates pre-construction avian surveys and biclogical
menitoring during project construction will occur. However, BIO-1 does not specify
survey timing or buffer distances. A Project construction timeline is currently indicated
to begin in late 2022 and continue until early 2024, in one single phase.

Why impact would occur: If avian surveys occur in the windows as they are
currently defined, impacts to avian species may be significant. Construction is
currently planned to oceur during the entirety of 2023 and early 2024. This timeline
overlaps with the avian nesting season.

A1-3

The CDFW's provided comments and recommendations, as well as its
conclusion that an EIR is appropriate, are acknowledged.

A1-4

The DEIR has addressed this issue in Section 5.2, Biological Resources; therefore,
no project revisions or mitigation is required.

A1-5

DEIR Section 5.2.3.2, page 5.2-21, states that, “Potential impacts to nesting birds
could result if clearing of vegetation or construction occurs during the breeding
season (February 1 to September 15). Clearing of vegetation or other
construction activities could cause destruction or abandonment of active nests
or mortality of adults, young, or eggs resulting in a potentially significant
impact. This impact would be avoided through compliance with the MBTA and
California Fish and Game Code as a condition of approval.” Furthermore, per
the approved biology report (Alden Environmental, August 2020, DEIR
Appendix C) passerines, raptors, and any listed species do not occur on and
have a low potential to occur on site. Specific mitigation for buffers is not
required.

Compliance with these federal and State regulations is handled as a condition
of project approval by the City. Therefore, the CDFW's recommended mitigation
measures have not been incorporated in the FEIR.

City of San Diego

July 2023
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Evidence impact would be significant: Per California Fish and Game Code sections
3503, 3503.5, and 3513 the proposed Project is required to aveid the incidental loss of
fertile eggs or nestlings, or activities that lead to nest abandonment.

Recommended Potentially Feasible Mitigation Measure(s) (Regarding Project
Description and Related Impact Shortcoming)

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Biological Resource Protection During Construction

s To reduce impacts to less than significant: As per CDFW's NOP comment
letter dated Novernber 24, 2021, we recommend that avoidance buffers around
active bird nests be specified in BIO-1, and generally recommend the following
buffers from active nests: 100 feet for passerines, 300 feet for listed bird
species, and 500 feet for raptors. Buffer distances may be reduced depending
on site-specific circumstances such as screening vegetation, ambient levels of
human activity, etc. as recommended by a project biologist and if approved by
the City. In addition, for any species with specific buffer requirements identified
in the MSCP (e.g., 300 feet from an active Cooper's Hawk nest), the MSCP
directives should be followed.

Additionally, CDFW recommends the following be incorporated into mitigation
regarding pre-construction surveys and monitoring in BIO-1:

A, pre-construction nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified avian biologist
to ensure that active bird ne sts will not be disturbed or destroyed on the Project site, or
adjacent sites. The survey shall be completed no more than three days prior to initial
ground disturbance. If construction or related greund disturbance activities halt for a
period of 7 or more days, a nesting bird survey shall be conducted within 3 days before
construction resumes. The nesting bird survey shall include the Project site and
adjacent areas where Project activities have the potential to affect active nests, either
directly or indirectly due to construction activity or noise. A qualified biologist shall be
present to monitor all ground disturbing and vegetation-clearing activities (including but
not limited to trimming, mowing, grubbing} conducted for the Project. During each
monitoring day, the biological monitor shall perform clearance survey “sweeps” at the
start of each workday that vegetation clearing takes place to avoid impacts to sensitive
biological resources.

If an active nest is identified during these surveys, appropriate aveidance buffers shall
be established by a qualified biclogist. Gonstruction activities shall not occur within any
disturbance limit buffer zones until the nest is deemed inactive by the qualified
biologist.

All Peoples Church

RTC-23

City of San Diego
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ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative
declarations be incorporated inte a database which may be used to make subsequent or
supplemental environmental determinations. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e).)
Accordingly, please report any special status species and natural communities detected
during Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The CNNDB

Fald arimine frrmn nmm b fillad acd ced aobeiled anline ab den Eallaeino il

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FILING FEES

The Project, as propesed, would have an impact on fish andfor wildlife, and assessment of
environmental document filing fees is necassary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice
of Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental
review by COFW. Payment of the environmental document filing fee is required in order for
the underlying project approval to be operative, vested, and final. (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14,
§ 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. Resources Code, § 21089.}

CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIR to assist the City in identifying
and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources.

Questions regarding this [=+== == &othas sxmadismion abondd s s minsd i Alison
Kalinowski, Envirenmentz i Alex Troeller,
Environmental Scientist. ¢

Cinmenraks

————d

Envirchmental Program Manager

&c:
State Clearinghouse,
David Mayer, COFW
Jennifer Turmer, CDF'
Jennifer Ludovissy, C
CEQA Program Coor
Jonathan Snyder, US

Attachments
Attachment A: Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and Draft
Recommendations

A1-6

The request to submit data to the California Natural Diversity Database
(CNDDB); the notice that filing fees are necessary; and CDFW's conclusion to its
comment letter are acknowledged.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-25 July 2023
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A1-7

As explained in Response to Comment A1-4, DEIR Section 5.2 has adequately
addressed the nesting bird issue and the City will enforce the requirements
through a condition of approval; therefore, no mitigation is required, and the

recommended language in this comment for mitigation measure REC-1 has not
been incorporated into the FEIR.

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
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A7 If an active nest is identified during
[cont) these surveys, appropriate avoidance
buffers shall be established by a
qualified biologist. CDFWY generally
recommends a buffer of 100 feet for
passerines, 300 feet for listed bird
species, and 500 feet for raptors. Buffer
distances may be reduced depending
on site-specific circumstances such as
screening vegetation, ambient levels of
human activity, etc. as recommended by
the project biclogist and if approved by
the City. In addition, for any species
with specffic buffer requirements
identified in the MSCP {e g., 300 feet
from an active Cooper's Hawk nest), the
MECP directives should be followed.
Construction activities shall not occur
within any disturbance limit buffer zones
until the nest is deemed inactive by the
gualified biclogist.

and Post- Construction
CDFW advocates the use of native
plant material during Project
landscaping in order to minimize the
spread of invasive plant species. Such
landscaping also provides additional
henefits such as the attraction of native
pollinators and further reduced water
consumption

Recommendations Implementation Responsible Party
Schedule
REC-1 During Construction City of 3an Diego

All Peoples Church

RTC-27
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3.1.1.2 Letter A2: California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

A2-1
Comments are noted. An encroachment permit is not expected to be required

to implement the project improvements, all of which would occur outside the
state right-of-way (ROW).

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-28
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Qctober 14, 2022
Page 2

h

4. Mo fencing is intended to be replaced and/or removed. Therefore, no
encroachment permit will be necessary for the work within Calfrans /W,

Traffic Control Plan

A Tratfic Control Plan is to be submitted to Caltrans District 11, including the
interchanges at I-8/College Avenu 1t least 30 days prior to the start of any
construction. Traffic shall not be unicusonably delayed. The plan shall alse outline
suggesfed detours o use during closures, including routes and signage.

Potential impacts to the highway facilifies (I-8) and traveling puklic from the detour,

demolilion and other construction activities should be discussed and addressed
before work begins.

Calirars appreciates the opportunily fo have reviewed the above referenced
environmental document for the proposed project.

Additional information regarding encroachment permits for Traffic Centrol may
o At Aibas A b s ent e tisess thaa T albreine Barmnite f‘\IFTr:e Gf (6“9) 688,6" 58 or

ebsite at
carly coordination with

A e 1 S L e e 1 et it 11 e e TS,

If you have any questions or concerns, plecse contrrt danrk tiaimnen, 1 HD

| Coordinator, at (619) 985-4957 or by e-mail sent I«

Sincerely,

Waanice /. Eaton

MAURICE EATON
Branch Chief
Local Development Review

"Provide a sake and refabke runsponlalion nclwork hal seives all people and iespecls The ervirennenl™

A2-2

A Traffic Control Plan will be prepared, as required by San Diego Municipal
Code Section 129.0702, and the approved plan will be submitted to Caltrans
District 11 prior to the commencement of construction.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-29 July 2023
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3.1.2 Organizations Letters

3.1.2.1 Letter O1: Campo Band of Mission Indians

Letter O1

[EXTERNAL] Project Name: All Peoples Church PN.636444

W UL ERS Wed 9///2022 44/ PM
e Marcus Cuero <marcuscuero@campo-nsn.gov>

“Project Name: All Peoples Church PN.636444". And we are interested due to construction ground

Q11 To whom it may concern: We the Campo Band of Mission Indians have received your letter regarding
disturbance and cultural resources that may be on the project. Thank you for reaching aut.

Best Regards,

Daniel Tsosie

Campao Band of Mission Indians
Cultural Resource Manager
Cell: 619-632-8812

Ofiice: 619-478-9046 ext.278

eply eply all forward

sibout; ook

01-1

Section 5.3 DEIR Mitigation Measure HR-1 requires cultural resource
(archaeological resource) protection during project construction, including the
use of a Native American consultant/monitor during soil disturbing and
grading/excavation/trenching activities within native soils. If Native American
resources or remains are discovered during construction, the mitigation
measure further outlines specific protocols for involving tribal entities in the
evaluation and disposition process. The City will keep the Campo Band of
Mission Indians notified throughout the construction phase of the project, as it
relates to Native American resources and/or remains, pursuant to DEIR
Mitigation Measure HR-1.

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.2.2 Letter O2: San Diego County Archaeological Society

Letter O2
VEED &g
R “,
& -
iy San Diego County Archaeological Society, Tnc,
x v . : ,
::’_ & Environmental Review Committee
<
o
) 2
tocyoat 10 Getaber 2022
Lo Ms. Couriney Holowach
Development Services Department
City of Sun Diego
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diepo, California 92101
Subject: Draft Enviroiunental Impact Report

All Peoples Church
Projeel No., 636444
Dear Ms. Holowach:

021 T have reviewed the historical resources aspects of the subject TEIR on behalf of this
committec of the San Diego County Archaeological Society,

Bascd on the information contained in the DEIR and its Appendix D, we concur with he
archasological and Native Americun monitoring program specified for mitigution for
potential impacts o historical resources.
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the public review of this DEIR.
Sincerely,
%es W. Royle, Ir., Chajrpzxnn )
Environmental Review Committes
co:  DBrian F. Smith & Associates

SDCAS President
File

RP.O. Box§1106 Ban Diego, CA 92138-1106 (B58) 538-0835

02-1

Mission Indians.

Comment noted; refer to Response to Comment O1-1 from the Campo Band of

All Peoples Church

RTC-31

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.2.3 Letter O3: Navajo Community Planners

City of San Diego
July 2023
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03-1

No specific DEIR inadequacies or deficiencies are noted in this comment.
Responses are provided below to the other comments contained in this letter
(refer to Responses to Comments 03-2 through 03-14).

03-2

This comment references various sections of the DEIR; however, without any
specificity with regard to the inadequacy of the supporting documentation, a
specific response cannot be provided to this comment. The supporting
documentation in the City files does not recommend further direct or
cumulative analysis beyond that which is contained in the DEIR. See Master
Response 2 regarding the methodology for establishing the project's cumulative
baseline conditions and assessing cumulative impacts. Refer to Responses to
Comments O3-3 through 03-14 for additional responses.

All Peoples Church
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03-3

The comment references the Community Plan Amendment description and a
table listing the proposed development deviations permitted under a Planned
Development Permit, as noted in DEIR Chapter 3 The information presented in
DEIR Chapter 3 reflects the application and site plan, architecture and
landscape submittals on file at the City. No deficiencies exist to provide an
informed and meaningful analysis of the project, as required by CEQA.

03-4

Refer to Master Response 3 on the project's consistency with the applicable
land use policies from the General Plan, Community Plan, and zoning
regulations, which addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this
comment. DEIR Section 5.1 states that a non-residential use would be
constructed on site instead of housing; however, the analysis demonstrates
that the church would comply with the applicable Residential Element policies
in the Navajo Community Plan related to design. Therefore, less-than-significant
land use policy impacts are identified in the DEIR.

03-5

With regard to the Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character impacts of the
project outlined in DEIR Section 5.5, refer to Master Response 4 on
neighborhood character. The DEIR discussion in Section 5.5.4 makes multiple
references to the landscaping proposed to buffer, screen and soften the
appearance of the project features when viewed from both public and private
vantage points. DEIR Figure 3-6 contains an exhibit of the proposed landscape
plan. DEIR Figures 3-3 and 3-5 contain illustrations of example landscaping
along the project's west and southwest elevations, including an example of
screening vegetation on the proposed parking garage. Additionally, project
simulations contained in DEIR Section 5.5 include illustrations of the proposed
structures, with landscaping. Thus, detailed information is presented in the
DEIR regarding landscaping.

03-6

The DEIR Section 5.4 does not address the additional noise sources mentioned
in this comment because they are not proposed by the applicant. The comment
contains speculative conjecture on what activities may occur that are not based

City of San Diego
July 2023
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on information presented by the applicant. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145
prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. No response required.

Noise Monitoring Location #2 was selected to characterize the ambient noise
experienced within and immediately adjacent to the project site. As stated in
DEIR Appendix E, the noise source most commonly affecting ambient
conditions on the project site and vicinity is automotive vehicles operating on
local roads, mainly those on I-8 and College Avenue (e.g., cars, trucks, buses,
motorcycles). Locations closer to the site would be on private properties, which
are not accessible, are more directly exposed to noise from I-8 and College
Avenue, and likely experience higher noise levels than measured at location #2.
The measurement data were taken using noise monitoring equipment and is
accurate.

City of San Diego
July 2023
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03-7

As stated in Master Response 4 on neighborhood character, the DEIR

Section 5.5 analysis applies the City's adopted Significance Determination
Thresholds for Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. Based on the
thorough analysis contained in DEIR Section 5.5, the project would result in
less-than-significant impacts and does not rely on the precedence set by the
SDSU architecture, but rather evaluates the project's impacts within the entire
visual setting surrounding the project site. Contrary to the commentor’s claim,
the project is evaluated for its consistency with the Community Environment
policies from the Navajo Community Plan in revised DEIR Table 5.1-2 (pages 5.1-
42 and 5.1-43). As stated in the table the project would create a quality design
using materials, color and texture that give it identity and focus within the
urban landscape, consistent with the overarching goal of the policies. The
presence of a cross atop one of the three tower elements on the
church/sanctuary, which would be eight feet in height, would not be a drastic
divergence from the local character of the community, as shown in DEIR Figure
5.5-4a. For the reasons outlined in DEIR Section 5.5, project impacts associated
with neighborhood character would be less than significant.

03-8

The City requested that the SDSU proposal in Adobe Falls be identified as a
cumulative project in the area since it is a reasonably foreseeable probable
future project, as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15333. As noted in Master
Response 2 on cumulative impacts, the ministerial project mentioned in this
comment was filed seven months after the NOP was filed for the project's DEIR,
which is the timeframe for establishing the cumulative baseline conditions for a
DEIR. As described in the referenced Master Response 5, the VMT analysis
conducted to assess project impacts under CEQA addresses both project and
cumulative impacts. Thus, the transportation analysis in DEIR Section 7.1.12 is a
project as well as cumulative assessment. The nearby ministerial project is
being processed under the Complete Communities Program.

03-9

The air quality and screening health risk assessment relies on 2014-2016
meteorological data embedded in the CalEEMod version 2020.4.0 computer
model, which was the most current data available at the time the analysis was

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-35 July 2023
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conducted in 2021. The link provided in the comment is to ambient air pollution
monitoring data, not meteorological data. The comment confuses the
background data, not used in CalEEMod, just reported, with the health risk
modeling conducted on the construction activities. The document linked to this
comment lists the current monitoring network in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB)
for criteria pollutants that are used to describe the baseline pollution levels in
the region. Those data area not relevant to screening health risk assessment
which uses meteorological data. No recalculation of health risk assessment
impacts is required.

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-36
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03-10

The Energy analysis in the DEIR addresses whether the project's energy usage
would be wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary, in accordance with the City’s
significance determination thresholds. Under the operational petroleum usage
paragraph on DEIR page 7-10, the energy discussion takes into account the
range of vehicle trips anticipated for the project, including both the 280
weekday trips and the 1,976 Sunday trips. Within this context, the DEIR
concludes that the project's petroleum use would diminish over time as vehicle
fuel efficiency improves (based on mandated fuel efficiency standards) and the
project's availability to alternative transportation modes. Therefore, the
project's petroleum usage would not be wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary
and less-than-significant impacts are identified. The volume of weekday trips
referenced in this comment is valid, as described in Master Response 5 on trip
generation rates.

03-11

The project site plan has been reviewed and approved by City Fire and Rescue
Department staff and would be built consistent with City fire regulations.
Although response times goals are contained in Public Facilities, Services, and
Safety Element of the City's General Plan, the City's CEQA significance
determination thresholds do not consider response times an environmental
impact unless they trigger the need for new facilities and the construction of
those facilities would result in physical impacts on the environment. The project
would not result in the need for new emergency response facilities; therefore,
the DEIR Section 7.1.11 appropriately concludes that impacts to public services
would be less than significant. The project would be required to pay
development impact fees prior to issuance of building permits, a portion of
which could support maintenance of fire protection and emergency response
services provided by the City.

03-12

Refer to Master Response 5 regarding trip generation rate which explains the
methods used for developing the project's trip generation volume and details
why it is appropriate and valid. To clarify the methodology, it is standard
industry practice to use “average” daily trips when estimating a project’s traffic
volumes. Averaging a project's weekday trips accounts for minor fluctuations in

City of San Diego
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the amount of vehicles travelling to and from a site over the period of a week.
On average, 280 daily trips are expected to be produced by the project on an
average weekday, taking into account all of the services and programs to be
offered on site, including the gymnasium. The project meets the definition of
Small Project identified in the VMT screening criteria of the City's Transportation
Study Manual (TSM), which is defined as a project generating less than 300 daily
unadjusted driveway trips using the City of San Diego trip generation
rates/procedures.

With regard to staffing, the church currently has a staff of 8 to 25 persons and
would increase to 25 to 30 persons in the future. Traffic from staffing is
accounted for in the project's weekday and Sunday trip forecasts contained in
DEIR Appendices J and K.

The City's Transportation Study Manual requires projects to provide a
systematic safety review as part of the Local Mobility Analysis.

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
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03-13

Under the existing Community Plan and zoning, the 5.99-acre parcel could be
developed with up to 52 single-family homes (assuming 5,000-square-foot lots).
The Land Development Code Section 141.0302 also allows for accessory
dwelling units on each of the residential lots. Therefore, the No Project/Existing
Community Plan Alternative could allow for up to 104 homes. Such an
alternative would be feasible with the use of retaining walls and fill to produce
buildable area. The Reduced Residential Alternative (analyzed in DEIR

Section 8.4.2) reflects the 24-unit residential subdivision previously approved on
the project site. In both cases, residential development of the site would not
achieve any of the project objectives outlined in DEIR Chapter 3 and

Section 8.2.1.

03-14

To reduce the project’s impacts to biological and historical resources, the
grading would have to be reduced in areas where such resources occur. The
northeast area referenced in this comment contains disturbed habitat which
lacks the necessary natural resources to accomplish the objective of reducing
the project’s significant impacts to sensitive biological resources, as defined by
the Reduced Project Alternative. Given that the parking structure would be
recessed into the terrain in the northern portion of the site and no significant
impacts are identified in the DEIR related to building height, no significant
impacts would be avoided by reducing grading in the northeastern portion of
the site. Construction noise impacts may be lessened by the Reduced Project
Alternative, but not below significant levels, as stated in DEIR Section 8.4.3.1.
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RTC-39 July 2023



Chapter 3 SCH No. 2021100394, Project No. 636444
Response to Comments Environmental Impact Report

Comments Responses

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-40



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444
Environmental Impact Report

Chapter 3
Response to Comments

Comments

Responses

3.1.3 Individuals Letters

3.1.3.1 Letter I1: Summer Adleberg

Letter I1

From: summer adleberg <summer adleberg@email.com>
Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 2:05 FM
To: DSD EASNoticing <DSDEASNoticing@sandiego . gove; DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

€c: CouncilMember Raul Campillo <RaulCampillo@sandiego.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Pioject Name: All Peoples Church Project No. 636444 SCH No. 2021100394

Project Name: All Peoples Church
Project No. 636444

SCH No. 2021100394
Community Plan Area: Navajo

Cauncil District: 7

11-1 [ tam writing in opposition of the proposed project to convert a designated residential property to allow
for non-residential land-use. The site is currently designated for residential use and 2oned RS-1-7, which
could yield a maximum of 52 dwelling units. The property is entitled and has been approved for 24
single-family dwelling units

11-2 The housing shortage and crisis in San Diego has become one of the City's biggest hurdles to overcome
and has anly been exacerbated by the recent pandemic. The City has failed to build and encourage
smart development of available properties to accommeodate the rate of economic and population
growth. The City's latest inventory report indicates San Diego is falling short of its 10-year housing goal
of the planned approximately 88,000 new units only 37,000 were constructed. While some City
initiatives indicate the goal for increased housing focuses on infill development, the City's housing
inventory map indicates there is capacity to build an thousands of possible sites including the property
proposed for the All Peoples Church. In order to meet the City's 2021-2029 goal of building 108,000
units it will need every parcel and unit including the 24 single-dwelling units already appraved for this
property.

I disagree with the project propenent’s conclusion that the proposed project [s consistent with the
General and Navajo Community Plan and that all Land Use impacts would be less than significant

do

requiring no mitigation. The cenclusion provides no analysis of the General Plan Housing Element, all
other aspects if the General Plan have been analyzed. The proposed project parcel is identified in the

52 units. In order to adequately consider and disclose any potential impacts on Land Use, pursuant to
CEQA guidelines, the City must analyze the impact of the land use designation change that would result
in, at a minimum, the loss of 49 - 52 single-dwelling units.

11-4 The EIR cancludes that the proposed project is consistent with the principal objective of the Community
Plan to maintain, enhance ond encourege residential housing, the project would raintain the existing
residentiol land use designation and zoning on the site. & project abjective is to provide a church-owned
property for an existing congregatien and would involve the construction of a non-residential, religious
assembly use rather than housing. The 2015 Navajo Community Plan clearly outlines the principal
objectives for this community including; 1. Promaote a healthy environment by careful planning and

General Plan Housing Element as a part of the Adequate Site Inventory with a maximum potential of 49 -

11-1

Comment noted; refer to Master Response 6 regarding the non-CEQA topic of
general opposition to the project, as well as Master Response 1 regarding
alternative location or use of the project site.

11-2

Comment noted; refer to Master Response 3 that addresses residential housing
policy consistency, which is not a CEQA topic.

11-3

Refer to Master Response 3 addressing the project’s consistency with City land
use policies. The project does not propose changes to the General Plan or
Community Plan residential land use designation of the site.

11-4

The project is consistent with the Community Plan policies as provided in DEIR
Section 5.1, and as outlined in Master Response 3 addressing land use policy
consistency. The church would serve the local community and, as disclosed in
DEIR Section 7.1.12, Transportation, and Section 5.4, Noise, its operational effects
on traffic and noise impacts would be less than significant.

All Peoples Church

RTC-41

City of San Diego
July 2023



Chapter 3 SCH No. 2021100394, Project No. 636444
Response to Comments Environmental Impact Report

Comments Responses

11-5

Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 regarding Vehicle Miles Traveled

[1-4 sensitive development of well defined, balanced and distinct communities which encompass a variety of (VMT) Assessment a nd Local MOblllty Ana|y5|5 (LMA)
(cont.) residential density patterns and housing types, and 2. Encourage the design of residential areas so as to
prevent the encroachment of incompatible uses and minimize conflict {e.g., traffic noise} with more
intensive non-residential uses. The All Peoples Church will not promaote a healthy environment through
balanced residential development and will result in increased traffic and noise fram more intensive non-
residential development.

11-5 The current CEQA guidelines reguire all CEQA lead agencies to analyze a project’s transportation impacts
using vehicle miles traveled (VMT). VMT measures the per capita number of car trips generated by a
project and distances cars will travel to and from a project, rather than congestion levels at intersections
(level of service ar “LOS," graded on a scale of A— F). The City of San Diege has not vet adopted VMT
standards, nor have they abandoned LOS, the City of 5an Diego’s published Traffic Impact Analysis
guidelines still require LOS analysis — not for CEQA purposes. The City has an estahlished method for
evaluating traffic impacts on the community and the environment, the project proponent should be
required to conduct and publish both VMT and LOS analysis to allow better public input on the propesed
project per the City of San Diego’s published Traffic Impact Analysis guidelines.

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.2

Letter 12: Stephanie Ballinger

[2-1

12-2

124

12-5

23]

Letter 12

From: Stept
Sent: Mond
To: DSD EAS
Ce: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. Ciuericy o s oprcs s e e - Attn: Courtney Holowach

To Whom [t May Concern:

As a proud homeowner in the Del Cerro community, we are shocked, angered, and disappointed to hear
about All Peoples Church trying ta move into our neighborhood. That specific area is NOT zoned for that,
5o It should not even be considered. .. it is a clear violation! The peaple who bought houses near there
would be very negatively impacted as when they bought their homes the area they want to build on
specifically states it was not zoned for that. We do not need more churches in this already saturated
area, we have them all aver the place. That intersection is already riddled with trafficasitis...and a
mega church will wreak havoc on the traffic and the 4 way lights there. Its already a dangerous and busy
intersection for families trying to cross to Hearst. May | suggest the church laok inta the large
ahandoned Fry’s off the 15, it has lots of parking and is huge in size and right off the freeway and away
from neighborhoods in an already industrial area.

Furthermare, we cannot stand for hate in this community. My best friend since kindergarten was also
trying to move closer to Hearst school and reconsidered when she heard about this mega church and
their “gay conversion therapy.” We have no place for that in Del Cerro and as a friend of many in the
LGBTQ community | carinot stand by and watch them do this right in my backyard. Right when peaple
exit the freaway to enter our community, all they would see would he this mega church, the traffic they
cause, and their ‘conversion therapy” signage. Please do what’s right for the community! We don’t want
or need a mega church here! It™s not zoned for it and it”s not wanted! Thank you for your time.

Important points to consider:
QURTHREE MAIN CONCERNS:

1. We have all acknowledged that San Diego is in a severe hausing crisis. There is already an approved
24 unit housing project ¢ titled to the land. By approving the mega project, council members are
essentially vating NO on housing.

2. San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-04B, Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, specifically
disallows Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning. without a general plan amendment This project would be
a violation of San Diego’s Municipal Code. Additianally, the Navajo Community Plan does not adequately
incorpgrate or cansider appropriate siting of religigus institutions and would also need to be revised.

3. Environmental Concerns/¥MT [Vehicle Miles Traveled): The project applicant has admitted they
expect 95% of the people attending their site to come from out of the area, and then leave the area, in
essence doubling the greenhouse gas emissions as they cater to an audience from out of the area. This
runs counter to the City's Climate Action Plan of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Respectfully,

Stephanie B

12-1

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to Master
Responses 1, 5, and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, alternative
location or use of the site, transportation and need for the project.

12-2

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

12-3

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to Master
Responses 1, 3, and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, alternative
location or use of the site, need for the project and regional housing policy.
Building housing is not one of the project objectives outlined in DEIR Chapter 3.
The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved on site is
described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have similar
significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR
Chapter 8.

12-4

As stated in DEIR Section 3.4, approval of the Community Plan
Amendment allows a religious assembly use on the project site.
Pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code Section 126.0602 (a) (2) a
Planned Development Permit (PDP) allows for a use that “complies with
the applicable land use plan but contains uses that are not permitted in

the underlying base zone.” Refer to DEIR Chapter 3 and Section 5.1 for
further information.

12-5

Construction of the project would not double the amount of greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions in the local area or region. As demonstrated in DEIR

Section 7.1.5, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project would generate less GHG
emissions than the 52 residences that are allowed on the project site under the
current zone (as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7 and 7-8). In addition, the project
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would not result in significant GHG emissions and would be consistent with the
City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying with the GHG emissions reduction
strategies outlined in the project's CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR
Appendix B). Furthermore, a VMT screening analysis was conducted (refer to
DEIR Appendix K), which concluded that the project would be presumed to have
less than significant VMT impacts, as described in transportation Master
Response 5 regarding VMT. Therefore, the project is consistent with the City's
CAP and related policies and impacts would be less than significant.

City of San Diego
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3.1.3.3 Letter I3: Janice Baranski

13-1

Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project, as well
as the transportation Master Response 5 regarding Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
Assessment and Local Mobility Analysis (LMA). As stated throughout the DEIR, a
new traffic signal would be constructed at the main ingress/egress to the
church/sanctuary site and a second right in-right out driveway would be
installed north of the signalized intersection.

13-2

Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 regarding cumulative impacts and the LMA.

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-45 July 2023



Chapter 3 SCH No. 2021100394, Project No. 636444
Response to Comments Environmental Impact Report

Comments Responses

3.1.3.4 Letter 14: Steve Behar

Letter 14 14-1
. Comment noted. Refer to Master Response 1 regarding the alternative land use
Ts?.i,,—;n- et chray st for the site. Impacts to biological resources are discussed in DEIR Section 5.2.
pate: sy, Sesteraer 1 2022 65325 Based on the analysis contained in the DEIR, the project would implement
mitigation to reduce impacts to biological resources to a less-than-significant
level.

Dear City Leaders.

W1 | After having carcfully read the Lovironmental Impaet Report for the All Peoples Chureh
project (636444), 1 feel sirongly that the ¢ity should deny this projeet. Open space, und the
concomitant hiological resources in thal area need 10 be preserved. Please deny this project

Steve Behar, Del Cerro resident
6254 Caninito Buena Sucrte
San THego. CA 92120
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3.1.3.5 Letter I5: Linda and Michael Bennett

15-1

Project traffic is addressed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The analyses conducted for
the project show that it would not result in significant impacts related to vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) and local circulation (upon implementation of intersection,
sidewalk and bike lane improvements described in the DEIR Section 3.2.5 from
the Local Mobility Analysis [LMA]).

15-2

Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 regarding cumulative impacts and the LMA.
Master Response 5 also provides more detail regarding how the VMT analysis is
cumulative consistent with the Office of Planning and Research guidance for
assessing transportation impacts under CEQA.

15-3

A new traffic signal would be installed along College Avenue south of the Del
Cerro Boulevard intersection, as described in the DEIR, and would function in
accordance with City standards. The claims made in this comment are
speculative and not supported by the evidence. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145
prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. Refer to Master Response 5
regarding the College Avenue operational changes.

15-4

Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts.

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
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15-4
{cont.)

We think it is important that this new development be included in the envirenmental impact
considerations.

Thanks for your consideration,

Linda and Michael Bennatt

5543 Trinity Way

3an Diego. CA 9212¢

619-583-6026

City of San Diego

July 2023
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3.1.3.6 Letter 16: John Benz

Letter 16

e

Dear Courtney and City Counsel members,

Church in Del Cerro.

If you have visited this location site, you will immediately see that the preperty is jammed up against
homes an tha Cact 4 Choe

etatiam b tha Maveh Callaca faea to tho WES[, and Hwy B to the
South Many of the congregation will be
TFBVEL gy ey wrrssssrrcn s o vt st s o e e s e oo Gty OF SO is concerned about
greenhouse gas emissions. This does not improve air quality, especially in Del Cerro. And let’s he
honast, people will not be taking the trolley or bus to get to church on Sunday.

Canmadl, tha Mk e cancarnad ahaod haocine Deiare ba tha r‘h..pch purchaSE Ofthls prope’—h‘
SD can use more homes huile, ez dre
er e o e w055 from the property as well.

G ey L r L G s S vaarr o e

Thirc isallows religious assembly without General Plan Amendment. The Navajo
COMuusinnny s wnws N0t incorporate it also.

16-1 ] | wanted to take a moment to discuss the upcoming Environmental Impact Report for the All Peoples
The cammunity of Del Cerro is against this proposed plan to build All People’s Church. Please vote NQ
on its approval.

Best regards,

lohn Benz

Del Cerro resident

16-1

The environmental setting for the project is described in detail in DEIR
Chapter 2. As noted in the DEIR, the project would not have significant impacts
on air quality or greenhouse gas emissions. These comments do not provide
any specificity with regard to the contents or conclusions reached in the DEIR;
no additional response is required.

16-2

Building housing is not one of the project objectives listed in DEIR Chapter 3.
The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved on site is
described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have similar
significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR

Chapter 8. The need for the project and residential housing needs are addressed
in Master Responses 3 and 6.

16-3

As stated in DEIR Section 3.4, approval of the Community Plan Amendment
allows a religious assembly use on the project site. Pursuant to San Diego
Municipal Code Section 126.0602 (a) (2) a Planned Development Permit (PDP)
allows for a use that “complies with the applicable land use plan but contains
uses that are not permitted in the underlying base zone.” Refer to DEIR
Section 5.1 for further information.

16-4

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that topic.

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.7 Letter 17: Deborah Black

Letter 17

From: Debor:
Sent: Tuesda
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EXT1_......_,.  ,oc...cce. . oopoo - Church.. Project # 636444

To Whom It May Concern,

17-1 | am writing this email to express my concerns about the proposed "All People's Church” being built in
my neighborhood. Many of my neighbors and | feel that This project will have many negative effects on
our neighborhood.

Much of this community was built in 1956 and the traffic plan and improvements have remained the
same even as our community has grown. Traffic is already too crowded during peak hours. The traffic
study was done during a time when Covid kept pecple in their homes and SDSU was on a vacation
break. The "All Peaple's Church" will surely add so many more vehicles to an already existing traffic
mess.

The church will not enly have traffic on Sundays. The plan has propesed a gym, school classrooms.
and offices. All of these will have people coming and going from the church adding to the already
| overcrowded traffic.

|72 The noise pollution caused by the amount of cement structures being proposed and the sound
bauncing off of the structures will be iremendous.

17-3 Many of us living here are Christian, but the last thing we want to drive up tc see are three gigantic
crosses on that hill. All other religions are not being represented and that is not showing religious
equality

|7-4 This proposal will also have biclogical reprocussions to the area affecting our natural envimnment's
plant and animal life.

175 1 ask you not to approve this projest which WILL negatively affect our beautiful neighborhood which we
have made our home.

Thank You

Deborah Black

5651 Raymar Ave
San Diege, Ca 92120

17-1

These comments do not provide any specificity with regard to the contents or
conclusions reached in the DEIR; no additional response is required. The data
collection for the traffic studies was conducted in 2019, when school was in
session and prior to traffic changes related to COVID-19 restrictions. No school
is proposed onsite. Refer to DEIR page 3-2 which states that no primary
educational school spaces are included as part of the project.

17-2

This comment lacks specificity and directly conflicts with the findings contained
in the DEIR noise analysis that show project operations would comply with the
City's Noise Ordinance, and temporary noise impacts would only occur during
the construction period. Mitigation would be incorporated into the project to
control construction noise and reduce impacts to less than significant.

17-3

This comment expresses an opinion and does not address the content or
conclusions reached in the DEIR.

17-4

DEIR Section 5.2 addresses the project's impacts on biological resources, which
would be mitigated and reduced to less than significant in accordance with the
City Biology Guidelines.

17-5

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that topic.

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.3.8

Letter 18: Dennis Black

18-3

18-5

18-7

Letter I8

From: Denn
Sent: Sunda
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. Civnmg mns cupie o s oy e 036444

My concerns with the EIR start with the premise that paid professionals get paid to craft a EIR that will satisfy
the planning department's criteria for a good and compliant plan.

| Idon't believe | could provide evidence as to its accuracy or truth, but common sense does.

A small neighberhood church of 300 with plans to use it's new, $13 million dollar, 54,476 sq.ft church, with a
71,010 sq.ft.2 story parking garage, for anly a couple hours on Sunday, does nat ring true.

Starting with that single fact, you need to guestion all of the facts they are claiming.

Many of the traffic studies that deal with ADT were numbers given to Justin Rasas of LGS Engineering,Inc. by
the church.

His analysis was based on the plans the All People's Church gave him.
His numbers for week days being 280 total trips without mentioning any Saturdays trips. 280 trips is anly a total
of 140 cars in and 140 out of the property in 5 days. So 28 people per day will drive onto the property each
weekday. After the Pastor, his secretary, custodial staff, gardeners, delivery drivers, mailman, Amazon, Fedex,
UPS, that is eleven people so far. Only 17 trips left for caunselors, clergy, parishioners, and repairmen, Common

1 sense tells you that nebody puts in an intersection with traffic lights for so few people.

This Church is designed as a very active, growth oriented, evangelistic, performanced based group with
worldwide missions The sermons the church posted ,on their website, were proof of that. They are competing
with The Rack Church so they belong in a commercial area with more than a single street access.

Qnce they build, the city has ne say in how many parishicners they have, the number of music concerts or

| theater productions they have. Or the time of day they have them.

3.3.1... Site prep and demo.. 12-14 months? probably 24mo. Allowing 12hr work days 6 days a week is pretty
pushy for moving into a single family neighborhood that doesn't want you. There should ke ne Sunday ar
Saturday work and enly 7am - 5pm Monday - Friday. All maintenance on heavy equipment and trucks can be
performed between 5pm-Spm Monday - Friday only.

L 2 years of nonstop construction noise Is not fair to the community.

3.4.5... No additional traffic signal should be built on College Ave. Cellege Ave south bound from Cel Cerro
Blvd , backs up all the way up the hill to Rockhurst Dr on weekdays. North bound College Ave from SDSU is
backed up to Del Cerro Blvd from traffic dropping off students at Patrick Henry HS. Patrick Henry is the largest
HS in the San Diego Unified School District. The attendance Area Map for 2022-2023 is an San Diego Unified
School District website. Students south of interstate 8, between Hoover and Crawford, and all the way east to
Reservoir Dr, and south to El Cajon Blvd., use College Ave through Del Cerro, to commute to Patrick Henry. Any
traffic studies done during the Covid lock down or when schools were out of session for spring break , winter
break waould not be accurate. Still many people are working online from home. More businesses are finding
issues with working at heme and are requiring employees to return to the office. Traffic will not decrease, only

1 increase in the future.
[ with all the dump trucks and equipment leaving the All Peaple's Church site starting at 7am, Callege Ave and

Del Cerro Bhvd will be gridlecked and Fire Station # 31 will have response problems anywhere south of Del Cerre

L Blvd and both east and west bound interstate 8.

5.2.1.5.. Sensitive Animal Species.. If you couldn't find a Red Diamendback or a Coastal Horned Lizard in the
canyon, you didn't look hard enough or at the wrong time of year. They have lived in that canyon since | hunted
for them decades ago. Boys would still be finding them if they got off their cell phones and got dirty. Probably

18-1

Comment noted but it does not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR.
18-2

Refer to Master Response 5 regarding trip generation. The data and reports
comply with the guidelines in the City's Transportation Study Manual. As stated
in Master Response 5 regarding the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), the report
was used to identify the project’s infrastructure improvements, rather than to
assess project impacts under CEQA. The LMA conducted for the project
determined that a traffic signal is warranted based on the volume of trips in
and out of the facility from College Avenue. Refer to Master Response 5
regarding the College Avenue operational changes.

18-3

The project includes a sanctuary with up to 900 seats with accessory uses (i.e.,
Sunday school classrooms, offices, and a multipurpose room/gym). Changes to
the project would require an amendment to the permit, triggering a new
discretionary review.

18-4

The construction phase is proposed as detailed in the DEIR and would be
conducted in accordance with the hours limits contained in City Noise
Ordinance. In addition, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 requires written notification
of the construction schedule at least 24 hours prior to initiation of the
construction activities. The neighborhood concerns expressed in this comment
are noted.

18-5

The traffic signal is required as outlined in the LMA contained in DEIR
Appendix J. The data collection for the traffic studies was conducted in 2019
when school was in session and prior to traffic changes related to COVID-19
restrictions.
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July 2023
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18-6

A traffic control plan would be required by the City prior to the commencement
of the construction activities. The plan would address any site-specific controls

needed to maintain access to/from and through the area. As noted in Response
to Comment A2-2, the traffic control plan would be provided to Caltrans as well.

18-7

According to the project’s Biological Technical Report (DEIR Appendix C),
vegetation mapping and a jurisdictional delineation were conducted on site on
October 14, 2014; vegetation mapping was confirmed on April 3, 2019; and
sensitive plant surveys were conducted on April 9, 2015, and April 3, 2019. As
noted in Table 5 of the appendix, neither species was observed on site and both
have a low potential to occur. The project site was heavily graded and disturbed
in the 1960s during the installation of College Avenue and widening of the
freeway (I-8). Although vacant, development has historically occurred on the
property, which is surrounded by developed land and large roadways.

City of San Diego
July 2023

RTC-52
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18-7

18-8

foont) |

8o |

1810 |

more of them now than 30 years ago. Before the church and Marburn projects, nobody but a few wauld hike
down there. It has mostly been open space for 65 years.

Fig 2-5 Site photo.. ECORP 2020 & 2021... You can see how lush and green the trees and shrubs are.. They
absorb both the freeway neise,and reflected heat. How any study abeut noise and heat eould conelude that
putting that huge 70,010 sqft 2 story parking structure, 54,476 sq ft church and 4 acres of blacktop, wouldn't
significantly affect noise and heat. On a larger scale, the project would cause an "Urban Heat Island”
Common sense will tell you the truth.

1 won't go an further. Please dump this bad project.

For 66 years the canyon has survived all attempts to build in it. Access to the property by removing houses on
Marne failed. Modifying College Ave. with left turn lanes failed.

The disruption of traffic on College Ave always blocked the development, Every San Diego planning hoard has
denied development in the canyon for the past 60 years until the Marburn project.

The fact remains that the All Peoples Church bought a piece of property zoned for a housing development.
NOT a Church. And it looks like if All Pecple's don;t get a church, Marburn will go ahead with their preject. Does
that not fit the city's plans for more family housing?

The Marhurn housing project has been approved and needs to be built to help with the housing needs of the
area.

The community should not suffer with a huge infill project at the same time as the 6 story Cerro House
Project on Del Cerro Blvd. This will adversely impact all of Del Cerro, Allied Gardens, and San Carlos.

Thank you for your time,
Fannir Dlaels

18-8

The DEIR studies noise in Section 5.4 and concludes that the project would not
result in operational noise impacts. Heat is not a topic required for discussion in
a CEQA document.

18-9

This comment does not address the contents of the DEIR. General opposition to
the project is addressed in Master Response 6. Development of housing on the
project site is not a project objective as noted in DEIR Chapter 3; refer to Master
Response 3 on the City's residential housing policy.

18-10

General opposition to the project is noted and addressed in Master Response 6
on that issue. Master Response 5 provides more detail regarding how the VMT
analysis is cumulative in nature consistent with the Office of Planning and
Research guidance for assessing transportation impacts under CEQA.
Cumulative impacts analysis is addressed in Master Response 2.

All Peoples Church

RTC-53

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.3.9 Letter 19: Benjamin Bloom

Letter 19 19-1

The DEIR addresses the project’s effects on traffic in Section 7.1.12. Refer to

From: Benjamin Bloom Master Response 5 regarding the College Avenue operational changes. No
fe_”gs“”g’g\? InRar s e parking spillover into the community is anticipated because the proposed

faly . . . . .

Subject: [EXT i it 1+ wwne wonmnene ¢ All Peaples Chureh / Project No. 636444 parking supply would exceed City requirements. Furthermore, parking is not a

CEQA topic, and it is speculative to suggest that the parking needs of the church
would not be met on site when the project exceeds the City's parking
requirements. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an

via email . . . . ..
environmental analysis. Traffic safety impacts are not anticipated based on
Ocrober9, 2022 improvements proposed by the project. Refer to Master Response 6 regarding
s. Courtney Holowac| L. .
City of San Diego Development Services Center general OppOSItlon to the pI’OJect.
1222 First Avenue
MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101
Ms. Holowach,

| write to you today in reference to the Navajo Community Plan and envircnmental impact repaort:
released August 31, 2022, {Navajo) All Peoples Church / Project No. 636444 / Draft Environmental
Impact Report / SCH No. 2021100394,

19-1 As @ Del Cerro resident since 2015, | have seen various forms of proposed development for this land
come and go. Unfortunately, the environmental impact report mistakenly ignores many of the most
negative impacts to the surrpunding community: traffic congestion and spillaver of parking into
neighboring residential areas.
| urge that the development activity describe in the EIR be placed on hold and that the EQIR be revised
to account for the significant disruption that this project will being, for example:

= An extra traffic signal which will bring delays to an already busy College Ave, NB and

Eastbound/WB Del Cerra Blvd.

= Potential safety hazards for traffic backups from the property that extend to the exit from I-8

« A fixed amount of parking with inevitable spillover into the surrounding residential
neighborhoods.

These impacts are foreseeable but unlikely to be mitigated. Based an that analysis and opinian, |
respectfully urge that this project go no further.

Sincerely,

Benjamin Bloom

Del Cerro homeowner
6051 Bounty St.

San Diego CA 52120

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-54
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3.1.3.10 Letter 110: Peggy Bocko

Letter 110 110-1
The project proposes a traffic signal at the main entrance and a right-in/right-
From: Pege) out secondary driveway north of the traffic signal. Parking is not a CEQA topic.
sent Friday Refer. to Master Responses 5 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project
B L R and College Avenue operational changes.

110-1 My issue with this praject is the lack of ingress and egress. One way in and aut isn’t sufficient for this
size of project in the event of emergency. 1also believe that because of the time it takes to exit the
property after an event or service that people will elect to park an neighboring streets or ather parking
areas which will effect those living in the area. As | recall this was an issue when the Rock Church
opened in Liberty Station. Also, the proposed stoplight will effect traffic on College Avenue which is
already very busy. This is ot an appropriate sight for this project.

Thanks, Peggy Backa

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-55 July 2023
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3.1.3.11 Letter I111: Katie Booth

Letter 111 111-1

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to

From: Katie Master Responses 5 and 6 regarding transportation and general opposition to
o 8 15 the project.

Subject: [EX.: Civiemey e mns vopies wiaren e, 636444

Project Name: All Peoples Church
Project No. 636444

_ To Whom It May Concern,
111-1 The All Peoples Mega Church Project is a looming cloud that the community of Del Cerra has been
fighting against for years. | won't speak to the environment impact statistics as | know you've been
made well aware of those in detail. We are a tiny close knit poclet left in the city of San Diego. Peaple
wha live here cherish the small community of neighbarhoods and existing schaals and churches and
small nen chain store restaurants and grocery stores. There is nothing Mega about Del Cerro and that is
the way things should stay. We are surrounded by large commercial and private developments from
Mission Valley, and SDSU with an entirely new stadium and all that stands to change over the coming
years that will filter in extra traffic and people. With those projects already funded and still in process
we cannot account for the added impact those will have to nearby freeways/traffic and how that
impacts our residents and community. This project is not intended to benefit our residents in any
Ppositive ways but will contribute to extra noise, traffic, and other polluticns. The space is intended to be
used at their discretion to be sold out at every apportunity. It is not limited to quiet gatherings on a
Sunday. The menstrosity of a massive building and huge parking structure could easily go anywhere in
San Diggo that would not mind it. Nearby Mission Valley has acres of commercial and currently vacant
lots from closed car dealerships that could make for easy access for such a flagship church lecation. We
are not mega, we can't handle mega we don't want mega so please leave our quaint community
untauched. Not everything needs to be developed, some things are perfect the way they already are!

Passionately Yours,
Active School & Community Volunteer and Proud Home Qwner in Del Cerrg,
Katie Bogth

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-56
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3.1.3.12 Letter I112: Chip Brent

Letter 112

From: Chip Brent <chip@sandiegopraperties.us»

Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 8:26 AM

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember loe LaCava <loelaCava@sandiego.gov>;
Councilmember Jennifer Campbell <JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen Whitburn
<StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Monica Mantgomery Steppe
<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Marni von Wilpert <MarnivonWilpert@sandiego. gov>;
CouncilMember Raul Campillo <RaulCamplllo@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Vivian Moreno
<y¥ivianMoreno@sandiego gov>; CouncilMember Sean Elo-Rivera <SeanEloRivera@sandiego gov>; Holowach,
Courtney <CHolowach@sandiepo.gov>; Blake, Martha <MBlake @sandiepo.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] San Diego: Mega Church in 52120

To The City of San Diego:

1121 T 1am a forty one year resident of the Del Cerro/Allied Gardens community and | am writing to voice my
apposition, as many others in our community have expressed, over the project known as the All Peoples

Church. 1am a homeowner in 92120 since 1987. My wife and | settled here, raised our family and made life long
relationships working as a hushand and wife real estate team since 1984,

1 was educated at SDSU (1976-1980) with a degree in geography and minor in economics. The emphasis was
urban planning. | find just about everything of this plan te be a terrible use of what little “open space” we have
left in the city. The specific parcel in guestion is a well needed buffer between highway 8 and the community. |
also find the Environmental Impact Repert (EIR) lacking for a number of reasons which was clearly articulated in
this letter shared by Mr D.F. Schwartz, another member of the community.

Qur city has a checkered past of poorly planned zoning changes that has left many parts of our city needing
redirection in terms of density and services. Most prominently are the terrible effects of high density multiple
family housing foisted on our city’s central corridor from Park Blvd all the way to 70th street along El Cajon Blvd
and University Ave. | refer to it as the "Ray Huffman effect”. The name giving credit to the developer that
mowed down many beautiful homes in those areas of our city and replaced them with apartments. The affect of
which created transient populations that rely on cheap hausing and access to employment, neither of which
came abgut when reflecting back. And all as a result of “up-zoning” witheut much foresight.

1 understand the use of zoning polices and land use variances to steer our community towards a better
future. The project in question is NOT in line with the current use. The changes that will take place will no
doubt result in many negative conditions, and not many if at all, positive.

1am asking that this project get a MUCH CLOSER look so this part of the city NGT suffer the results of myopic
planning like your previous counsel members approved.

Chip Bremt

Broker/Owner: 5an Diega Properties
619-840-2447
Chip@sanDieqoProperties.us

CA DRE lict 00817374 {yes, since 1981)
http://www.sandiegoproperties. us,

112-1

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to
Master Responses 3 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project and land
use policy consistency.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-57 July 2023
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3.1.3.13 Letter 113: Cameron Bresnick

Letter 113 113-1

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to
Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

[EXTERNAL] Refusal of project 636444

O Retention: Inbox

13 DU EAD Wed 9/7/2022 427 PM

**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this email or opening
attachments.**

113-1 We are refusing/ and are against the All People Church Project #636444 because it would result in
significant changes to the area.

Sent from my iPhene

Reply “orward

ahout:blank 141

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-58
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3.1.3.14 Letter 114: Janis Brown

na1 |

Letter 114

From: lanis
Sent: Friday
Toz DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. civvmey mns vopie o v g A0 636444

Project name: &ll People's Church
Project number: 636444

Hello,

Iwanted to write to you and let you know | do not think the All People Mega Church should be in the community
of Del Cerra . Far a few reasans.

I know things change and evolve. 1 am open to change when it makes sense. | am okay with building living space
for families and/or studios for rent or for sale. | have three daughters and would love for them to be able ta live
near by. Increasing housing would help with the supply and demand. Even then traffic would be at each persons
schedule which in turn would not be heavy at one time.,

Unlike, the case of the Mega Church. This would impact the intersection and the freeway areas with heavy
traffic all at one time. It would impact me when doing errands and traveling to work. | knew SDSU would have
coneerts and events that would impact me. | am okay with that. They have been here long hefore me. But to
add another large event place to the community would be damaging.

1 also believe we have enaugh places of worship and or churches in our community already. The community of
Del Cerro has been established for many years and has everything needed for our residents.

Please think about my concerns. On why | am against the mega church in this location. | drive to Point Loma
often and | hit the Rock traffic. 1 already work around SDSU events and every day student/faculty traffic and |

am okay with that. | just think adding Mega Church is just too much traffic to add to our area.

Thank you for your time,
Janis Brown

5944 Ridgemoar Dr

San Diego, Ca 92120
Cell 619-517-7063

114-1

This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to
Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. Traffic impact
uses the VMT metric and is presumed to be less than significant using the ADT
screening criteria in the Transportation Study Manual. Traffic operational
changes in the area are addressed in the Local Mobility Analysis (DEIR
Appendix J).

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego
RTC-59 July 2023
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3.1.3.15 Letter 115: Christina Callahan

1151

115-2

115-3

115-4

_—) ] ]

Letter 115

From: Chris
Sent: Mond
Tao: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. ciuve iy s g wonaina

Hello,

My comment is that ingress egress has not been resalved far fire or emergency services, particularly as
it's adjacent to WUI The last time this went around, the fire chief specifically stood up against building
in this location. It"s too high risk and city services cannot provide safely or adequately to standard.

As a community resident, the Navajo plan specifically states to not build on finger canyons. This will
negatively impact drainage and watershed, with a higher impact on sewers and urban runoff. The build
does not meet the landscape, what with the cantilevered design and immense parking requirements. As
the City eliminated minimum parking within certain zones, if this project meets those requirements, the
impact on surrounding neighberhood is many times multiplied - peaple still drive and park, despite the
puhlic transportation dream.

There should not be an exception made ta the zoning far this project. There are many locations on
vagant lots within a three mile radius that would suffice their architectural plans and revitalize and serve
neighborhoods, particularly in Granville and down in university where their location is currently. |
appreciate they want a massive lit sign on the freeway, but that is not reason enough to approve.

Please cansider “smart design’ and urban infill, instead of the immense impact environmentally, socially,

and aesthetically degradation on one of the few remaining finger canyons, for this project.
Thank you for considering denying this zening change.
Kindly,

Christina Callahan
5672 Linfield Ave

115-1

The project site plan was reviewed by City Fire and Rescue Department as part
of the discretionary review process. No impacts to City public services are
identified in DEIR Section 7.1.11.

115-2

All of the applicable policies from the Navajo Community Plan are contained in
revised DEIR Table 5.1-2. Contrary to this comment, no policy specifically
restricts construction on finger canyons. The project would result in less than
significant drainage and watershed impacts as discussed in DEIR Sections 7.1.7
and 7.1.14 due to the proposed drainage features being constructed on site.
The structures would be recessed into the landscape with the church placed in
the southern portion of the site as far away as possible from the closest
residential homes. The proposed supply of parking would exceed the City
parking standards by 37 spaces. Parking is not a CEQA topic, and it is
speculative to suggest that the parking needs of the church would not be met
on site given that it is proposing to construct more supply than required by the
City.

115-3

The underlying zoning of the project site is not changing. The City does not have
a zone classification for church or religious institutions. As stated in DEIR
Section 3.4, approval of the Community Plan Amendment allows a religious
assembly use on the project site. Pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code

Section 126.0602 (a) (2) a Planned Development Permit (PDP) allows for a use
that “complies with the applicable land use plan but contains uses that are not
permitted in the underlying base zone.” Refer to DEIR Section 5.1 for further
information. Refer to Master Responses 1 and 3 addressing land use policy
consistency and alternative locations for the project. No large signs are
proposed as part of the project design.

115-4

Comment noted; refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to
the project.

City of San Diego

July 2023

All Peoples Church

RTC-60
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3.1.3.16 Letter I116: Elaine Camara

Letter 116 116-1
. This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Project
Ts?.i,,—;m o e o et transportation impacts are addressed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. Traffic impact
pate: T, O 4, 2022 34612 P uses the VMT metric and is presumed to be less than significant using the ADT

screening criteria in the Transportation Study Manual. Traffic operational

changes in the area are addressed in the Local Mobility Analysis (DEIR

[18-1 We live on Lancaster Dr in Del Cerro and we are adamantly opposed to the construction of this major Appentdlxj). Refer to MaSter Response 6 regardlng general opposmon to the
project. project.

THis will impede traffic in our area which we can not handle.
this is a horrible idea for our area!

Thanks you
Elaine Camara

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-61 July 2023
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3.1.3.17 Letter 117: Gregg Cantor

Letter 117

From: Gregg Canter <gcantor@murraylampert.com:

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 3:43 PM

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiegc.gov>

Cc: Abalos, Raynard <RAbalos@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Joe LaCava <JoelLaCava@sandiego.gov>;
Councilmember Jennifer Campbell <JenniferCam phell@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen Whitburn
<Stephenwhitburn@sandiego gov»; Councilmember Monica Montgomery Steppe

<mmontgomerysteppe @sandiego. gov=; CaunciiMember Marni van Wilpert <MarnivonWilpert@sandiego govs;
CouncilMember Raul Campillo <RaulCampillo@sandiege gov>; Councilmember Vivian Moreno
<VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Sean Elo-Rivera <SeanE loRivera@sandiego gov>;
info@kentleeforsd.com <info@lentleeforsd.com>; savedelcerro@gmail.com <savedelcerro@gmail.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church - Project no. 636444 - SCH Na. 2021100394 - Navajo - District 7

Dear DSD & Councilmembers and Navajo Flanners,

117-1 As a native 3an Diegan, owner of a 4-generation local business and lifelong Del Cerro resident, I"'m writing to you
in opposition of All Pegples Church/No. 636444,

Qur family has been longtime supporters of the San Diego Community including Del Cerro, Allied Gardens and
San Carlos. We have contributed and volunteered toffor many great events and causes in our area including
Make-A-Wish, SDUSD, Patrick Henry High School, Lewis Middle School, Hearst Elementary and District 33 Little
League.

The All Peoples Church project is not good for our community and we stand behind the many other
residents who oppase the development for these reasons:

The land was already approved far a 24-unit housing project. San Diega needs more housing and the Del
Cerrc area does not need another religicus institution, especially one that is expected to bring most of
its attendees from outside our area.

According to San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-04B, RS 1-7 zoning does not allow for religious
institutions.

Besides the negative impact on biolggical resources, historical resources, noise and tribal resources, the
location is situated where the infrastructure can not handle the amount of traffic this development will
create. The modification of the North and Southbound lanes of Collage Avenue, adding another traffic
signal, would severely impact the traffic in our Del Cerro community. It will also significantly increase
greenhouse gas emissions in the area.

It is our hepe that the Planning Department, Navajo Planners and City Council all vote against the plan for All
Peoples Church.

Sincerely,

Gregg Cantor

President/CEQ

Murray Lampert

Design - Build — Remodel

2851 Camino Del Rio South, Suite 310
San Diego, CA 92018

Cffice Phone: 619.285.9222 Ext. 318
Fax: §19.285.0794

117-1

This comment does not contain specific comments on the content or adequacy
of the DEIR. The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to
Master Responses 1 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project,
alternative location or use of the site, and need for the project.

Building housing is not one of the project objectives outlined in DEIR Chapter 3.
The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved on site is
described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have similar
significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR
Chapter 8.

The San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Section 126.0602 (a) (2) allows projects
to propose a Planned Development Permit to allow a use that is permitted by
the land use plan but not allowed by the underlying zone. That process is what
is proposed to permit the church on a residentially zoned site. The City does not
have a zone classification for church or religious institutions. Refer to Master
Response 3 regarding land use policy consistency as it relates to this comment
on zoning.

Project impacts associated with biological resources, historical resources, noise
and tribal cultural resources were determined to be less than significant, with
incorporation of mitigation measures, as discussed in DEIR Sections 5.2, 5.3,
5.4, and 5.6. The project’s transportation impacts were determined to be less
than significant in DEIR Section 7.1.12, as would be the greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions impacts described in DEIR Section 7.1.5.

Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

City of San Diego
July 2023

All Peoples Church

RTC-62
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3.1.3.18 Letter 118: James Carry

Letter I18 118-1

Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

From: James Carry <james.carry@att.net>
Sent: Saturday, October 15, 2022 11:43 AM

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego . gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ALL PEOPLES CHURCH

RE: All Peoples Church No. 636444 SCH No. 20211003594 Community Plan: Navaje Council
District 7

118-1 This proposed "Church” is actually a homeless shelter in disguise. We don’t want or need a homeless
shelter ion our neighborhood. The traffic jams will be monumental and the property values will
suffer. It will take a quiet, suburban neighborhood into a crowded inner city atmosphere, which is
antithetical to the environment that we chose when we moved here.

James Carry

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-63 July 2023
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3.1.3.19 Letter 119: Jordan Chaim

1181

182

Letter 119

From: Jorda
Sent: Thursc
Teo: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. Civnmng neoniein wonmne e o People's Church, Project No. 636444

Dear Courtney Holowach,

My family and | live in Del Cerro and recently received and reviewed the environmental impact report for the
proposed All People's Church Project, No. 636444, | write to express our continued appasition to this preject. In
addition to the irrevocable changes any project of this size would make to the character and functionality of our
quiet residential neighborhood--and the travesty that it would be to repurpose land zoned for urgently needed
housing for yet another mega church--| would like to respond directly ta the significant enviranmental effects
determined by your report.

The biological impacts of a project this size will have a profound and lasting effect on our environment, and in a
city as progressive as San Diego, we must continue to protect our remaining green space. The costs of destroying
habitat for local flora and fauna, and of adding another massive concrete structure to a region acutely feeling
the effects of climate change and environmental destruction seems incredibly short-sighted and dangerous. If
perhaps this was a housing complex, as it was initially proposed, that would be different, since we are in the
midst of an undeniable housing crisis, but | do not believe this project is worth the irrevocable damage it would
de.

Thank yau so much for your time and attention,

Jordan Karney Chaim, PhD
tohn fhadd

119-1

Refer to Master Responses 4 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project
and neighborhood character. Contrary to statements made in this comment,
the project would not result in significant neighborhood character impacts and
would not preclude the City's ability to address the housing situation. Refer to
Master Response 3 on the City's residential housing policy.

119-2

The project site is not a pristine wilderness or dedicated open space. Instead, it
is a vacant parcel that has been previously disturbed by the construction of
developments on all sides of the property, including I-8, College Avenue and the
adjacent residential neighborhood. In addition, the property is planned for
future development in both the General Plan and Community Plan. Due to its
past disturbance and location surrounded by urban development and regional
infrastructure (i.e., College Avenue and I-8), the quality of on-site habitat is poor
and isolated from regional open space systems. Project impacts to biological
resources would be potentially significant and mitigated to less than significant
as explained in DEIR Section 5.2.

Building housing is not one of the project objectives. The 24-unit residential
subdivision that was previously approved on site is described in the Reduced
Residential Alternative and it would have similar significant impacts to biological
resources as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR Chapter 8.

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-64

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.20 Letter 120: Shari and Joseph Colloca, Robin Kastner, Maureen Champion, Rosemary and Victor Ghosn,
Adeline and Yann Renard, Hortencia and Ted Bendrick, Wendy and Dustin Jones, Amy and John
Pecoraro, Kathy and Bill Connell, Diana and Rich Sanderson, Deborah and Dennis Black, Danielle Black,
Kelly and Matt Rookus, Denine and Larry Dawson, Stephanie and Chad Summers, Sara Moten and Karla
and Dan DeCoursey, Christine and Ryan Dammann

Letter 120

ARt e LS L R Sk I BRI B AT Y R I R U L L i e E ey

636444
Dear Ms Holowach, Ms Blake, Councilmembers, Development Services Dept :

120-1 The All People's Church project Envirenmental Impact Report has been published with public comment period
currently accepting response and comment.

We are a group of residents collectively submitting our comments for consideration and review. The cover
letter and detailed content is attached in both Word and PDF format.

Thank you for consideration of our comments, chservations, and positions on this community impact issue.

It is our intent along with other individual comment responses and our Navajo Community Planners, Inc.
response ta shed light on what we collectively see as glaring misalignments in this praject praposal and raise aur
community wide concerns to the awareness we feelis needed.

We will answer any questions or provide further elaboration on request.

Thank you -

Del Cerre Community Residents as signed in the attachments

120-1

General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that
issue in the FEIR. Specific responses to the comments raised in this letter are
provided below in Responses to Comments 120-2 through 120-19.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego
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October 16, 2022

City of San Diego Developwrnt Candiene Sanese
ATTN: Courtney Holowact

1222 First Avenug

MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

CC: Martha Blaki
Developmen
JoelaCava@sa ucgu.guv
JenniferCampbell@sandiego .gov
StephenWhitburn@sandiego.gov
MMontgomerySteppe@sandiego.gov
MarnivonWilpert@sandiego.gov
RaulCampillo@sandiego.gov
VivianMoreno@sand‘\ego.gov
SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov
info@kentleeforsd.com

RE: Comment/Response for Draft Environmental Impact Report
Project Mame: All People’s Church
Project Number: 636444

To All Concerned:

We join with fellow residents and Navajo Community Planners, Inc in response to the City of
San Diego’s Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Report”) dated August 31, 2022 for All
Paople’s Church project [“Project”) 636444,

we reside in direct proximity to or bordering the proposed location of this Project. We have
responded to the Report in full context using verifiable references, thorough discussion and
review of Report findings, positions, and conclusions using empirical and/or fact-based
examples for substantiation.

This Project in its immense scale is seeking departure from the Community Plan and
replaces a currently-approved-and-extended residential single family home housing project.

The particularly unigue circumstances accompanying Project approval would, we will show:
1} negate housing & climate pricrities made clear by city officials to the public
2} ignore drastic departures in community plan implementation that will usher in
permaneant and significantly negative environmental impact to neighborhoods

We reject the Report’s positions and conclusiens in several key areas and will show the facts
& reasoning by which the Report justifies those conclusions as wholly inadegquate and often
times contradictory.

120-2

The project is seeking an amendment to the Community Plan and a Planned
Development Permit, as permitted by procedures and policies contained in the
General Plan and San Diego Municipal Code. Statements made in this comment
are general and lack specificity as it relates to the content and conclusions
reached in the DEIR.

City of San Diego
July 2023
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120-3 |

1204 |

1205 |

51.1

51-10

554

Existing Conditions — This is in fact incomplete. It does not include in its
consideration yet another new and major project in an adjacent parcel.

A second existing condition impacting all areas of the city as Council and Mayor
have cemented into the public awareness and committed to take steps to mitigate
is the housing shortage. The Project is being considered after replacing an existing
and still-approved single family home project for the exact same land parcel.

A third existing condition s th The Use
Regulations table for Residentiu concs aprvimany wsunvw s rongiovs wsacnbly in
RS 1-7 Zoning — which this Report confirms will be preserved even after Project
completion. This is a glaring incansistency, contradiction, and flat out violation of
San Diego Municipal Code. Additional issue here is the Navajo Community Plan
does not appropriately consicler or incorporate the site designation of religious
institutions and would need revision.

Community Plan Consistency — Project implementation is neither consistent nor
adherent to the Community Plan. Not only is the Report contradictory and
meandering in its justification which we will show below, but even if it is deemed
for some reason to be consistent, that triggers violation of the Municipal Code as
any consistency reguires preservation of the RS 1-7 zoning.

Impact 2: Neighborhood Character — this large institutional, single mass structure
severely degrades and will negatively impact long-established neighborhood
character — again, this impact severity is dismissed out of hand in the Report and we
will have a full discussion in context of why this Report’s conclusion and path to it is
severely misguided and should be entirely rejected.

120-3

Refer to Master Response 2 addressing cumulative impacts. Building housing is
not one of the project objectives. The 24-unit residential subdivision that was
previously approved on site is described in the Reduced Residential Alternative
and it would have similar significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as
discussed in DEIR Chapter 8. The City's residential housing policy is not a CEQA
issue for consideration in the DEIR, as noted in Master Response 3 on that
issue. With regard to the project’s consistency with City land use policy, refer to
Master Response 3 on that matter.

120-4

As stated in Response to Comment 120-2, the project's approvals are permitted
by procedures and policies contained in the General Plan and SDMC. The
project's consistency with the policies in the Navajo Community Plan is
addressed in DEIR Table 5.1-2. Revisions to the table removing references to the
residential character of the site are included in the FEIR in strikeout/underline.
The residential zoning would continue to exist on the project site with the
permits in place

120-5

This comment provides a criticism of the neighborhood character analysis
provided in the DEIR without any specificity. Refer to Master Response 4 for a
response on the adequacy of the neighborhood character analysis contained in
DEIR Section 5.5.

All Peoples Church

RTC-67
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120-6

The Report is guoted in this rarmanes ~nd icluded Te rnmtavk se enfnrancathese Report
quotes are easily identifiable i At time
are used in this response documenu w mgnlight @ puai v s g o o8 original style of

the Report.

13y be used. These

Thank you for consideration of this response and public comment, following discussion and

issues supporting analysis.

Sincerely,

Shari & Joseph Colloca

LR TS P Lo

Adeline & Yann Renard

Amy & lohn Pecorare

EEAA RAAcan Ao

Deborah & Dennis Black

CEEA Novrnna Ren

Denine & Larry Dawson

Karla & Dan DeCoursey

ELAY Donrmane A

We look forward to the response.

Robin Kastner & Maureen Champicn

£931 Mlanian ‘s

Hortencia & Ted Bendrick

Kathy & Bill Connell
o

£33 s

Danielle Black

E£10 Ns i cm A

Stephanie & Chad Summers

[PEV N

P

Rosemary & Victor Ghosn

211 Bavinane Ao

Wendy & Dustin Jones

Diana & Rich Sanderson

EENA B Aven

Kelly & Matt Rookus

E767 Ml Caven Dhod

Sara Moten

£ENE Pl Faven

120-6

Comment noted. No response required.

City of San Diego

July 2023
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1207 |

1208 |

5.1.1 Existing Conditions

The Report does not account for the new project —yet another architectural departure from
this community’s personality — similarly sprung on Del Cerro after having been in the works
for some time it turns put... the 114-unit multi-use residential/commercial complex —
CerroHouse at Del Cerro Blvd & Marne Ave literally bordering the Project.

Project aperations and environmental reports has to account for this contingency and
combined impact to resident’s daily livability, but that impact is unaccounted for in the
Report. This is not an insignificant administrative detail. The reality is these projects are not
mutually exclusive, yet there is no contingency studies, consideration of their size/scope or
mutual proximity. Tha area is neither zoned for nor intended to host these large scale, large
building architectural engineering designs.

These projects by themselves will negatively impact this community, let alone asa
combined force. The accurate existing conditions must include this new large project
directly adjacent, but is not modeled or risk-assessed. To cast aside risks unchecked
development with irreversible lasting negative impact to our daily lives.

Housing

A significant existing condition and critical problem to overcome and committed to do so by
San Diego Council, Mayor, public officials is a housing crisis and a need for more homes.
This is an existing condition acress all of San Diego per city government and housing groups.

The Project acquired the land parcel = sorehow = from the previous project develeper who
abtained full Project approval for 24 single family homes. The Praject Approval has recently
been extended ... this would be a bulwark against a housing shortage where many families
are seeking Single Family Homes in 5an Diego. We know many of them. This approved plan
rmuch closer aligned to Community Plan in scale, purpose, design and certainly is aligned
with the City's strategic call for more hemes and housing opticns.

The All People’s Church Project is now planned for the same parcel zoned RS 1-7; this
discredits and diminishes a stated city focus en housing. An approval under these
circumstances displaces existing approved residential single family housing in exchange for a
business opportunistically imposing itself into a community that it primarily does not serve
as we'll show in following pages.

It would also mean the City and Council will have voted AGAINST much-needed single family
homes for families desiring options for them and AGAINST a step toward another housing
solution far families preferring single family options to Cerrohouse apartment-style living.
The guestion is whether this Project ought to be approved under these circumstances at this
time for that particular land parcel.

To gless over these issues is incomprehensible to our community. We submit that this
Report Existing Condition section is incomplete, ad odds with the reality on the ground and
to reject its conclusiens.

120-7

Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts.

120-8

The housing crisis is not an environmental impact. With regard to the project
site, it would remain zoned for residential use. Refer to the Master Response 3
on residential housing policy.

All Peoples Church
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120-9

12010 |

5.1-10. Community Plan Consistency

SYIL INUNONILIIL QUG WILT d S8Rl dle £ L UL 301U LWO-IRVEL 30 7-3PdLE PdIRING SUULLUTE.

These structures and the business purpose they support have nathing —zero - to do with
encouraging residential housing or promoting residential single family homes either in
intent or implementation.

The Report states the zoning will remain residential - on the paper documents! The actual
end result which is all that really matters is a cammunity saddled with two structural
manstrosities, increasing traffic and traffic flow problems into and out of Del Cerro, and an
architectural and land use departure from the whole reason the community is appealing to
begin with. This is classic lip service to Community Plan... takes “not being worth the paper
it's printed on"” to an all-new level.

The Report even acknowledges a principal objective in the Community Plan is to “maintain
and encourage residential housing” while in the next breath pledging its support for this
goal by the symbolic carry-forward on paper of the residential zoning while the Project
builds non-residential institutional buildings. Our collective heads are spinning wildly.

But that’s not all. The Report comes frll ~irrla +~ nise jts owin project objectives list {these
are fully elaborated in context on p.8i as a round-about justification for #4:

The reference to “site improvement” is not well-defined. Maybe the parking? Or a massive
building? Perhaps it's the lush landscape of trees, plants, and shrubs... camouflage for the
massive building and parking structure? The Project seems to deem “site improvement” as
the Project’s totality in fulfilling its own purposes. Nothing before= Now we're here doing
our work with new buildings and landscape - Site improvement. This then appears to be
sernldnd camanboacs mba Snmmnna it slae congistency” to support the conclusion it is

Itis not.

Back in the real world we live in, approval means a 200+ seat megachurch on a residentially
zoned parcel, a 300+ space parking structure, zero housing, and Plan incompliance, The
Report's ham-handed justification for consistency and sensitivity to existing neighborhoods
flies in the face observable reality and impacts. In a unified voice we raject not only the
abandonment of our Community Plan, but the bases of justification employed to do it,

S

120-9

Refer to Master Response 3 on the project's consistency with the applicable
policies from the General Plan, Community Plan and zoning regulations, which
addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this comment. The site's
underlying land use designation and zoning would remain residential, as stated
on DEIR page 5.1-10. The City does not have a zone classification for church or
religious institutions. The DEIR discloses that a non-residential use would be
constructed on site instead of housing; however, the analysis demonstrates
that the church would comply with the applicable Residential Element policies
in the Navajo Community Plan related to design. As described in the DEIR and
Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character, the project has been
sensitively sited on the property. DEIR Section 5.5 discloses that the project’s
massing and architectural style would be distinctive from that of the
surrounding one-story, ranch-style homes in the vicinity, but further notes that
the project has been carefully designed to respect the residential character of
the neighborhood.

120-10

Site improvements are a general term used to describe the whole of the
project’s features, including buildings, paving, landscaping, utilities, and
circulation elements. As stated above, the DEIR and Master Response 4 on
neighborhood character both outline the rationale and significance
determination criteria used for evaluating the project’s visual impacts. The
comment expresses an opposing opinion on the topic and provides no specific
criticism of the DEIR analysis. General opposition to the project is addressed in
Master Response 6.

City of San Diego

July 2023
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120-11 |

120-12

120-13

In Report’s stated project objectives, #2 states,

HUBU & s S s i Sor s SirU e e v
representative in a meeting with this community on 12 OCT 2022 showing results of traffic
analysis and projections based on meetings with the Project concerning its congregation &
business plan.

[ N SV P

There is an existing congregation, but it’s not in Del Cerro and surrounding neighborhoods.
There is ne projected growth or focus here. This is crystal clear. 95% external... residents
know if you go point to point in this area you don’t go all the way to the freeway to do it.

The changes needed for such a massive structure plunging itself into a small residential
community because a parcel of land fits their marketing plan are massively imbalanced.

The Project is a business. And this business is proposing to to set up shop in our community
neither having grown up integral to it, nor invested in building any identifiable roots with its
residents. This business seeks to use an acquired land parcel which is zoned residential now
and was so at the sale of the parcel, change the zoning post-hoc to accommadate business
purposes, and then go on 1o serve a community-based congregation of which 95% reside
external to this community in which the Project would be located. We reject this Report
postulation as non-evidenced and completely unbalanced in its application.

Additinnalhs amsirnnmaen +al rnncernc with VMT aill affactiuahs daohle GHAE ac the traue

120-11

The existing church is less than 3 miles from the proposed location. Therefore,
development of the project site would satisfy this objective, which does not
indicate that the entire congregation hails from the Navajo Community Plan
area. In fact, the figure provided from the presentation is consistent with the
geographic description of the church’s service area and congregation.

120-12

Construction of the project would not double the amount of GHG emissions in
the local area or region. As demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project
would generate less GHG emissions than the 52 residences that are allowed on
the project site (as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7 and 7-8). In addition, the project
would not result in significant greenhouse gas emissions and would be
consistent with the City’s CAP by complying with the various GHG emissions
reduction strategies outlined in the project's CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to
DEIR Appendix B). Furthermore, a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) screening
analysis was conducted for assessing impacts under CEQA (refer to DEIR
Appendix K), which shows that the project is presumed to not result in
significant transportation impacts. The project is consistent with the City's CAP
and related policies.

120-13

Refer to response to comment 120-11, which references this figure.

All Peoples Church
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120-14 |

12015 |

A "well-defined, balanced and visually consistent design that is distinctive from the
surrounding residential neighborhood.” No. This characterization is simply ridiculous.

It is not “distinctive”. It is wholly and entirely cut of place.

Even a casual glance tells you this. Not one, but two colossal structures amid small single
family residences. Distinctive? It's overwhelming. To maintain “balance and visual
consistency” requires blocking out views incorporating the immediate suwrrounding homes
and neighborhoods.

The physical imbalance obvious. Think of an aerial or eye-view at-scale picture of
surrounding immediate neighborhoods with the Project design at scale inset into that
neighborhood map. This is the perfect visual excercise we used to see in grade school test
booklets, “Circle the object that doesn’t belong...”

An 8 year old would ace that test,

The aferementioned “visual consistency” can only be realized in its own self-contained
context because of the sheer difference in scale. Balanced? With what, exactly? The
Report’s position and statement that the Project balances with the surrounding
neighborhood is a contradictory statement as we’ll show in the next section of this reply.

Additionally, there are three towers that range in height, but are all far beyond the existing
and apparently permanent residential zoning height restricticns by 11°-17'. The Project
presents the main building at/below height restriction and the towers are not intrusive;
small architectural relief accents, nact a big deal.

Disagree. These are not small towers — they are large structures that will blocl, impair and
change the aesthetic looking in from College Ave, up and across from the I-8, and out from
the neighborhoods. Regardless of position, from the largest impact is on the existing homes
that look straight out and will see massive obstructions at and above line of sight.

The Project promotes the massive parking structure as “below grade along College Avenue”
to appease concerns over visual, character, and environmental impacts, i.e. “It'll be mostly
obscured”, which doesn’t appear to be the case in design. These towers, though, smashing
through height restrictions need to be addressed.

The height restrictions exist for a reason. Zoning is already on the block of being completely
upended, but to go further and salt it by vacating Plan height restrictions besides, all the
while concluding Plan cansistency and sensitivity .... that is an indefensible position. We
reject this conclusion and characterization of the impact and visually consistent design.

7

120-14

As discussed in the DEIR and Master Response 4 on neighborhood character,
the majority of the church building would comply with the height limit
established by the RS-1-7 residential zone, the exceptions being the three tower
elements. The parking structure would be constructed entirely below the grade
of College Avenue. Neither of the structures would block views of sensitive
resources from the public right-of-way. Views from private homes referenced in
this comment are not protected by City policy or recognized as a protected
vantage point in CEQA. These comments provide general criticism of the
analysis without considering the specific visual thresholds used by the City
when preparing its CEQA documents.

120-15

The comments provided herein express opinions. Refer to the responses
provided above for comment 120-14. The towers are addressed both in terms of
their environmental impacts in the DEIR and their consistency with the
residential zone as part of the Planned Development Permit, pursuant to SDMC
Section 126.0602 (a) (2). The SDMC allows applicants to propose deviations
provided the applicable permit findings can be made.

City of San Diego
July 2023
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120-16

Comments are noted; they do not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR.
12016 | The Project’s own objectives statement and Institutional missicn from the Report: |nStead, they express opinions that are addressed in Master Response 6 on
general opposition and the need for the project.

120-17

General opposition to the project is addressed in the Master Response 6 on
that issue.

We disagree. The Project purchased this land epportunistically and fully of its own accord
only post-hoc setting about the process of seeking accommodations, changes, exceptions,
bypasses.

Residents on the other hand were taken by surprise with the approved preject fading
without a sound, sale of land completed, with an entirely new concept now in its place. The
absence of anncuncements, flyers, natices, information sheet, or extended dialog —any
outreach at all - created concerns about what was going on in our community and why we
seemingly were being pushed into it. Residents organized and voiced the need for answers.

120-17 [ In conclusion, this respanse shows

Qur community is not currently nor projected as a center of congregational
matriculation — that, ar the driving habits of congregants differs from all of Del Cerro.

The Project will mainly serve other communities {basketball is always brought up,
but can we finally get past this? Are we really going to balance a decision over
whether the scales tip in favor of a cavernous basketball arena in el Cerra?)

The Project and this Repart represents massive departures from community plan
realization and is forcing change in a long-established community where this level of
change is not needed or being requested by the existing community and
neighborhoods.

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
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120-18

The DEIR acknowledged that the project would be different and distinctive from
120-18 | 5.5.4Impact 2: Nelghborhood Character the nearby single-family homes. The DEIR's less-than-significant conclusion
relied on established Significance Determination Thresholds for addressing
impacts to visual quality and neighborhood character and are not subjective.

Issue 2: Would the project result in the creation of a negative aesthetic site or project?

Issue 3: Would the project result in a project bulk, scale, materials, or style which would be incompatible
with surrounding development?

Del Cerro and surrounding areas residential character is long-established and it 1S
distinctive. Itisindeed this distinctive character that led us to this ccmmunity. The existing
institutional sites were designed-in and grew up for the most part integral to the community
and providing services for it. Typical infrastructure; typical services.

This instituticnal Project would be oppertunistically sheehorned in to a residential-zened
parcel by a designation, but in a now-long-established community without forethought.

The Project is not visually consistent neither in design ner character with the immediate
community it proposes to reside in. Not even close.

This Tact is crystal clear by visually overlaying the Praject plan within the black outline of the
parcel at full scale as elaborated in the Repert onto the Report’s own Fig 2.5 Site Picture of
the Del Cerro community,

The Report is incorrect- this Project does not fit with the surrounding architecture,
aesthetics or neighborhood character. We all see that below plain as a sunshiny day.

— 3
Site Photograph|
ALLPEPLES CHURCH]

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
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120-19

The neighborhood character discussion takes into account all vantage points of
the project afforded by public locations within the project area, including
College Avenue, Alvarado Road, I-8, and trolley line. The prior residential
approval is not relevant to the current project's goals and objectives, as outlined
in DEIR Chapter 3.

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
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3.1.3.21 Letter 121: Steve Colombel

Letter 121 121-1
The comment does not provide evidence as to why the site is a biological,
Fram: Steve <bws35@yahoo.com> cultural, or historical resource; however, all of these topics are addressed in
ey o 2072 1247 M DEIR Sections 5.2 and 5.3. Due to its past disturbance and location surrounded
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All peoples church 635444 by urban development and regional infrastructure (i.e., College Avenue and I-8),
" . - ; . L . .
H the quality of on-site biological habitat is poor and isolated from regional open
R As a resident of district 7, | am opposed to the development by All Peoples Church. . f
21 The site provides biological, historical and cultural resources. It's proximity ta the nature area by Space syStemS' IndUdlng the AdObe Fa”s area. No CUItUral resources were
adobe falls can provide an extended nature strip for wildlife to travel. Probably also an area used by identified on site as part of the cultural resources investigation contained in
the original inhabitants of our region. . . . . - .
Mainly, this is a residential area and our city is in desperate need for family housing and this DEIR Appendlx D; nevertheless, construction monitoring is recommended in
’;{j:s“;fp;‘;”;‘m orojoct for our nelghborhood. Mitigation Measure CUL-1. The need for residential housing is not a topic for
N discussion in the DEIR. Refer to Master Responses 3 and 6 on residential
espectfully, . . . L
Steve Colombel housing policy and general project opposition.
5806 Ridgemoor Dr. 92120
City of San Diego All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.22 Letter 122: Eddie and Adriana Cuadal

Letter 122

Fran
Sent
To: [
SuUbjevn fea i Liinmey Ao vvpies v o 636444

Raynard Abalos
Deputy Director
Development Services Department

RE: All Peoples Church No. 536444

122-1 This is to state that we are "IN FAVOR" of the project for the construction for All Peoples Church which
will be lecated in Del Cerro. We believe that this will be a positive change to cur area, creating new jobs,
and also providing the community a place of worship. Although there are many signs opposing this
project, we believe this will be, in fact, a "good thing" for all of us.
Sincerely

Eddie & Adriana Cuadal

122-1

Comment noted; it does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and no further
response is required. General opposition to the project is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that issue.

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.23 Letter 123: Christine Dammann

Letter 123 123-1
This comment does not address the content or adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to
Rt Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.
n
Slmjenn oo Linsme i

123-1 This emall sarves as our signatures that we oppose the ALL PEOPLE’s Church being built in my Del Cerro
community.

Christine & Ryan Dammann

6148 Arno Drive
San Diego, CA 92120

Please do not allow this church to be built in our neighborhood! It will have huge negative impacts on
aur lives.

Thank you,

Christine & Ryan Dammann

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-78
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3.1.3.24 Letter 124: Konrad Davis

Letter 124 124-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis.
From: Konrad Davis <konrad davis@yahoo.coms> The DEIR was posted on the City's website during the public review period. No

Sent: Saturday, October 8, 2022 4:14 PM s . .
To: DSD EASNoticing <DSDEASNaticing@sandiego.govs> additional response Is reqUIred.

Cc: Ann Davis <davisohana@gmail.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Request for Environmental Impact Report

To Whom It May Cancern:

124-1 I am writing to request a copy of a draft environmental impact report for the proposed project "All
Peaple's Church™ {Project# 636444, SCH# 2021100394). My family are long term residents of the Del
Cerra area in Council District 7, and have serious concerns regarding the propased project.

Please send me any materials that you can provide.
Thank you,

Konrad Davis
CAPT(Ret), USN

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-79 July 2023
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3.1.3.25 Letter 125: Mardine Davis

Letter 125

From: Mard
Sent: Tuesd
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX, civeney vrone cinn venmnen s, 1 regent NOL 636444

October 11, 2022

Comments on draft EIR to Courtney Holowach
City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Sentv

Project Name: All Peaples Church
No. 636444

SCH Ne. 2021100394
Community Plan: Navajo

Council District 7

To Whom It May Concern:

As a concerned member of the Del Cerre community, | have carefully read the draft Environmental
Impact Report for the All Peaple’s Church project. Thank you for your seriaus consideration of my
comments,

125-1 The draft EIR found that the proposed project could have significant, negative environmental impact
with regard to biological resources {the disruption of environmentally-sensitive habitat) and historical
resaurces (the possible disruption of archaeological and Native American artifacts and remains—which, it
notes, are frequent in surrounding areas). The Report suggests that such impacts can be mitigated, but
seldom makes clear how this mitigation might occur, and fails to provide appendices that might verify
such assertions.

1252 Beyond that, a number of its claims are questionable. For example, the EIR minimizes the impact of
traffic, mentioning the praject’s preximity to transit connections. In fact, buses run infrequently along
College Avenue, and the nearest trolley stops are walkable only by athletes. There are already five traffic
signals in the half mile between the east-bound exit off Interstate 8 and Del Cerro Beulevard. This
project proposes to add a sikth, while significantly increasing the volume of traffic along already-busy
College Avenue. Additionally, the signalized intersection has not been approved by the City. This impact
L should not be so easily dismissed.

1253 T Similarly, the Report suggests that the preposed 55,000 square foot church and 71,000 square foot
parking garage, with a tower rising 21 feet above grade, would not be incansistent with the aesthetics of
this residential neighborhood. In fact, while the proposed buildings might be censistent with the design
of SDSU, they would be decidedly inconsistent with the single-family homes that would surround it. As
the EIR notes, there would be a mere five feet between the parking and adjacent homes. Can this
impact be mitigated?

125-1

Mitigation for project impacts to biological resources and historical resources is
identified in DEIR Sections 5.2 and 5.3. The mitigation measures are also
contained in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, DEIR Chapter 9, and
are made conditions of project approval. The technical appendices were posted
with the DEIR on the City website during the public review period.

125-2

The project is located in a Transit Priority Area; however, no trip reductions
were taken. As such, the trip generation rate used in the DEIR is conservative, as
noted in the transportation Master Response 5 regarding trip generation. It
should be noted that auto delay, level of service (LOS), and other similar
measures of vehicular capacity. The project's traffic congestion listed in the
Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) are no longer used to assess project impacts
under CEQA. Therefore, the project’'s LMA does not assess transportation
impacts pursuant to CEQA. The project’s transportation impacts were analyzed
under CEQA in the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment, as discussed in
Master Response 5. The LMA addressed the project's infrastructure needs and
determined that the traffic signal, pedestrian sidewalk improvements and bike
lane striping are required to facilitate circulation in the project area. The traffic
signal installation would become a condition of project approval.

125-3

Refer to Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character, which
addresses the concerns expressed in this comment. The spatial proximity of the
parking area to the nearby residential homes is not an environmental impact
because the project conforms to the City's setback requirements.
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125-5

1256

254 |

Each of the the project’s main structures would be larger than the average-sized grocery store, resulting
in nearly half the acreage being covered by non-pervigus surface. Are we really to dismiss the impact

| this will have on sensitive habitat? On storm run-cff?

It seems to me, and to other Del Cerro residents who have read the EIR, that the Report trusts far too
much on mitigations proposed by All Peaple’s Church, and on cut-dated information. For example, the
EIR uses as evidence a SDSU housing project around Adobe Falls {west of College Avenue and south of
Del Cerro Boulevard). This project was abandoned after a lawsuit in 2007 and superseded by the
university’s expansion in Mission Valley.

The truth is that the city needs additional housing, nat another church In a part of the city already well-
served by 20 places of worship. These six acres were previously approved for 24 houses, a proposal that
would add housing with far less environmental damage, less traffic impact, and less disruption to the
neighborhood. 1, along with many of my neighbors, oppose any amendment of the Community Plan that
would allow the all People's Church project. Add housing. It is a far better option.

Sincerely,
Mardine Davis

5840 Del Cerro Blvd.
(323) 369-8058

125-4

The project’s impact to biological resources and hydrology/drainage are
thoroughly addressed in DEIR Sections 5.2 and 7.1.7.

125-5

All mitigation identified in the DEIR will become conditions of project approval
and the applicant must implement them. Refer to Master Response 2 regarding
cumulative impacts.

125-6

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition
to the project is addressed in Master Response 6. Development of housing on
the project site is not a project objective; refer to the Master Response 3 on the
City's residential housing policy.
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3.1.3.26 Letter 126: Larry Dawson

128-1

Letter 126

From: 1 hehalf

To:

Subject: aple™s Church No 636444
Date: Manday, Octaber 3, 2022 11:47:11 AM

From: Larry Dawszon <larrydawson73@gmai .com:
Sent: Monday, October 3, 2022 11:12 AM

To: DSD FAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL. All People's Church /No 636444

##This cmail came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this cmail or

opening altachments.**

Oppose. See the multitude of problems listed in the repori. Not one dime ol tax money should be
spent on this project. You are destroying our small communily. Gridlock already exisis here.

Angwer this question. Why did Col Rich pull out. No one knows Lhe answer. S stop the six stoty
apt atroeity too, Governments specialty at this point is breaking things, People sce it

Sent from my iPad

126-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition
to the project is addressed in Master Response 6.
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3.1.3.27 Letter 127: Lew Dawson

1271 |

1272 L

Letter 127

Fromn: Lew Dawson <lew.dawson@gmail.com:

Sent: Monday, October 17, 2022 12:15 PM

To: Evan.Youngstrom@lw.com

Ce: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov:-

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Response To Draft Environmental Impact Report For All Peoples Church No. 636444

To whom it may cencern:

We would like to add an additional section to our respanse under the Land Use haading (see below for the
amended Land Use heading section). In addition to the Zoning sub-heading previously defined, we have added
the Exploration Of Reduced Impact Alternatives sub-heading.

Land Use

Zoning

This approximately six-acre site is zoned under residential R5-1-7. Per city zoning regulations in Table 131-04B,
Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, use category Assembily and Entertainment Uses,

including Places of Religious Assembly s designated as "Use or use category is ngt permitted.” The project
reguires a Planned Development Permit (PDP) entitlement to address the deviation fram the current zoning
ardinances. Zoning ardinances, specifically residential, are important because they:

Control the character of a neighberheed, and

Control noise and traffic flow of a neighborhood.

Lol R

While the project has attempted to addresses these concerns, they fall in several short key areas:

1

2

3. Having a multistory, brightly painted structure—regardless

4. of the argument surrounding subtle architectural features and accents—does not blend in with the
overwhelming majority af single-femily dwellings in the neighborhood.

Having a 900-person church in the neighborhood
will produce a substantial increase in both noise and traffic at multiple periods of certain days—this
would not be the case with the proposed alternatives.

© oo

13. The EIR fails to account for continued future

127-1

Refer to Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character, which
addresses these comments.

127-2

The DEIR assesses the project that is contained in the application to the City.
Conjecture on potential uses beyond what has been proposed by the applicant
are speculative in nature and not reflective of the application, design and site
plan submitted to the City. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits
speculation in an environmental analysis.
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127-2
{cont.)

127-4

1273 |

14. growth in the church's offerings. Appendix J fails to project for compounding future growth over
multiple time periods. A primary goal of any church, including this church, is future growth, particularly
in terms of event count and event attendee count. When

15. activities begin taking place at the church during peak traffic times, when taking into account continued
future growth, the traffic impact will be untenable for residents.

16.

Exploration Of Reduced Impact Alternatives
Per section 8.3.1 of the EIR, Alternative Project Location, no suitable alternative location is proposed hecause:

No olternative location is progosed in the EIR becouse this site presents speciol feotures thot make it the best
choice for a praject of this kind. The opproximately 6-ocre site contains odequate reom te accommodate o
church/sanctuary buiiding, parking, and occess. The building site is iower in elevation than surrounding
residential uses, moking it less dominant when compored to level properties. AN of the required infrastructure is
already gvailable to serve the site. Finally, relocating the project to an afternative location away from rmajor
roagds would not offow the opplicant to toke odventage of freewoy occess ond visibility and transit within the
community it serves, which is ane of the praject objectives. As such, the current site presents characteristics thot
meke it porticularly well suited for the project and on alternative project locotian is not studied in detail in this
Eir

However, ho reasonable argument has been made regarding the lack of further exploration in the following key
greas:

1
2.
3. Environmental impact reduction

4.

5
6.

7. Required infrastructure already available

Enviranmental Impact Reduction
While the EIR addresses mitigations and/or reductions for environmental impact, such as (Appendix C, Biological
Technical Report):

Mitigation for impocts to Diegon coostal soge scrub and Diegon coastal soge serub-disturbed ore proposed fo be
mitigated at o ratia of 1:1 where the impact accurs outside the MHPA, and the mitigation occurs inside the
MHPA. Mitigation far impacts to non-native grossiand are proposed to be mitigated at a ratio of 0.5:1 (for
habitat nat occupied by the burrowing owl] where the impact occurs outside the MHPA, and the mitigation
occurs inside the MHPA.

No proposed alternatives are explored, specifically, alternatives that would prevent these types of
environmental impacts from initfally occurring. A specific example of these envirenmental impacts is
{Management Summary/Abstract):

Development of the site would significantly impoct 3.1 ocres of Diegon coostal soge scrub
{including -disturbed) and 0.8 acre of non-native grassland through removal. Mitigation for these
impacts is proposed to be in the form of payment into the City’s Habitot Acquisition Fund.

127-3

The project’s environmental impacts would be reduced by both the Reduced
Residential Development Alternative and the Reduced Project Alternative, as
described in DEIR Chapter 8. With regard to infrastructure, the project site is
surrounded by regional infrastructure that can be easily tapped into through
minor connections to serve the project. Because of the urban nature of the
project surroundings, minor utility extensions would be required to service the
site and no new roads need to be constructed to access the property. Median
changes to facilitate the traffic signal along College Avenue would be
implemented. The DEIR is correct in concluding that an alternative location
would not be feasible, as discussed further in Master Response 1 on this issue.

127-4

DEIR Chapter 8 acknowledges that the Reduced Project Alternative would
lessen the project's impact on sensitive habitats. Payment into the City's Habitat
Acquisition Fund (HAF) is an allowed approach to mitigating for the loss of such
habitat per the City Biology Guidelines and regulations. The HAF is a vehicle that
funds purchases of land or makes improvements to the quality of habitat within
the City's preserve system. Although 3.1 acres of sensitive habitat would be
removed from the site, the replacement location must be of greater biological
value, pursuant to the City's Biology Guidelines. Additionally, removal of the
sensitive habitat from the site is anticipated in the General Plan, Community
Plan and Multispecies Conservation Plan (MSCP), given the site’s planned land
use designation and lack of protection by MSCP policies. The impacts would not
affect the long-term conservation strategies expressed in the City's MSCP.
Therefore, the HAF mitigation measure is an appropriate approach to
compensate for the removal of 3.1 acres of sensitive habitat from an infill site
with low biological diversity and quality.
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127-5
Per CEQA Section 15126.6, an EIR is not required to consider infeasible
1274 Development of the site would also impact the orange-throgted whiptall, perhaps directly through injury or alternatives: SUCh asan alternative |0cati0n. DElR SeCtion 831 describes
fcont) | mortoiity ondfor through habitat loss, but the impacts would be less thon significont, and no mitigotion would be Alternative Project Location options and explains why they are not reasonable
required because the orange-throated whiptail is a Cavered Species under the City's MSCP Suborea Plan. . . .
or feasible. Refer to Master Response 1 on alternative location and use for the
While it is de jure correct that environmental impact can be somewhat offset by a contribution to the City’s . . . .
MSCP Subarea Plan, it is de facto destruction of a current living and thriving ecosystem. There are no guarantees site that addresses thlS comment. Wlth rega rd to comments on |nfraStrUCtu re
that the alternative location, chosen by the City's MSCP Subarea Plan, will replicate the destroyed environment ava“ab”ityl see response to comment 127-3. The lack of infrastructure is on|y
and its inhabitants. Payment in exchange for destruction of these environmental resources should be more . . . . . .
thoroughly scrutinized before proceeding, one of many factors defined in CEQA for rejecting an alternative location, the
127-5 Further, it appears, through lack of proposed alternatives, that no effort was made to explore alternative pre- most Importa nt Of WhICh IS the appllca nt's ablllty to reasonably achIre’ Control
built sites that would meet the same (or similar} ohjectives with little to no net-negative environmental impact. or otherwise have access to an alternative site. Per CEQA Section 15126.6, an
For example, there are already-existing large buildings or warehouses with proper Infrastructure for high traffic . .
volumes, such as those in industrial parks or large business centers, EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably
Required Infrastructure Alieady Availzble _ _ . . ascertained and whose implementation is remote or speculative, such as an
A stated argument for lack of alternatives proposed, in the EIP (section 8.3.1, Alternative Project Location), is: } i . .
undefined location elsewhere in the region.
Alf of the required infrostructure is olready ovailable to serve the site.
However, this project requires Infrastructure additions and modifications to College Ave., specifically median 127'6
modification as well traffic flow management medifications (e.g., roundabout, traffic signal, etc.). This statement . . . o
is rendered false through this argument. While this could be an honest oversight or mistake, this could also be This comment is general in cha racter; refer to responses to the SpECIfIC
interpreted as an intentionally misleading statement by the church or bias against objectivity by the EIP authors. comments contained in thlS Ietter.
127-6 T On Sun, Oct 16, 2022 at 6:52 PM <Evan.Youngstrom@|w.com: wrote:
To Whom [t May Concern: 127.7
After evaluating the draft envircnmental impact report (hereinafter EIR), we have determined there to be H : : : 1 : :
shortcomings that should be thoroughly and completely addressed before continued consideration of this The prlma ry metric for address' ng the pFOJeCt S transportatlon im paCt Under
project. We will highlight a number of fair and reascnable arguments related to the inadequacy of hoth the CEQA is Vehicle miles traveled (VMT), refer to Master Response 5o0n
report and the project itself. . . . . . .
=R, P transportation VMT provided in this FEIR. A VMT analysis was completed in
127-7 This report does not address the traffic impact of the completed project in a number of areas. No defensible accor—dance W|th the Clty's Transportation StUdy Manua| and ConCIUdes that the
study or studies have been produced to provide quantitative metrics to the follow areas: ) . ) L B .
project would not result in significant VMT impacts (see DEIR Appendix K). The
1. Peak-H Traffig | . . . . . .
2 ot & Otiorod Dats Sampling topics outlined in this comment are not required as part of a VMT analysis. The
3- Future f;_rOJETtTE;TTaH“c meact Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) does not assess transportation impacts pursuant
. Cumulative Traffic Impac . . . .
5. Unsubstantiated Statements to CEQA but was only conducted to provide an access analysis to determine if
6. Met-Negative Traffic Impact With No Mitigation . A . . . . . A
S Arermats e tation Pt offsite circulation improvements are required. Both studies are summarized in
DEIR Chapter 3 and Section 7.1.12.
Per Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis, single samples were collected for three determined peak-traffic periods
(section 8.3.2):
Existing counts were collected between 7:00 AM ond 9:00 AM for the AM commuter period ond
from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM for the PM commuter period on Tuesday, April 16, 2019, and from 10:45-
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127.7
(cont.)

1278 |

279 |

127-10

2711 |

12712

11:45 AM on Sunday, Aprif 28, 2018 to copture the time period between the two historically highest
attended services.

Subseguent sections will refer to this.

Peak-Hour Traffic Impact

A single sample of each peak-hour period is statistically insignificant and statistically dangerous to use for
inference. Cne cannot deduce statistical norms and deviational errors of a papulation with a single sample for a
given period. In addition, the collection mechanism used to gather raw traffic data has not been defined, leading
to uncertainty and doubt about the accuracy and validity of the data.

QOutdated & Inconsistent Data Sampling

In addition to stated statistical sampling issues, projected traffic data is outdated by a magnitude of years. Traffic
projections stated in Appendix | are based upon 2018 traffic analysis data, gver three years old, while church
attendee numbers are from over four years ago (section 8.4.2):

Using current attendance and vehicle accupancy, @ peak hour and daily vehicle
forecast wos determined for the maximum seating copacity of 900 seats as shown in Table 12,

No current (i.e., 2022} traffic figures nor church attendee figures are used to validate these numbers, nor isa
reasonable argument provided to assert that the 2022 and beyond numbers do not deviate significantly from
the numbers used in this EIR.

Future Projected Traffic Impact

In addition to being based upon outdated data sampling, as mentioned above, the future projected traffic
impact data is also improperly based upon a single-point-in-time analysis. It fails to account for traffic growth
from other sources in the community (e.g., the proposed six-story apartment complex along Del Cerro
Boulevard), as well as failing to account for potential growth in the number of services held by the chureh,
expansion of the church’s activities to days other than Sundays, or petential future expansion/restructuring of
the church building itself to accommodate more congregants at each service. The data also fails completely to
consider the increased vehicular and pedestrian traffic incidents and fatalities that necessarily accompany
increased traffic.

Cumulative Traffic Impact

No reports on the cumulative traffic impact of this project, particularly in conjunction with other proposed
developmental projects in the vicinity {i.e., the proposed six-story apartment complex along Del Cerre
Boulevard) and community/SDSU events {e.g., concerts, graduation, sporting events, etc.), have been provided.
Evaluation of traffic impact must take into account not enly street-level impacts but also region-level impacts.
Unsubstantiated Traffic Statements

Section 7.1.2.1 of the EIR states:

Under the existing land use designations in the Navajo Cornmunity Plan and R$-1-7 zone, the praject site can
build up to 52 single-family residences, assuming o 5,000-square-foat {SF} lot minimum over the epproximately
g-acre site. The project would produce less traffic on an average weekly basis than o residentiof use that would
be consistent with the existing zoning for the project site.

However, no analysis or figures are provided te back up the assertion that the church project would produce less
traffic than would single-family residences. It also fails to account for the difference in traffic patterns produced
by single-family hames versus a church {i.e., a church will produce large amounts of traffic at a single time while
the traffic produced by single-family homes will be sparse).

127-8

The LMA's peak hour analysis was conducted in accordance with the City's
Transportation Study Manual. The peak hour data used in the LMA are both
appropriate and accurate for assessing access needs in the project area, as
described in the transportation tropical response regarding the LMA.

127-9

Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 regarding the cumulative analysis and
transportation topical on the LMA.

127-10

Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts and Master
Response 5 which provides more detail regarding how the VMT analysis is
consistent with the Office of Planning and Research guidance for assessing
transportation impacts under CEQA. The VMT addresses trips from the full
capacity of the 900-seat church, which accounts for the project's growth over
time. Impacts were presumed in the DEIR to be less than significant.

127-11

Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 on VMT analysis and cumulative impacts.
The LMA is not used for assessing impacts under CEQA, instead a VMT
screening was conducted, as detailed in the transportation Master Response 5
on VMT and LMA.

127-12

The analysis of alternatives does not need to be at the same level of detail as
the project per CEQA Section 15126.6. The City's Transportation Study Manual
requires a VMT screening and/or analysis be conducted for assessing
transportation impacts under CEQA. The screening criteria use average daily
trips to determine the potential for impacts; refer to Master Response 5 on VMT
for additional discussion. Traffic patterns or level of service are not the criteria
used for a VMT screening or CEQA impact analysis.
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127-14

127-15

127-16

12717

127-13 I

In addition, no quantitative analysis is provided to give defensible merit to their subsequent claim of air-quality
impact (Section 7.1.2.1):

Less than significant impacts would resuft

Net-Negative Traffic Impact With No Mitigation

Using rudimentary logic, it can be deduced that adding an additional traffic signal to a currently uninterrupted
road segment will have net-negative impact. Thus, the addition of a traffic light between two established
intersections, the Del Cerro Blvd and College Avenue Intersection and the B West exit intersection, will force a
subset of vehicles to stop for a duration of time. It can be concluded, based upon this same rudimentary logic,
that this will cause additional friction for this subset of vehicles desiring to enter the 8 West freeway onramp.

Further, as can be seen along College Avenue near the 8 East freeway offramps and anramps, when there are
teo many traffic signals within a short stretch of road, it results in stunted traffic flows, especially when the
signals get out of syne. Adding another signal to the north side of College Avenue would result in equivalent
stunted traffic flows, compounding the issue.

Alternative Circulation Patterns

The EIR and Appendix J provides an incomplete proposal and analysis of potential traffic circulation patterns. For
example, no analysis was provided (nor proposed) with regard to a roundabout or traffic circle. Alternative
exploration is requested to understand if there are less impactful solutions available.

Land Use

Zoning

This approximately six-acre site is zoned under residential RS-1-7. Per city zoning regulations in Table 131-048,
Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, use category Assembly and Entertainment Uses,

Including Places of Religious Assembly is designated as “Use or use category is not permitted.” The project
requires a Planned Development Permit (PDP} entitlerent to address the deviation from the current zoning
ordinances. Zoning ordinances, specifically residential, are important because they:

1. Control the character of a neighborhcod, and
2. Control noise and traffic flow of a neighborhood.

While the project has attempted to addresses these concerns, they fall in several short key areas:

1. Having a multistory, brightly painted structure—regardless of the argument surrounding subtle architectural
features and accents—does not blend in with the overwhelming majority of single-family dwellings in the
neighborhood.

2. Having a 900-person church in the neighborhood will produce a substantial increase in hoth noise and traffic
at multiple periods of certain days—this would not be the case with the proposed alternatives.

3. The EIR fails to account far continued future growth in the church’s offerings. Appendix J fails to project for
compounding future growth over multigle time periods. A primary goal of any church, including this church, is
future growth, particularly in terms of event count and event attendee count. When activities begin taking place
at the church during peak traffic times, when taking into account continued future growth, the traffic impact will
be untenable for residents.

Proposed Alternatives

The Del Cerro community is in favor of this parcel of land being used to benefit the community of Del Cerro and
the city of San Diego. Below are ideas from the community for more appropriate ways to use the space,
including:

1. Low-Density Housing

127-13

DEIR Section 7.1.2.1 qualitatively discusses the project's consistency with the
land use (and therefore emissions projections) in the regional air quality
management strategy. However, a quantitative analysis is provided in DEIR
Section 7.1.2.2 and DEIR Appendix G, which shows that the project would not
exceed the City's thresholds for criteria pollutants during project construction
and operations. As such, less-than-significant air quality impacts are identified
in the DEIR.

127-14

The CEQA impact determination is based on the project's VMT not whether new
delays would be caused along College Avenue because delay is not a metric
used for assessing impacts under CEQA. Refer to the transportation Master
Response 5 on Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), VMT and the College Avenue
operational changes for additional discussion on this topic.

127-15

The LMA recommended a traffic signal as a circulation improvement at the
project entrance. The City did not request that a round-about or traffic circle be
studied.

127-16

These comments are repeated from earlier in this letter; see responses 127-1
and 127-2 above.

127-17

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which
would feasibility attain most of the basic objectives of the project, in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. The alternative land uses and projects
listed in this comment do not meet any of the project objectives, and therefore,
are not considered reasonable or feasible. Refer to Master Response 1
regarding alternative locations or uses.
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12717
(cont.}

2. Mo Project, City-Owned Land

3. Community Park

4. Tiny Home Village for the Homeless

Low-Density Housing

When the land was purchased by the developer who sold it to the church, the plan was tc use the land to build
single-family residences. This type of development of the property would be entirely appropriate, as the parcel
is specifically zoned already for single-family homes and the need for housing in San Diego continues to increase.
No Project, City-Owned Land

The community has appreciated for years the natural beauty of the land, as has everyone who drives past the
College Avenue intersection with the § freeway. Many in the community favor leaving the land with its natural
landscape, to help the environment.

Community Park

A park with paths for walking and bike/scooter riding, a playground area, and potentially a recreation center
would benefit the community tremendously, particularly with the increase in families expected in the immediate
area with the development of the proposed apartment building along Del Cerro Boulevard,

Tiny Home Village for the Homeless

This parcel of land could also serve as San Diego’s first test of a program that has been highly successful in
combating homelessness in ather cities in the nation: a tiny home village for the homeless [such as the ane
recently approved in Chula Vista).

Thank you for your consideration.

Evan Youngstrom (6209 Del Cerro Blvd.}
Lewis & Sarah Dawson {6251 Capri Dr.}
Judith Abegglen {6225 Del Cerro Blvd.)
Susan & Hailey Andrews (6228 Capri Dr.}
Lisa Busalacehi {6235 Capri Dr.)

Gongalo and Nancy Gloria (6240 Capri Dr.)

Best,
Evan R. Youngstrom

LATHAM & WATKINS LLP
Cell: +1.858.209.4449
Emazil: evan.youngstrom@|w.com

https://www.lw.com
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3.1.3.28 Letter 128: Lauren Degheri

Letter 128

From: L&D [
Sent: Friday
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX . Civvmey mi s vopie o vnma wppaoaen

Hello!

|28-1 My name is Lauren Degheriand | am a San Diego resident in district 7. | wanted to write to you and the rest of
the council members in San Diego to discuss the propased All People’s Church that is proposed for Del Cerro.
The project number is 636444 for reference,

| wanted to state my oppasition ta the project and say it is nat a good fit for the Del Cerro community or for the
ity of San Diego. The project is sitting on land that is currently zoned for low density housing (RS 1-7) and San
Diego isin the middle of a housing crisis. wWe need more housing, not ancther church that will not be paying
taxes and taking up centrally located land in San Disgo.

Please review the environmental impact report and encourage your other council members to vote against this
project.

If there is anything | can do to help, please let me know. I'm not sure how all of this warks but | do know in
talking to my neighbors while out on walk, no one I've talked to is supportive. Please listen to the people who
are currently in the neighberhoed.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Best Regards,

Lauren Degherl

619.708.9117

128-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. As a non-CEQA topic,
general opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6.
Development of housing on the project site is not a project objective; refer to
Master Responses 1 and 3 regarding the residential alternative contained in the
DEIR and the project's consistency with residential housing policy.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-89 July 2023
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3.1.3.29 Letter 129: Kendra DeGroot

129-1

Letter 129

From: Kendi
Sent: Mond
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. civsney A oo wivren s vune

Te whem this may concern,

| am writing this email in regards to the project name all Peoples Church project number 636444, |
would like to express my concerns about this project and where it will be located. | live in the
community of delcerro and | have used the college exit headed westbound and | have seen many
collisions happen at this exit as it is now. | am concerned about the size of all peaples church being 900
seats and how it would impact the safety of that corner and everyone who lives around that area. | how
large this church would be, Headed westbound and | have seen many collisions happen at this exit as it
is now. | am concerned about the size of all peaples church being 900 seats and how it would impact the
safety of that corner and everyone who lives around that area. | am alse concerned about how large this
church would ke, how it would host parking for its congregation, and most of all the safety as|
mentioned hefore.

Thank you for your time,

Kendra DeGroot

I can be reached at 805-345-6324

129-1

The DEIR Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), conducted on the project
evaluated where improvements are required for site access and determined
whether there are any deficiencies in the local circulation network that
surrounds the project site which would trigger the need for circulation
improvements. City staff identified the intersection of College Avenue and Del
Cerro Boulevard for a systematic safety review. The LMA conducted a review of
the accident history for the latest available five years (2015-2019) at the
intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard and concluded that no
specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle accidents was found for the study period.
Therefore, no safety changes are needed at that location.

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-90

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.30 Letter 130: Maria DeLeon

Letter 130

From: Mariz
Sent: Tuesd.
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. civvney 1 vupne o v vy v wo 6444

To: the city of San Diego
RE: All People's Church / No. 636444

1301 T 1am a resident of the Del Cerro community and | am extremely concern with this proposed
development. The potential traffic and pedestrian congestian that this will bring to the main
intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerra Blvd is extreme. Getting infout of the community to access
the freeway will add more stress, traffic time and congestion to an already busy road. There are other
consequences toa like more air polution, noise palution, wear and tear of the roads. There is already a
lot of patholes on College Avenue before you get to the bridge that are not taken care of by the city.

1 One stands to reason that an increased number of cars will also deteriorate the road conditions.

130-2 ] Furthermore, Del Cerrg is a community established over 60 years ago and the community’s
infrastructure is already in place. What will be the cost of reengineering and constructing of the North
and Southbound lanes of college Avenue? Are we the taxpayers of Del Cerro expected to pay for this?

Thank you for your attention.

Concern resident,

Maria Delegn

130-1

The DEIR studied all of the potential impacts mentioned in this comment and
concluded that the project would not result in significant traffic, air quality or
long-term noise impacts. The project would add between 280 weekday trips
and 1,976 trips on Sundays when the church is at full capacity. When compared
to the approximately 24,000 Sunday trips to 29,000 to 37,000 weekday vehicles
trips shown in Figure 9 of the project’s Local Mobility Analysis (LMA; DEIR
Appendix J) that currently use College Avenue, the project’s trips would not be
substantial; thus, the project's VMT impacts are presumed to be less than
significant. In addition, wear and tear on roads is not an environmental impact
or required content in an EIR.

130-2

There is no need to reengineer or reconstruct the northbound and southbound
lanes of College Avenue as a result of the project, as demonstrated in the LMA.
No further response is required.

All Peoples Church

RTC-91

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.3.31 Letter I131: Nadine Desteunder

1311 I

131-2

131-3 I

Letter 131

From: Nadir
Sent: Sunda
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. ciuvney cios v mo v Church

++Thig email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or epening attachments.*=*

RE: All Peoples Church
Project No. 636444
SCH No. 2021100394

| have several cancerns.

This seems very unfair for the residential homeowners. Their property values will be
affected and the high rise parking structure will be an eyesore. This does not fit in with
CPA for the Navaie Community Plan.

But, my biggest concern is the impact on the traffic flow into the Del Cerro area. We
already have an cverflow of traffic in the AM and PM with people traveling to Patrick Henry
High Scheol. There could very well be a back up on -8 getting onto College Ave. The
large capacity facility will also affect the noise level to a quiet resident area.

Please reconsider what this will do to an older, established neighborheod. with limited
inlets and outlets. This is not what San Diego was meant to be.

131-1

These comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Additionally,
property values are not a CEQA issue. Visual simulations of the project (DEIR
Figure 5.5-4a and 5.5-4b) show that the two-story parking structure would be
constructed entirely below the grade of College Avenue and not as a high-rise
parking structure as suggested in this comment. Refer to revised Table 5.1-2 for
consistency with the Navajo Community Plan.

131-2

Project impacts to transportation and long-term noise exposure would be less
than significant as outlined in DEIR Sections 5.4 and 7.1.12.

131-3

General opposition to the project is not a CEQA issue and is addressed in
Master Response 6 for general opposition.

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-92

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.32 Letter 132: Scott Dickson

21 |

Letter 132

From: Scatt Dickson <sdickson@ldgere coms>
Sent: Sunday, Cctober 16, 2022 10:19 PM
Ta: DSD EASNoticing <DSDEASNoticing@sandiego.gov>; DSD EAS <DSDEAS @sandiego.gov>

Cc: CauncilMember Raul Campillo <RaulCampillo@sandiege.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project Name: All Peoples Church Project No. 636444 SCH No. 20211003

Project Name: All Peaples Church
Project No. 636444

SCH Ne. 2021100334
Community Plan Area: Navajo
Council District: 7

Hello,

| hope you are well! I'm am a resident of Del Cerro and am writing to contest the proposed project to
convert a designated residential property to a non-residential property, namely the All Peoples Church.
The site is currently designated for residential use and has already been approved for 24 single-family
dwelling units.

The housing shortage in San Diego has become one of the City's biggest difficulties. The City has failed to
build residential properties to accommodate its rate of economic and population growth. The City's
housing inventory map indicates there is capacity to build on thousands of passible sites, including the
property propased for the all Peoples Church in the Del Cerro Community. In order to meet the City's
2021-2029 goal of building 108,000 units, the City will need every parcel and unit, including the 24
single-dwelling units already approved for this property. If the City approves conversion of the
residential property to non-residential property, the City will lose a valuable opportunity to try and meet

the 2021-2029 goal.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Scott Dickson

132-1

Building housing is not one of the project objectives, which are stated in DEIR
Chapter 3. The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved on
site is described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have
similar significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR
Chapter 8. Commentary on the need for the project, as well as the City's
residential housing policy, is addressed in Master Responses 3 and 6.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego
RTC-93 July 2023
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3.1.3.33 Letter I133: June Dodge

133-1

1332 ]

133-3

1334 ]

—

Letter 133

From: June D <junedodge@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 11:17 PM

To: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Concern abeut the Propased All People's Church Complex in Del Cerro

Hello City of San Diego Representative, Courtney Holowach;

I'm writing to express my great concern about the propased Del Cerro All People’s
Church.

My first concern is the traffic changes that would occur.

The reports estimate there will be three Sunday services with varied numbered of cars
for each: B5, 94, 61, 61 73 cars entering and leaving the proposed church lot — with only
30 minutes for people t¢ leave the service, visit with friends, enter their cars and make
their way to the exit while the next set of cars enter the parking area. There is one
major entry/exit and a small one to the proposed complex. Clearly this transition would
need more time for people to do, even if they walked quickly and directly from the
church to their car. This extra traffic would greatly add to the load of traffic that is
already in the area.

Additionally, they are building the church with seating for 900 attendees — so the cars
would need to have at least three people per car. The current charts clearly show that
most of the attendees are in cars that have between 71 and 2 occupants. Having a new
church will do nothing to correct the driving habits of the attendees.

Since the numbers in the various reports are all based on current attendance {85, 202,
130, 152, 184 attendees per service), why do they need to over-build to have seating for
900 people? | believe they will change their focus to grow the congregation to fill the
church so the parking and traffic numbers would soon be woefully inadequate. The
attendees would start to take over cther parking areas and so in addition to causing a
traffic jam, would be taking away from the parking that is now needed by residents.

Why is this church being built in a place that is so far away from its congregation? It is
unreasonable for the current residents to have to put up with additional traffic and to
have to potentially pay for improvements that would be passed on to them without direct
benefits being earned. Surely there are churches nearer to Pt Loma that those students
could attend, rather than gassing up a bus each week tc carry a load (or loads) of
students on the freeway each week

And rather than having the rest of the congregation have to fill their various cars to go to
church, 2 more reasonable solution would be to find a place nearer to the congregation

Although the SDSU trolley staticn is under a mile from the proposed church, there is a
height that must be climbed to get to the proposed church, so this path over the freeway
is not an easy one. Listing it as a way for the congregation to get to church is

133-1

Comment contains data from the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) but does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR. No additional response is, therefore,
required.

133-2

The Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment screening assumes increases in
both staffing levels and congregation that are projected to occur over time
when the church relocates to the project site. The 900-seat capacity is based on
the church’s application to the City. The DEIR analyzed that projected capacity
and determined there would not be significant transportation impacts caused
by the project. The project design includes more parking supply than is
required by City land development codes. Parking is not a CEQA topic, and it is
speculative to suggest that the parking needs of the church would not be met
on site.

133-3

The church currently rents space 2.5 miles away from the project site.
Transportation impacts were determined to be less than significant in the DEIR
Section 7.1.12 and DEIR Appendix K.

133-4

The DEIR notes that there are two trolley stations within a mile of the project
site, however, the VMT analysis conservatively did not assume that the staff or
congregation would take transit to get to the site when developing the trip
generation. Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 on trip generation
for additional information. Any transit usage by church users would reduce the
number of trips to/from the project site.

City of San Diego
July 2023

All Peoples Church

RTC-94
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1334
{cont)

133-5

6 |

133-7

1238 I

exaggerated. As the church does not guarantee or mention that they anticipate any of
their people will be taking the bus or riding a bike, discussion of those routes is
superfluous.

The reports on the proposed church mainly discuss the Sunday use of the buildings, but
what is te prevent this organization from later opening more weekday programs
(counseling programs, bible studies, recruitment of new members, basketball games,
day school, or childcare), or hiring more: staff?

| am also concerned to hear that drug counseling is going to be offered by this church in
this residential area sc close to existing schools. These kinds of services should be
offered in non-residential areas.

The property is in a residential area and is currently approved for a 24-unit housing
project. Even if each of these houses had four cars with appropriately planned parking
and entrances/exits, the number of cars would be fewer than the number estimated for
this mega-church project, and would not affect the residents living so near {and not so
near) the proposed church buildings. The congregation will be driving in and out of the
area — mostly on Sundays, but alsc on other days. They will need to follow the lead of
other churches who have increased membership to help pay for the buildings and
maintenance, so all these reports based on current attendance are questienable.
Having this church at this lecation would cause stresses to the community not
mentioned in the reports.

| encourage you to do all in your power to stop this project from proceeding in our
residential area.

Thank you,

June Dodge

5856 Eldergardens St
San Diego CA 92120

133-5

The DEIR assesses the project description that is contained in the application to
the City, including the weekday programs and gym usage. Conjecture on
potential uses beyond what has been proposed by the applicant are speculative
in nature and not reflective of the application, design and site plan submitted to
the City. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an
environmental analysis.

133-6

See response to comment 133-5 regarding speculation on the applicant's
operations, as well as Master Response 6 regarding the project's programming.

133-7

The 24-unit residential housing development previously approved on site was
projected to produce 260 daily weekday trips, as compared to the 280 daily
weekday trips associated with the church, based on the prior project’s technical
study referenced in the Mitigated Negative Declaration adopted by the City. The
280 trips calculated for the project assume the church is operating at its 900-
seat capacity; therefore, the DEIR does take into account congregation and staff
growth that would occur in the proposed location. The claims made in this
comment are speculative and not supported by the evidence. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis.

133-8

General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that
non-CEQA issue.

All Peoples Church

RTC-95

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.3.34 Letter 134: Bruce Doole

Letter 134 134-1
The claims made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the
From:
To: evidence, which concludes that that project would not result in significant
Subject: . . | people’s church 3844 . . . . . . .
pate: Tuesdsy, Ocober 4, 202 12:2428 PM transportation and operational noise impacts. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145
prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. The comment does not
**'hi: ail c T an ex 2 ce. Be cautious about clicki any links in this emuil i . .
ana:l::ﬂ:‘t:;l-‘.l;dmﬁ Tom @n extermal source. Be cautious about clickimg on any links in this ematl or openimg speak to the adequacy of the envnronmenta' ana|y5|s of the DEIR‘

134-1 There's no way this community of Del Cerro can sustain the trallic and additional neisc created by this massive
facility n this neighberhood,

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
RTC-96

July 2023
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3.1.3.35 Letter I135: Martin Doucett

Letter 135

From: SDGov Webmaster <SDGovWeb@sandiego gov>
Sent: Saturday, October 8, 2022 9:37 AM

To: DSD-ExpediteProgram <DSD-ExpediteProgram@sandiago.gov>

Subject: Form submission from: Email Development Services

Submitted on Saturday, October 8, 2022 - 09:37

SENDER:
doucettphd@agmail.com [1]
SUBJECT:

All Peoples Church 636444

MESSAGE:
135-1 T Please do not approve the construction of the All Peoples Church (APC) in Del Cerro. The
majority of the community does not want the church. {Drive around the naighborhood and see
the number of signs that cppose this development.). We have a synagegue across the strest
from the proposed site and a large catholic church about a 1/2 mile away. We are good on
places of worship.

1352 | The college off ramp is the only way in and out of the community. Traffic is

already bad in the morning and aflerncons.  Common sense tells us that

adding a traffic light on College Avenue will create even more congestion at the College and Del
Cerro Blvd intersection as well as back up traffic coming north from SDSU. And the worst of it
will be during construction with heavy equipment in and out of the area on weekdays and during
busiress hours

1353 Many in the community would like to see this area kept as green space or park area. A large
church, parking structure and a visible cross is unwelcome and does not represent the
community.

1354 Churches do not pay taxes. While APC provides a place of worship they say on
their website that their congregation is from outside our community. So
what do they contribute to Del Cerre? Traffic, congestion, and noise. They state that they plan
to keep a small footprint and limit services but they are zoned for more that just religious
services and already do provide programming that will only expand and grow over time,
increasing the negative impact in Del Cerro.

1355 | And last, | understand that they have been approached and asked to build and invest where
they are currently renting space in an effort to improve the area. Why don't they build where
they are wanted instead of a community where they are net wanted?

Martin Coucett, Ph.D.
15 year resident of Del Cerro

135-1

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition
to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that non-
CEQA topic, along with the need for the project.

135-2

The LMA reviewed and approved by City staff demonstrates that adding the
traffic signal to College Avenue would be a required access improvement that
would not adversely affect the nearby intersections (refer to DEIR Appendix J).
Refer to transportation Master Response 5 regarding the College Avenue
operational changes. Construction traffic would be temporary and would not
contribute to long-term traffic conditions in the community.

135-3

Comments on alternative uses for the site, including open space, are addressed
in Master Response 1on that issue.

135-4

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and the claims are
not supported by evidence.

135-5

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-97 July 2023
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3.1.3.36 Letter 136: David Einstein

136-2

136-3

1361 |

—

—

Letter 136

From: David
Sent: Saturc
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. Civiemey covnvinncnn niipues ey o D8l Cerro church

++This email came from an external source. Be cauticus about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments. *»

To whom it may concermn,

Thark you for soliciting community comments. Constructing this church would be an
unmitigated disaster for the nearly entirely residential community of Del Cerra. This has
become particularly mare acute now that a six story apartment building has been
announced just around the comer from the proposed church.

The resulting traffic from either of these projects would be highly deleterious, but the two
together would be completely unacceptable. Please note that there is an elementary
school on the same street as the apartment building and around the corner from the
proposed church. There is already very heavy traffic for parents taking and picking up
their children at the school. Any further traffic would be highly problematic for those
parents and unsafe for the children. Neither of these proposed projects will likely have
encugh parking to accommodate them, either, which will be a major problem for

1 homeowners in the area.

[ The infrastructure of this area will be negatively impacted by these projects. If the church

is tax exempt, they will contribute nothing to this community or the city of 3an Diege.

This will likely also be a negative factor when considering heme prices in the area. |
cannot speak to some of the other issues that the impact report has addressed.

[ | imagine nearly the entire community of Del Cerro is against this project, and | strongly

urge the city to not permit it to move forwardg.
Surely a church of the size can find another less residential area to build. one with better
traffic conditions and newer infrastructure.

Thank you.

David Einstein, MD
Sent from my iPad

136-1

The transportation analysis conducted for the DEIR shows that the project
would not result in significant vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impact. Refer to the
transportation Master Response 5 on VMT and Local Mobility Analysis (LMA)
which address the transportation information in the DEIR. The claims made in
this comment are speculative and not supported by the evidence. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis.

136-2

The financial issues raised in this comment are not environmental impacts. The
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and the claims are not
supported by evidence in the record. As demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.13,
no infrastructure impacts would arise as a result of the project.

136-3

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition
to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic.
Comments on an alternative location for the project are addressed in Master
Response 1.

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-98

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.37 Letter 137: David Endow

137-1

Letter 137

From: david
Sent: Mand
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX.: Civiemey mos vupics viuran 1 rugue 200 636444

Dear Courtney Holowach:

I'm sending this email to strongly object to the All Peoples Church project currently proposed for
the Navaje community plan area within Council Cistrict 7. This proposal is extremely short-sighted
and attempts to fill a need that nobody in the community is asking for. This propesal is vague and
leaves way too much open for interpretation, which leads me to believe this is purpaseful so All
People's can do whatever they want after approval.

Far example, the project notes that small group activities may occur on Wednesdays, Saturdays,
and other days of the week. They do not limit the occupancy of said events and have left the impact
on residents very open-ended as a direct result. Moreover, they note that there is no current plan
for primary educational school spaces proposed but they fully understand that outreach programs,
Sunday and Saturday school programs, ete are not primary education programs but still leave a
lasting impression on local residents.

We do not hatn #lan Semmiinus nmanens ane bl sbennb nesnes v properly hguse this project. Their
website along nentions programs for bahies through
fifth grade, frocuvin s s, wonmimniny cvene, v woovide groups and youth programs. That
alone tells you that they plan to be in full swing well beyond Sundays. As such, we need a better
plan in place to house 900 people an additional six days a week or this preposal must be denied
accordingly. Del cerre Blvd and Madra alone are integral pathways for all Del Cerro and Allied
Gardens residents. As currently presented this Church does nothing but clog the initial artery in and
out of cur beloved neighborhood,

Thank you so much for your time and please help us direct this project to an area far more
appropriate moving forward. The overwhelming consensus of the community is against this plar.
We welcome you to drive through some time and see the No Mega Project signs that are
EVERYWHERE in the neighborhood!

Sincerely,

David Endow

137-1

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines
Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental analysis. General
opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on
that non-CEQA topic.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-99 July 2023
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3.1.3.38 Letter 138: Gene Erquiaga

1381 |

2

Letter 138

From: Gene Erquiaga <ntmggeno@gmail.com:>

Sent: Saturday, October 15, 2022 4:27 PM

To: Holowach, Courtney <CHclowach@sandiega.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church Mega Project

October 15, 2022

Project Name: All Peoples Church
Project No.636444

SCH No. 2021100394
Community Plan Area: Navajo
Council District: 7

RE: Oppusition to All Peaples Church Mega Project

Dear Courtney Holowach,

I"'m wiiting to yau regarding my strong oppositicn to the All Peoples Church Mega Project.

I've been a Del Cerro resident and home owner since 2001.

I'm opposing the construction of the All Peoples Church as | have the following concerns regarding this
mega project moving forward.

1) San Diego is experiencing a severe housing crisis. This land has already been approved for 24
housing units —which are desperately needed. This is a viable alternative project that makes more
sense ta the community and to the city. By approving this project, you are basically voting NO on
housing.

Without a general plan amendment - This project would be in violation of San Diego’s Municipal
Code. According to the San Diego Municipal Code, Table 131-048, Use regulations for Residential
Zones, specifically disallows Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning.

3} The project applicant has admitted they expect 95% of the people attending their site to come from
out of the area, and then leave the area. This will greatly impact greenhouse gas emissions — in essence
doubling these emissions. This runs counter to the City's Action Plan of reducing greenhouse gas
emissiohs.
| urge you to please vote NO on this project. Our community, our city, our plant thanks you!

Gene Erquiaga
5839 Overlake Avenue
San Diego, CA 92120

138-1

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; refer to Master
Responses 1 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project, alternative
location or use of the site, and need for the project.

The housing crisis is not an environmental impact nor it is an environmental
setting for the project, as discussed in Master Response 3 under residential
housing policy. Refer to Master Response 3 on the project’s consistency with
the applicable policies from the General Plan, Community Plan and zoning
regulations, which addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this
comment. The DEIR Section 5.1.2.4 discloses that a non-residential use would
be constructed on site instead of housing; however, the analysis demonstrates
that the church would comply with the applicable Residential Element policies
in the Navajo Community Plan related to design.

Construction of the project would not double the amount of greenhouse gas
emissions in the local area or region. As demonstrated through calculations and
policy analysis contained in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would generate less
greenhouse gas emissions than the 52 residences that are allowed by the City's
Land Development Code (LDC) on the project site (as shown in DEIR Tables 7-7
and 7-8). In addition, it would not result in significant greenhouse gas emissions
and would be consistent with the City's Climate Action Plan (CAP) by complying
with the various greenhouse gas emissions reduction strategies outlined in the
project's CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B). Furthermore, a
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment screening analysis was conducted
(refer to DEIR Appendix K) which shows that the project would not result in
significant VMT impacts. Therefore, the project is consistent with the City's CAP
and related policies.

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that topic.

City of San Diego
July 2023

All Peoples Church

RTC-100
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3.1.3.39 Letter 139: Ryan Evenson

Letter 139 139-1
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition
Fram: Ryan Evenson <ryanevenson@gmail.com> to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic.

Sent: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 12:06 PM
To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego. govs>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church/No. 636444

Dear sir or madam,

homeowner in the subject's project area, that the proposed structure and use would detract from
the community. Please do not proceed with the propesed Community Plan Amendment.

[39-1 :|: | arm writing to voice my concerns related to the subject project and EAR. It is my opinion, as a
Thank you,
Ryan Evenson

5774 Malvern Ct, San Diego, CA 92120

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-101 July 2023
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3.1.3.40 Letter 140: James Forbes

Letter 140
From:
To:
Subject: . . actof All Peoples Church
Date: Thursday, Dctaber f, 2022 9:38:39 AM

This Is in reference to to
Project Name: All Peoples Church
Project No. 636444

140-1 ] The destruction of any nice epen space with such high visibility should always be warily
considered, as far as acsthetic and natural impact, but this enc is being taken for the
construction of @ massive complex so out of character for its surroundings as o immediately
cause panic among those ol us who love our neighborhood. This area is zoned residential for a
1 reason. And there is no good reason to circumvent the planning..

140-2 Lurthennore, how many members of this church gre aclual members of this
communily in which their church is being placed? T would veniure iU's ¢lose 10 vero, Tlitis a
matter of convenience for the congrepation due to our treeway access.., there are many areas
that have good frecway acecss which are suftering from urban blight., and a complex of this
nature could be seen as a source of community pride and revilalization, rather than angst and
destruction. More importantly, it Fkely wouldn't have to circumvent the zoning siandards of
| the community it was trying to join.

Mo3 |

Lastly, and this might be geiting oo far inlo the weeds.... the wallic choke for our only
aceess points in and oul of our neighborhood will not only be a source of misery, but also a
source of danger. The only way back to the freeway for this massive congregation would be a)
by pertorming an illepal U-turn at Del Cetro Blvd, B by turning lett on Del Cerro Blvd and
doing a U-tum at the inlerseeiion with Capri, which already struggles 10 accommodate the few
carg that do ihis o get uned around on College Ave a C) wuming right on Del Cerro Blvd and
performing an illepal U-turn at the driveway of the bagel shop. D) pulling throuph the
Chevron and turning left back on to Del Cerre Blvd, or E) bypassing Del Cerro Blvd to turn
left on Lambda or Rockhurst, which would funnel hundreds of cars through the residential
area where children currently play on Sundays, Any of these options would be very impactlul
to the quiet area and satety of our streets it this was as small a group as a little league team
leaving practice from that facility, let alonce a mega chureh suddenly secing 900~ people
1 leaving at the sane moment. .

Please don't "green light” this disaster.

Juines Forbes
Del Cerro.

140-1

Building housing is not one of the project objectives and a church is an
allowable use within the residential zone. The project would not result in
significant impacts related to visual effects and neighborhood character, as
demonstrated in the DEIR Section 5.5 analysis and further outlined in Master
Response 4 on neighborhood character.

140-2

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. A rezone is not
required to implement the project; it requires approval of a Community Plan
Amendment, Planned Development Permit and Site Development Permit.
Pursuant to San Diego Municipal Code Section 126.0602 (a) (2) a Planned
Development Permit (PDP) allows for a use that “complies with the applicable
land use plan but contains uses that are not permitted in the underlying base
zone."”

140-3

A signalized intersection would be provided at the main driveway to the site,
which does not necessitate a U-turn movement. All of the circulation
movements outlined in this comment may be available but are not routes the
majority of church users would take to access the site as shown in the Local
Mobility Analysis (LMA) (DEIR Appendix J). As noted in that access analysis, the
greatest traffic volumes would occur on Sundays when less traffic is using the
local roads. City staff identified the intersection of College Avenue and Del
Cerro Boulevard for a systematic safety review. The LMA conducted a review of
the accident history for the latest available five years (2015-2019) at the
intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard and concluded that no
specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle accidents was found for the study period.
Therefore, no safety changes are needed at that location. General opposition to
the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that issue.

City of San Diego
July 2023

All Peoples Church

RTC-102
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3.1.3.41 Letter 141: Teri Frazier

1411 |

Letter 141

Fram: Teri F
Sent: Friday
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. Civivmngy min i cupin o v, w € the people: 636444

Attention,

Project Name: All People"s Church
Project Number:636444

Qur Del Cerro community is not equipped for the infrastructure
of such a mega project.

This property is not zoned for a church nor should the community
plan change it!

Traffic congestion will be at a stand still.

Traffic will back up north and south bound on College ave
as it already does this without the church traffic, routinely!
Adding a signal will back up the traffic further on College
as well as onto the freeway.

Please decline approval of this project.

Thank you,
Teri Frazier

141-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR; instead, it provides
general concerns with regard to the appropriateness of the site for a church.
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that topic.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego
RTC-103 July 2023
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3.1.3.42 Letter 142: Beth Friedenberg

Letter 142

DSD EAS Blake, Martha

e e ...PORT SAVE DEL CERRO

g s

142-1 T I have raised a family, lived and worked in Del Cerro for 45 years. The cammunity support for Bel Cerro to
remain the community it is as well as honor our community and do what is best for Del Cerro it paramount.

Using land that /s zoned and approved for 24 housing units titled E to the land, which the city and community
need and will, bring in needed tax dollars should not be violated.

1. Housing Crisis {SD City Councilmembers, the ones whose vote will determine the fate of this project}, have all
acknowledged that San Diego is in a severe housing crisis. Remind them there is already an approved 24 unit
housing project e titled to the land. By approving the mega project, they are essentially voting NO an housing.
Make it clear there s a viable alternate project. That is an important argument.

‘We must follow the Municipal Code.

2. San Diego Municipal Cod Ise Regulations Table far Residential Zones, specifically disallows
Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 cvunig. svinwwe o geNEral plan amendment This praject would be a violation of San
Diega’s Municipal Code. Additionally, the Navajo Community Plan tdoes not adequately incarporate or consider
appropriate siting of religious institutions and would also need to be revised.

There is already traffic issues. This area and Freeway exit service Del Cerro as well as SDSU. More traffic can not
be handled without impacting the community. This is residential community and it's infrastructure can only
support gur neighbgrhood. Not a facility that is not zoned for this land and bringing in large amgunt of traffic.
Especially since this land is Zoned for homes.

3. Envirenmental Concerns/VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled): The project applicant has admitted they expect 95%
of the peaple attending their site to come from out of the area, and then leave the area, in essence doubling the

gree=horen mne amicninne ~g thay cater to an audience from out of the area. This runs counter to the
City F reducing greenhouse gas emissions. (See attached image from the applicant’s
Preberisimny

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Beth Friedenberg

PBETU EDICRERIDED

142-1

These comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Response 3, which addresses the residential housing policy and the project's
land use policy consistency. Regarding vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions impacts, the DEIR concludes that the project
would not double the amount of GHG emissions in the local area or region. As
demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would not result in significant
GHG emissions and would be consistent with the City's Climate Action Plan
(CAP) by complying with the various GHG emissions reduction strategies
outlined in the project's CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B).
Furthermore, a VMT screening analysis was conducted (refer to DEIR
Appendix K), which shows that the project is presumed to not result in
significant transportation impacts. Therefore, the project is consistent with the
City's CAP and related policies.

City of San Diego
July 2023

RTC-104

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.43 Letter 143: Lee Fuhr

Letter I43 Mail - 1331) LAS. - Onflonk I43_1
Jelete unk  Block . .
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The topics of traffic
[EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church / No. 636444 and cultural resources are discussed in DEIR Sections 5.3 and 7.1.12 and
eoples urc 0. . . . . g .
P conclude that project impacts would be less than significant for traffic and less
., B e enmdier st i your Safe senders st than s!gnlﬂcant with mltlgatlon |ncorp9rated for cuI'FuraI resources. General
opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on
(D Retention: Inbox that tOpiC.
Lee Fubr <leefur@gmail.com>
To: DSD EAS Fri 9/27/2022 11:02 AM
1431 | |live in the area of this project and I'm concerned about the environmental impact, the traffic impact,

the cultural impact. From all | know of the project so far, I'm really really hoping it doesn't move forward

in my neighborhood.
Lee Fuhr
Founder & Creative Director @ Cozy
Founder @ 5an Diego Digital Designers

Reply Forward
Titps-iontlook ol lice 365 comifmul DS DEAS & sandic g0, gov/decplink "Pring 151
All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-105

July 2023
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3.1.3.44 Letter 144: Marie Garcia

Letter 144 144-1
The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition
From: Marie Garcla <mgarcia62120@gmail.com> to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic.
T e e Transportation impacts are analyzed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The transportation

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church No. 636444 analysis conducted for the DEIR shows that the project would not result in

significant VMT impacts. Improvements recommended in the Local Mobility

Analysis (LMA) have been incorporated into the project design, as described in
144-1 Regarding the proposal to build the All Peoples Church ( No. 636444} in the Del Cerro neighborhoad of San FEl R Cha pter 3
Diega, | would respectfully request that the plan be reconsidered. The area is a tight knit community of single
family homes and a few apartments. The land being proposed as the site for the church is already congested
with traffic from SDSU and the B freeway. Building the church in this location would only add to traffic problems
in the area. It would also have a negative effect on property values in the neighborhaod which would then
reduce property tax revenue generated by the county.

Dear DSDEAS,

Please be agood neighbor and reconsider the proposed location of the church.
Thank you,
Marie Garcia

Resident
San Diege, CA 92120

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-106
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3.1.3.45 Letter 145: Jean and Franklin Gaylis

1451

Letter 145

From: 1 behalf

To:

Subject: - . SSITION TO ALL PEOPLES CHURCH
Date: Monday, October 3, 2022 £:24:56 AM

From: Jean <jeangaylis@gmail. com>

Sent: Sunday, October 2, 2022 4:32 PM

To: 0SD EAS <D5DEAS@sandiego . gov

Cc: JEAN Edelstein GAY IS <jeangaylis@armail.com>
Subject: [EXTERMNAL OPPOSITION TO ALL FEOPLES CHURCH

*+¥This ¢mail came from an external source, Be cautious about ¢licking on any Tinks inthis email or
opening atachments. **

To City of $an Diego, Development Services Department

Enclesed please [ind a testimonial which we. wogether with our neighbouwrhood friends., are
submitting to you reguesting, that vou stop the developnient of the project below, “ALL Pcoples
Church™

Our (endsd neighbours will be wriling 1o you under separale cover.

Project name: All eople’s church
Project number 636444

SCIH number: 201100394
Community plan area: Navajo
Couneil district: 7

My husband and my family have been residents ol Del Cerro for the past 32 years.

[ Upen hearing abeut the propesed building o All Peoples church, we are strongly considering

moving out of the arca becausc this huge big developinent is going to causc tremendous traffic
congestion on College Avenue as well as Del Cerro Boulevard and will exiremely hinder access 1o
and from Hiphway 8 E. and West.

Not 1o mention the incredible increase ( WHICH SAN DIEGO CANNOT AFFORD) in use of
precious natural tesources such as water and pollution, waste mismanagement, el

Our community does not need this congestion and addition ot hundreds and hundreds of pollution
bearing cars and people on our nelghbonrhood streets,

We do not welcome any such a project and strongly urge the ity of San Diego o stop the
development ot such a large projeet on an unsuitable, thin strip of land, right on the highway,

145-1

Comment noted. However, the comment does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR. The DEIR demonstrates the impacts referenced in this comment would be
less than significant, including transportation (Section 7.1.12), water quality
(Section 7.1.14) and waste management (Section 7.1.13). General opposition to
the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego
RTC-107 July 2023
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145-1
{cont.}

preventing highway access and definitely posing u dangerous problein on our streets,

it it were to be bulle.

Thank you tor your consideration.
We arc vchemently opposed to this project.

Sincerely.

Jean and Franklin Gaylis
6738 Del Cerro Boulevard
San Diego

California 92120

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-108

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.46 Letter 146: Cap Geis

Letter 146
From:
To:
Subject: . ] Del Cerro All Pecples Church - $636444
Date: Thursday, Ortober 6, 2022 %:07:34 AM

To Whom it may concern;

1461 T 1 am writing as a very cencemned resident of Del Cerre. |, along with every resident
who lives here, uses the path *---- *- - #-= - = emmo o ee Dot 2o oo g Building
a Mega Church - Project Nam: with 100's
of Participants many {if Not evi.y; wuyw v e vroen s s iy H0ME @
nightmare!

We are already impacted with traffic problems from Hearst Elemeniary, State College,
and 2 other churches that are in our neighborhoed. Building this Church in the most
impacted traffic areas of our neighborhood would make this impossible. The building
of this Church itself will cause problems and the finished project would be an engeing
problem forever!

Please do not QK this project and keep our neighborhood accessible 1o us, the
| people who live here.

Thank you,

Cappie Geis

146-1

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Transportation
impacts are analyzed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The transportation analysis
conducted for the DEIR shows that the project would not result in significant
impacts to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) impacts. improvements recommended
in the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) have been incorporated into the project
design, as described in FEIR Chapter 3. General opposition to the project is
noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-109 July 2023
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3.1.3.47 Letter 147: Laura Gingras

147-1

Letter 147

From: Laura
Sent: Mond
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX, ciunmeg mins vupie o v g e vwort

Qur three main concerns are the same as most people in the community:

1. Housing Crisis {SD City Councilmembers, the ones whose vote will determine the fate of this project),
have all acknowledged that San Diego is in a severe housing crisis. Remind them there is already an
approved 24 unit housing project e titled to the land. By approving the mega praject, they are
essentially voting NO on housing. Make it clear there is a viable alternate project. That is an important
argument.

2. 5an Dlego Municipal Code, Table 131-04B, Use Regulations Table for Residential Zones, specifically
disallows Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 Zoning. Without a general plan amendment This project would be
a viglation of San Diega’s Municipal Code. Additionally, the Navajo Community Plan does not adequately
incorporate or consider appropriate siting of religious institutions and would also need to be revised.

3. Environmental Concerns/VMT {Vehicle Miles Traveled): The project applicant has admitted they
expect 95% of the people attending their site to came from out of the area, and then leave the area, in
essence doubling the greenhause gas emissions as they cater to an audience from out of the area. This
runs counter to the City's Climate Action Plan of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Laura Gingras
6455 Ridge Manar Ave.

San Diego, CA 92120
C: 559-280-5262

147-1

These comments do not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Response 3, which addresses the residential housing policy and the project's
land use policy consistency. With regard to vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and
greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) impacts, the DEIR concludes that the project
would not double the amount of GHG emissions in the local area or region. As
demonstrated in DEIR Section 7.1.5, the project would not result in significant
GHG emissions and would be consistent with the City's Climate Action Plan
(CAP) by complying with the various GHG emissions reduction strategies
outlined in the project's CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Appendix B).
Furthermore, a VMT screening analysis was conducted (refer to DEIR
Appendix K), which shows that the project would not result in significant
transportation impacts. Therefore, the project is consistent with the City's CAP
and related policies.

City of San Diego

July 2023

All Peoples Church

RTC-110
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3.1.3.48 Letter 148: John Larry Granger

148-1

182 |

1483 |

1484

148-5

Letter 148

From: IL G <grako@att.net>

Sent: Sunday, Cctober 16, 2022 10:00 AM

Ta: Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church Project 636444

| am writing in opposition to the proposed development at the intersection of the 8 Freeway and
College Ave. This intersection is the only viable entrance to that freeway from hundreds of
residents in a large segment of the Del Cerro area. The church, while now at 900 members, will
only grow if its business plan is successful and that will be a major traffic issue for that area.
Additionally, while the church services on Sunday which will bring in a large number of cars all
at once, the organization plans other activities during the week which will substantially add to

| traffic already made more heavy by San Diego State University.

The area was zoned for residential housing, and with the supposed housing shortage in San
Diego, why is the city allowing a business/church to occupy an area where there is an

| alternative housing plan?

Environmental concerns should also address noise. The church uses electronic amplified music
during its services which will clearly be an issue for surrounding neighbors who might never get
a peaceful Sunday morning any longer. Additionally, the many cars arriving from surrounding

1 areas will also increase pollution, noise and disturbances to the this peaceful community.

[ The addition of a new traffic signal which has been discussed is problematic for several

reasons. The incline between north and south traffic on College Avenue is severe and is likely to
present problems in implementing. It will also slow the flow of traffic by adding yet another
lighted intersection within a very short distance to the freeway and beyond to SBSU.

| Commuting hours will be a nightmare.

We have lived here for five years. Del Cemo is 2 wonderful neighborhood that works well with
the current university, synagogue, churches and other community agencies. This is an issue
about severely reducing the quality of life for the families and people whe live here. Please do
not destroy this wenderful area of San Diego by approving this project.

Sincerely,

John Larry Granger
5827 Overlake Avenue

148-1

The vehicle trips calculated for the project and used in the transportation
analyses assume the church congregation and staffing will increase over time
ultimately operating at its 900-seat capacity (refer to trip generation
information in DEIR Appendix k); therefore, the DEIR does take into account
congregation and staff growth that would occur in the proposed location. The
claims made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the
evidence. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in
an environmental analysis.

148-2

Refer to Master Response 3 regarding the residential housing policy in the City.

148-3

The DEIR Section 5.4 addressed all anticipated noise sources. Amplified music
outside the confines of the church/sanctuary building is not proposed by the
applicant. DEIR Section 7.1.2 addressed the project’s operational air quality
emissions and concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

148-4

The traffic signal on College Avenue would increase delays but not cause any
other intersections to operate poorly, triggering the need for access
improvements in those other locations. The CEQA determination of significant
impact is based on the project’s vehicle miles traveled (VMT); it does not
consider whether new delays would be caused along College Avenue. Refer to
the transportation Master Response 5 regarding VMT, LMA, and the College
Avenue operational changes.

148-5

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that topic.

All Peoples Church

RTC-111

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.3.49 Letter 149: Toni and Allen Gruber

Letter 149

From: Tonil
Sent: Sunda
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX.ciueme mii vopies v v s w6444

g1

g2

g3

149-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. An analysis of the
project’s transportation impacts was conducted and presented in DEIR
Section 7.1.12. No significant impacts are identified in the DEIR.

149-2

As correctly stated in this comment, a primary school is not a proposed use. In
order to operate a school, the church would have to obtain a permit
amendment through the City. It is speculative to suggest that school would be
operated on site, and CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in
an environmental analysis.

149-3

Neighborhood character was analyzed in DEIR Section 5.5 and determined to
be a less-than-significant impact; refer to Master Response 4 on neighborhood
character contained in this FEIR. Refer to the Master Response 6 regarding the
need for the project. Housing values are not required topics of discussion in
EIRs. General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6.

City of San Diego
July 2023

All Peoples Church

RTC-112
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3.1.3.50 Letter I50: Lesley Halpern

Letter 150

From: Lesle:
Sent: Sunda
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX.ciueme mi vopries v v s wodd4d

150-1 After reviewing the EIR and after the church confirming 95% of their parishioners would be coming from the
South (freeway entrances) rather than the neighborhood, I have great reservations that all those exiting will not
wait in a que for the light at the main church entrance to turn left towards the 8 freeway. They will likely
become impatient and choase to instead exit the Narth parking lot right turn anly driveway and will be faced
with "No U Turns' at the traffic light at Del Cerro Blvd/College Ave intersections and will have to go further into
the neighborhoods to achieve their U Turns. Also to be considered is thet +h~ ~-+weh has avents/services during
many evenings which could result in backup traffic on College going nort 1any pecple are no longer
waorking from home and utilize the 8 via College Ave to commute.

Thank you,

Lesley Halpern

150-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. An analysis of the
transportation effects of the project was provided in DEIR Section 7.1.12 and
less-than-significant impacts were identified. All of the circulation movements
outlined in this comment may be available but are not routes the majority of
church users would take to access the site as shown in the Local Mobility
Analysis (DEIR Appendix J).

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-113 July 2023
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3.1.3.51 Letter I51: Bryan Harris

Letter 151 151-1
The DEIR studied all of the environmental concerns expressed in this comment
From: Bryar in Sections 5.1 (Land Use), 5.2 (Biological Resources) and 7.1.7 (Hydrology) and
sont Mond 7.1.14 (Water Quality). Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative effects.
SUBJBCE: [EX vvernmy o pones s v 444 General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6.
Hello,
151-1 | am writing to inform you that | do not approve of the new develocpment plan in Del

Cerro. This will greatly impact our environment, decreasing open space. vegetation and
water run off. Beyond that the traffic patterns will be greatly influenced by the new influx
of cars coming and going. There is alse a plan for a 6 story apartment complex in the
area. Del Cerro Is a suburban tamily neighbeorhood and should not be changed with all of
this new construction.

Thank you,

Bryan Harris

5890 del Cerro blvd
Dan Diego, CA 82120
619-867-6220

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-114
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3.1.3.52 Letter I152: Shain Haug

162-1

152-2

Letter 152

From: Shain Haug <shainh_2000@yahoo.com>

Sent: Saturday, September 17, 2022 12:51 PM

Ta: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; Tam Marshall <tomarsha@cabrillo.edu>; David Smith
<david smith@eldpinc.com>

Livingston <dlivings2000@hatmail.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] IR for All Peoples Church/No. 636444

The following was received this morning from Tom Marshall. He is on the email contact
list by which | send out information about NCPI te cur community. My communications
included the means to access the EIR on the city website. | received this as NCPI
Secretary and | concluded that this resident's position should be received by the NCPI
Board. On behalf of the Board | am thanking him for his contribution.

Shain Haug

On Saturday, September 17, 2022 at 09:33:05 AM PDT, Tom Marshall
<tomarsha@cabrillo.edu> wrote:

| am writing to object to several mistakes and some blatant propagandizing
included in the EIR for All Peoples Church/No. 636444, | am not an expert
in all the areas that have caught my attention, but | am a nearly lifelong
resident and user of the general area where this proposed project would be
built. | pass through the exact area frequently these days.

The first and most ohvious concern for me is traffic. This project would
hugely alter the flow of traffic in an already heavily impacted area. The
intersection of College and Del Cerro could become badly backed up in all
directions with this insertion of a simultanecus traffic load of three-hundred-
or-more cars at times. The traffic load at Friars Road Cost Co, familiar to us
all in this part of town, where the city has created a dreadful permanent
snafu, is usually only thirty or forty cars from each direction at its worst.
Multiply that by five or more, and you will begin to see the mess being
proposed. The addition of turn lanes in both directions on College will only
make this worse with so little room for them or for traffic back-ups beyond
them. This would be especially problematic down the hill toward the
freeway. Congestion from SDSU traffic in addition to the regular flow of
neighborhocd traffic is already a problem of noise, air pollution, and
environmental detericration. Adding the load of churchgoers would make it
chscene. The EIR is incorrect in judging these impacts to be negligible,
way wrong and dead wrong.

152-1

Comment noted.

152-2

Project transportation effects are addressed in terms of vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) in DEIR Section 7.1.12. The analysis conducted for the project shows that
the additional trips it would produce would not result in significant impacts
related to VMT. The turn lanes at the main driveway recommended in the Local
Mobility Analysis (LMA) would be created by narrowing the College Avenue
median and not simply by restriping the existing pavement. Since the majority
of church traffic would occur on Sunday mornings when SDSU is not in session,
the conditions described in this comment are speculative.

With regard to neighborhood character, refer to Master Response 4 on that
issue. As noted in that response, the change in site character is described in
detail and illustrated in figures that contain visual simulations in DEIR

Section 5.5; impacts were determined to be less than significant based on the
City's significance determination thresholds. The request for deviations from
the residential zone development regulations allows the church structure to
create visual interest through the creation of three towers and the retaining
walls allow the structure to be placed as far as possible from the nearby
residential neighborhood. Both elements of the design help to minimize the
project's character changes.

Given its historical disturbance and infill location isolated from regional open
space systems, the site's existing biological resource quality is low. The project's
impact to on-site biological resources was determined to be significant and
mitigable in DEIR Section 5.2. Mitigation measures would be ensured as
conditions of approval.

With regard to hydrology and water quality, the project would construct a series
of drainage facilities and four biofiltration basins to capture, detain, infiltrate
and treat runoff produced on site. No adverse impacts to drainage or water
quality would occur, as described in DEIR Section 7.1.7. Therefore, project
impacts to drainage flows within Alvarado Creek would not occur, consistent
with the stormwater regulatory framework and permitting requirements.
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No evidence has been provided in this comment as to the inadequacy of the
DEIR Thus, no additional response is required.

152-2 | Linked to these proposed traffic changes is the issue of “neighborhood
{cont) [ character.” Neighborhood character is certainly challenging to define, partly
because it changes, but on-going history is one important key to that kind
of definition. This project, in terms of history or of present look, is
undeniably @ monstrous change for Del Cerro. Its location, admittedly
taking advantage of a piece of real estate beside the freeway for
advertising purposes {v. objective #1 in ES-1), stands out immediately as a
big change. These buildings would be the first thing most people see of Del
Cerro and would set a completely different tone for the neighborhood,
calling out for attention and appealing to a very restricted portion of the
population. The proposal’s request for a deviation from the rules that apply
to everyone else, in order to allow the erection of yet another blatant
advertisement--the cross, is grossly vulgar. Religious assembly is a great
freedom guaranteed by our laws, but blatant trumpeting of a particular
religion is not. This eyesore to most of us would be completely out of
character with Del Cerrc and its history.

My other big area of contention with this EIR and plan also has to do with
the “character” of Del Cerro but over a much longer term. This location has
a major ecological function and practical function as a buffer zone from the
freeway and for the drainage of this area. The spot is not isolated from its
larger drainage, though corruptions of the landscape over the years may
have made it seem so.

My residence in Allied Gardens over parts of seven decades, my childhood
habit of fishing at Lake Murray, my presidency at Lewis Jr High involving
me with the Del Cerro community, and my shopping at what is currently
Windmill Farms on Del Cerro Blvd, all have put me in touch with the
landscape in and around the neighborhood of this project. | have watched
the connected Adobe Falls area nearby fill in and get re-landscaped over
the years. | am, again, no scientific expert about this, but my acquaintance
with the landscape and changes brought about by human manipulation
prompt some strong opinions based on my experience as a kid, a birder, a
botanist, and now an amateur entomologist.

As kids, we roamed this area and chased its lizards alongside the
roadrunners. Del Cerro was minimally developed when | first saw it. The
freeway was not there yet. We lived just east on Maryland in La Mesa
where a stream flowed west and connected our neighborhood to Del Cerro
on the other side of the Murrav dam and on into Adobe Falls. When | later
lived in Allied Gardens, | discovered that this same flow of water connected
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162-2
{cont.)

further west through Adobe Falls and on into the San Diege River in
Grantville—and it still does. Broken up now by lot-building, landscaping,
road-building, flood channels, and culverts, this stream {called Alvarado
Creek on some maps) is an artery for this nursery of flora and fauna.

The proposed project is another interruption in this flow and its ecological
service to the larger natural community. Even the current situation, with a
dirt catchment basin at the freeway end of the property under consideration
for development, maintains a useful role in the water supply and drainage
of this area. Adobe Falls is presumably still there, though the immediate
area is closed to any trespassing by the University and held as the “SDSU
Alvarado Canyon Ecological Area.” Its ecology includes that whole
Alvarado Canyon corridor in which the building and paving proposed would
cut down on absorptive surface by a large percentage. This would affect
both groundwater and surface flow to the lower creek all the way to the
river. Areas like this, with year-round or a good seascnal flow, are essential
to the life cycles of many local fauna and flora.

For instance, this year in my corner of Allied Gardens, | have observed
many of our more bright and beautiful neighbors making use of the nearby
waters of the river (as they used to also use the creek that ran where Allied
Road was eventually added onto the neighborhood) for sustenance,
dwelling, reproduction, and interaction. These include birds (Icterus
cucullatus), dragonflies (Libellula saturata), moths and butterflies (Leptotes
marina), spiders and other “creepy’-crawlies {Peucetia viridans), reptiles
(Uta elegans), as well as many many delightful others. These species are
not protected rarities but everyday parts of our neighborhood. And they are
not there just for our delectation. Their lives form the natural basis of our
awn. Our sciences are just beginning to uncover the interweavings
involved. Our regulations have begun to respect them. Spots with water like
Adobe Falls, Alvarado Creek, and the river bend by the mission support
these life cycles and demand protection. Spots with infrequent water, like
the parcel proposed for development, also help by absorbing and slowing
the westward flow of the water on that drainage and deserve protection as
well.

The law provides such protection in many ways, even zoning. One of the
many reasons why “single-family dwelling” zening should net be allowed
deviation is the violation of such important open surfaces for absorption of
rain. Getting less rain these days makes this even more significant. Every
square foot covered with an impervious (and often pollutant-laden)
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162-2
{cont.)

surfacing is a danger to us all. This project on this site would become a
grave danger to this natural nursery area. If only for its damselflies and
dragonflies, this would be a treasured spot. Building the proposed
monstrosity less than a mile upstream from the sensitive nursery area
(whatever streaming gets through these days) is a direct offense to the
local ecology. Where the proposal says “all runoff water from the project
would be collected and treated on the project site in water quality basins
and discharged into the city storm water system,” it is revealing a gross
error about the best practice in usage of that water. Polluted by automotive
leakages, yes, this water should be filtered or diverted, but allowed to fall
on filtering ground and to enter the local water-cycle this storm-water would
be the resource that it truly is and should be.

There has been a history of mistakes in regard to local hydrology, leading
to the point now where people can hardly see what nature was up to here.
Mistakes have been made in a number of ways over the years of deciding
what to do with this stream and its drainage. Cement troughs, dirt drain-
basins, culverts, and roads mar its flow. We cannot allow ourselves to add
to that. There must be no SDP for this proposed project. Attempts at
mitigation would only fall short and create further hazards for the Alvarado
Creek area. Further interruption of the natural vegetation and its long-term
achieved density would disrupt lives and hydrology there. Though the
report has it accurately that there are “no wetland or riparian communities
present on the project site,” this site is a link with nearby riparian areas like
the SDSU preserve; it is what they now call an “ecotone” joining wet zone
to wet. Causes raised there can affect areas well beyond the boundaries of
this project's own property. The proposal would create effects all along the
corridor of Alvarado Creek. Raising the ground level, leveling the ground
level, paving and building {to cover 41% of the area—sec 7.1.7), draining
away run-off, and other aspects of the proposed project will create small
natural disasters for the immediate area and downstream. The “Impact
Analysis” in sections 5.2.4.2 & .3 is simply wrong; it follows a seriously
flawed logic, a classic fallacy, in saying that the lack of wetlands on the
project site means the project would have no impact on wetlands. This is
false and falsifying; it shows that the argument here is falsely framed by the
proposers and suggests that their ignoring actual cause-and-effect in
nature may not be mere ignorance.
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152-2

{cont) Specific sections of the EIR where falsifications and fallacies show up

include 5.5.2.1 (failure to “provide for the long term conservation and
sustainable management” of resources}, 5.5.4.1 (failure to avoid strong
contrast with surrounding development or natural features), 5.5.4.2 (failure
to consider the impact in nature beyond immediate property), 5.5.6.1
(failure to consider the full impact of grading on hydrology in and around
the property), 6.1 (failure to consider wider area, though the SDSU
Ecological reserve is mentioned), 7.1.7 (failure to avoid impervious
covering of ground with 41% coverage, and failure to use water as
resource), and 7.4 (causing irreversible changes to landscape in and
around the property—There has recently been a removal of trees on about
half of the property, possibly the very trees mentioned in the EIR as nesting
places for the Cooper's Hawk that must be preserved). To approve the
project would be to go against several existing objectives and regulations
adopted by the city, mentioned in these EIR sections and elsewhere.

So, as invited to comment “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” (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15204), | must say that the only legal and proper choice
with this project is to determine that *No Project/No Development” may go
oh.

Most sincerely,

Rev. Dr. Thomas C. Marshall

6885 Cartwright Street fR1G1 RR2_473N
San Diego, CA 92120

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
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3.1.3.53 Letter I53: Marilyn Hinck

Letter 153

Fram: Jeffa
Sent: Friday
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. Civiemey mos vupics viurang sevs wonen

1531 I live on Cel Carro Blvd west of College Avenue. | oppose this project for the following
reasons: loss of open space “breathing room” for us, as well as habitat for hawks,
coyoles an other animals: light and noise intrusion on neighboring residents: and traffic
and circulation hazards created by the project.

First, removal of this open space and its vegetation and paving over or building on it
eliminates permeable soil surfaces. It would eliminate hunting around for the red tail
hawks that | regularly see in that area and disrupt the movement corridor of coyotes as
well as other animals. These losses cannot be offset by dollars. Ner can dollars provide
the respite of open natural spaces like this one In my neighborhood.

Second, the kind of lighting used In public spaces such as this proposed project, wolld
surely creats light pollution for the residents on Marne Avenue and Glenmont Street. They
are already impacted by the very bright lighting that has increased on the SD3U campus.
The noise gensrated by the mere presence of this project and its stated activities would
also impact their quality of life. Quiet peacetul Sunday mornings with a cup of coffes
would be no more.

153.3 T Finally, | am very concerned about the increased traffic and circulation hazards created by
this project. | don’t want my neighborhood to become the next Point Loma, where
residents have to plan their window of coming and going because of the impact of the
Rock Church and Hi-Tech High on traffic in their area. The traffic corridor on College
Avenue has already seen increasing backups at the Del Cerro Blvd intersection and the |-
8 interchange. Cars regularly run the red light turning southbound from westbound Del
Ceno Blvd. Cars also speed down the hill southbound through the light on Caollege
Avenue, Placing another signal scuthbound on a downhill curve so close to the Del Cena
Blvd intersection does not seem safe. The left hand turn lane will not be able to contain
the cars stacked to turn and will back up in the through lane. In addition, a proposed
1534 T housing project on Del Cerro Blvd will add more regular daily trips to this intersection.  As
stated in the EIR, All Peoples Church’s objective s to “relocate to a church—owned
property that has preximity to its existing cengregation, including its members in City
Helghts. Mid-Cities, Caollege Area, and Del Cerra.” It seems that the current location of
this church on University Avenue is a better match to where their congregants live.

1532 |

| would like to urge the Navajo Community Planners and the City Council to reject this
project. It 13 a bad fit far our neighborhood and would negatively impact our quality of life.

Respectfully.
Marilyn Hinck
5664 Del Cero Blvd

Sent from my iPad

153-1

These comments express opposition to the project and do not address the
adequacy of the DEIR. However, the environmental concerns expressed in this
comment are addressed as potential project impacts in DEIR Sections 5.2
(biological resources), 5.4 (noise), 5.5 (visual/neighborhood character/lighting),
and 7.1.7 (hydrology). Where significant impacts are identified, mitigating
measures are identified to reduce the impacts to less than significant. Although
the project site is vacant, it is planned for future development in both the
General Plan and Navajo Community Plan. Refer to Master Response 6 on
general opposition.

153-2

All project lighting and noise would comply with the City regulations in the San
Diego Municipal Code.

153-3

Transportation is analyzed in the DEIR Section 7.1.12. The project would not
result in significant impacts to College Avenue, including its intersection with
Del Cerro Boulevard, based on the Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) analysis in
DEIR Appendix K. Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the College Avenue
operational changes.

153-4

Refer to the Master Responses 1 and 2 regarding cumulative impacts and
alternative location or use. General opposition to the project is addressed in
Master Response 6.
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3.1.3.54 Letter 154: Jeff Hinck

154-1

1542 |

154-3

1544 I

Letter 154

From: jeff h
Sent: Tuesd
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. ciuvmeg min i vupivs viiarery 1636444

I'm a langtime Del Cerro Blvd homeowner, and | oppose this project for the following reasons:

... The project is not zoned for this type of occupancy, and use. The Church already owns land on
University Avenue which is zaned for a church occupancy.

... Two types of sensitive habitat would be destroyed and built over. The mitigation measures proposed
are
totally inadequate.

... Wildlife corridors between Alvarado Canyon/ Lake Murray dam, and Adobe falls would be
eliminated.

.....The EIR was done during a severe draught period and fails to note that species counts, and varieties
were probably not accurate, Therefore do not represent the true character of the area,

.....Proposed traffic circulation measures { adding an extra stoplight between Highway 8 westbound and
Del Cerro Blvd) will definitely worsen circulat atterns in an already extremely busy area.

This project if built would severely effect the area in a negative way. The proper alternative should be
the ” no project alternative".

Thank you,
Jeff Hinck

5664 Del Cerro Blvd.
San Diego CA 82120

154-1

General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6. The
church is permitted within the residential zone, upon approval of a Planned
Development Permit, as discussed in Master Response 3 on land use policy
consistency. The City does not have a zone classification for church or religious
institutions.

154-2

The biological mitigation measures outlined in DEIR Section 5.2 are consistent
with the City Biology Guidelines and MSCP. The project site is located in an
urbanized area of the City and is not located within or adjacent to any wildlife
corridor, including the MHPA. Regarding the biological studies, vegetation
mapping and a jurisdictional delineation were conducted on site on October 14,
2014, vegetation mapping was confirmed on April 3, 2019; and sensitive plant
surveys were conducted on April 9, 2015, and April 3, 2019.

154-3

A new traffic signal would be installed along College Avenue south of the Del
Cerro Boulevard intersection, as described in DEIR Chapter 3 and

Section 7.1.12, and would function in accordance with the City standards. The
claims made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the
evidence. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an
environmental analysis. Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the College
Avenue operational changes.

154-4

The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the project objectives, as
described in DEIR Section 8.3.3.
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3.1.3.55 Letter I55: Jon Hoidal

Letter I55 155-1
These comments express opposition to the project and do not address the

From: Jon Hoica adequacy of the DEIR. Transportation impacts of the project are addressed in
Sent: Monday, C . . s
T oot € DEIR Section 7.1.12 and would be less than significant. Refer to Master
Cc: Blake, Marth iti H H i i
v Responses 3 and 5 on general opposition and residential housing policy.
Dear Courtney,

|55-1 We are very concerned about the approval of a mega church in Del Cerro. Our area has always been a
quaint residential area with more than enough traffic that services the neighboring San Diego State and
Allied Gardens and San Carlos neighborhoods. Adding a huge church we're 95% of all the members are
not even residential occupants of the area is insane. Thinl of the traffic? Additionally, isn't there a
housing shortage that this property could help alleviate? | understand it’s approved for 24 residences.
I loak forward to seeing what you do in this matter.
Sincerely
lon Hoidal
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3.1.3.56 Letter 156: John Hood

Letter 156

From: john |

Sent: Sunda A

To: DSD EAS

Subject: [EX: Civnmng wrwic coen vinneneal Impact Report SAP No. 24008189

Draft Envirenmental Impact Report
SAP NO: 24008189

All Peaples Church/Project No. 636444
From:

Johnny Hood

6385 Rockhurst Drive

San Diego, CA. 92120

Date: Oct. 16, 2022

To:

The City of San Diego

All Peaples Church / Project No. 636444
SCH No. 20211100394

Community Plan Area: Navajo

Council District: 7

Subject:
All Peaples Church/Project No. 636444
_ Draft Environmental Impact Report

156-1 Liabilities/Concerns/Impact
We in the community of Del Cerro have grave concerns with density and expansion of traffic, massive
architectural structure, influx of population, safety, crime and naise. This community is quiet and friendly, a
seclusion for retired personnel, we have active supportive organizaticns and groups for businesses, {Temple
Emanu-El, Phoke Hearst Elementary School, Windmill Farms, KnB Bistre, Chevron Gas Station, Madra Liquor &
Deli, Taco Kings, Nails Salan, Einstein Bros. Bagels, Define U Fitness, and others).

The traffic flow Is minimal at the College Blvd/Del Cerre Blvd, pedestrians/ joggers /pets feel safe crossing at the
intersection, commuters from Allied Gardens, Del Cerro and San Carlgs communities utilizes College Blvd/Del
Cerro Blve/Madra Ave. with minimal congestion.

If and when the landscape is altered the Del Cerro community will be impacted with heavy traffic, noise, safety
to pedestrians/joggers/pets, air quality fram vehicles will elevate; so, will the atmosphere at Phobe Hearst
Elementary school. Traffic at Phobe Hearst Elementary will increase, safety becomes an issue and concerns; not
only with traffic but homeless personnel/sexual predators.

Parking spaces will be affected, traffic nofse with parking lots and safety cancerns in the vicinity of the
structure(s) and parking area/lots. The business parking lot will be impacted with non-business vehicles,
sanitation with the parking lots will constantly be a problem.

The population will increase (density) along with unwanted criminal activities/persannel to the businesses and
educational complex in our Del Cerro community.

156-1

These comments express general opposition to the project but do not address
the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master Response 6 on general opposition.
For the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), City staff identified the intersection of
College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard for a systematic safety review. The
LMA conducted a review of the accident history for the latest available five
years (2015-2019) at the intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro
Boulevard and concluded that no specific pattern of pedestrian-vehicle
accidents was found for the study period. Therefore, no safety changes are
needed at that location. The DEIR Sections 5.4, 7.1.2, and 7.1.12 and included an
analysis of transportation, noise, and air quality impacts, all of which were
determined to be either less than significant (transportation, operational noise,
and air quality) or less than significant with mitigation incorporated
(construction noise).
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156-2

156-4

563 |

Biological concerns; The environmental impact from North I-8/College Avenue are sanctuary for multiple
species, birds, rodents and floral and fauna, soil erosion. The ecosystemn anywhere is fragile, elimination of cne
or few will impact the environment, the flowering plants are food to many species, pollinators, radents and
birds.

Indigenous cultural resources; The history of the Kumeyaay Nations exist from the mountains to the Pacific
Ocean, scattered and litters of minute or l[arger deposits of artifacts are layered beneath the landscape, much
have been developed and ignored of their presence. Some collecting dust in museums across this country and
globe. We have to be vigil to the sensitivities/presence of Indigenous people” s past histories/cultural traditions
and ancient sites whenever soil is broken for development. It is proper to inform the Kumeyaay Nations of all
development of properties and land in Southern California, they are relevant, the travesty of assimilation and
indoctrination of the Indigenous people is how the land cessians by non-Indians were acquired.

Summary:

The State, the City, the County all have duties and services to the people in the State of Californig, it is in the
interest of all vaices, the elders, children, adults, veterans that sound, positive judgmental decisicns are
balanced with measured opinions and justifications are considered so the community of Del Cerro to continue to
prosper in their educational support, provide and support their community husinesses, govern self-sufficiency
for community programs/projects and safety for all.

Density in population, structures and traffic will impede and impact numerous negative elements.
Your dedications/commitment to your communities and people can be beneficial for progress.

156-2

DEIR Section 5.2 identifies significant impacts to biological resources and
mitigation to offset those impacts. This comment does not provide any
specificity with regard to the analysis contained in the DEIR.

156-3

Pursuant to state and local law, the City conducted a consultation with the
Native American groups as part of the Assembly Bill 52 requirements (refer to
DEIR Sections 2.4.1.2, 5.3, and 5.6 for additional information. DEIR Section 5.3
identifies Mitigation Measure HR-1 which requires cultural resources
(archaeological resources) protection during project construction, including the
use of a Native American consultant/monitor during soil disturbing and
grading/excavation/trenching activities. If Native American resources or
remains are discovered during construction, the mitigation measure further
outlines specific protocols for involving tribal entities in the evaluation and
disposition process. Similarly, that same mitigation measure would address
potential impacts to tribal cultural resources, as stated in DEIR Section 5.6.
Therefore, measures are in place to protect any Native American resources
encountered during project construction.

156-4

The comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. General opposition
to the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic.
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3.1.3.57 Letter I57: Aleyda Hoskins

Letter 157
From:
To:
Subject: . . soples Churchy Mo, 636444
Date: Tuesday, October 4, 2022 10:28:52 AM

‘T'o Whom it May Concern,

157-1 T am writing as a concerned citizen residing on T.omond Drive (92120) near the location ol the
proposed All Peoples Chucrch project No. 636444, The idea of a church of this size in the
desired arca is not sound and ridiculous.

Anyone that lves in this part of town knows that trafTic will be greatlly impacted. Animal

habitats will be destroyed. Noise pollution will skyrocket and there is no support for such a

large veune. The idea that a multi/purposc room and gym is to be made indicates that there
will be traffic all of the lime and net mosily on Sundays as the project deseription depiels.

157-2 | 1 am not apainst houses of worship as there are already many in this area. [ amn apainst one that
will destroy natural habitats, increase traffic causing more probleims, ereate a brighter night
wilh light pollution and contuminale the quiet night with added sound pollution.

167-3 I [ ask that you please consider and decline the project (#636444) that is being submitted.

‘Thank you,
Aleyda ITosking
619-787-9506

**CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE* This email communication and any attachments
may contain confidential and privileged information for the use of the designated
recipients named above. Distribution, reproduction or any cther use of this
transmission by any party other than the intended recipient is prohibited.

157-1

The comment does not contain any specific comments on the adequacy of the
DEIR. The DEIR Sections 5.2, 5.4, and 7.1.12 do address transportation,
biological resources, and noise effects from the project. General opposition to
the project is noted and is addressed in Master Response 6 on that topic.

157-2

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in the Master
Response 6 on that topic. All project lighting and noise would comply with the
City regulations in the San Diego Municipal Code.

157-3

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in the Master
Response 6 on that topic.
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3.1.3.58 Letter I158: Redelle Hrastich

Letter 158 158-1
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
From: Redel Response 6 on that topic. Transportation impacts of the project are addressed
Sonp et in DEIR Section 7.1.12.
Subject: [EX. ciuvney conepan

Re: All Peoples Church, #636444

I58-1 | Building a church on thig site would be a nightmare! Traffic would be insane, it
would destroy a lovely natural canyon environment. There are plenty of churches
in this area, All Peoples Church would be better off renovating an already existing
vacant building....maybe in Mission Valley. Last vear | was hit in my car while
crossing College Ave/Del Cerro blvd., by a young man in brand new BMW that ran
the red light. Nothing good can come of this Church building at this site!
Fedelle Hrastich
5565 Cambria ct. SO, 92120

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.59 Letter 159: Loretta Huckabone

Letter 159

From: Loretta Huckabone <loretta.huckabone @cox. net>
Sent: Saturday, October 15, 2022 10:32 AM
Ta: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiega.gov>

Ce: Loretta Huckabone <loretta.huckabone@®cox.net>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church| No.636444

159-1 T i consider Del Cerroto Now ta  be one of the finest single-family resiciential neighborhoods in San
Diego. Itis now under threat.

1 originally was not opposed to the All Peoples Church construction because | thought it was better than
a large apartment construction. Now | find we face both the possibility of the church construction and
aa 6-story apartment building. The approval of the church will cause deterioration of quality of life in
the neighborhood, cause real estate values to drop, and make it more Iikely that a large apartment
building will soon follow.

The church will create traffic congestion and unsatisfactory traffic conditions on College Avenue.

The lacation in which the church propases to build is more suitable for open space, which our city
needs.

Loretta Huckabone Per:All Peoples Church NQ.636444
5651 Dell Cerro Blvd.
San Diego

159-1

Refer to Master Response 2 regarding cumulative impacts. The comments
provide general concerns and do not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
Transportation impacts of the project are addressed in DEIR Section 7.1.12.
General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that topic. Master Response 5 also provides detail regarding
how the VMT analysis is used to address both direct and cumulative impacts,
consistent with the Office of Planning and Research guidance for assessing
transportation impacts under CEQA.

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.60 Letter 160: Loretta Huckabone

Letter 160 160-1

Refer to response to comment 159-1 from the same commenter; no additional

From: Loret response Is reqUIred.
Sent: Sunda

Ta: DSD EAS E
Ce: Loretta |

Subject: [EX. covnic) un s i

Re: all Peoples Church636444

160-1 I believe that Del Cerro is NOW one of the finest single-family residential areas, but it is now under a
great threat.

1 originally did not oppose the construction of the All Peoples Church because | felt it was better than a
large apartment building. Now we are faced with not only the construction of the church but also a 6-
story apartment building. The approval of the church will deteriorate the neighborhood and make the
approval of the 6-story apartment building more [ikely.

The church will create great traffic problems on College Avenue.

Please do not approve the construction of the church. The solution to the problem of housing is not the
ruination of the nice neighborhoods we already have.

Loretta Huckabone
5651 Del Cerro Blvd,
San Diego

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-128
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3.1.3.61 Letter 161: Sharon Hudnall

161-

161-2

161-3

161-4

Letter 161

From: Sharc
Sent: Friday
Ta: DSD EAS
Ce: Cauncilh

Subject: [EX....... v s s wope o weadfCh Project (Ne. 636444}

As a long—term homeowner and rental property owner in Del Cerro residing
approximately 2.5 blocks from the proposed site for construction of the All
People's Church complex, | strongly object to this project. My cbjections cancern
the EIR draft findings cancerning the following:

1. Construction of the proposed 54,476 SF building and 71.010 SF parking facility
on a 6—acre lot will destroy important green space and wildlite habitat that
provides a noise and air quality buffer between the | 8 freeway and Del Cerro
Blvd. as well as adjacent residential streets. Further, the massive, multi-story
project would impair the valued asesthsatic elements of the existing gateway to Del
Cerro. Further, the project poses a threat to the environmental health of the
community during and permanently after construction.

2. The cperation of the church will contribute to gridlock on College Ave. and Del
Gerro Blvd during peak hours of service. Further, if a proposed 1 14-unit. 6 story
apartment development is constructed within a very closs distance to the church
lot, the combined projects will add over 1.000 vehicles to that intersection. The
inclusion of a 800-space parking facility indicates it is not a transit-oriented
development. Further. the church would draw thousands of attendees largely from
outside Del Cerro and would not be an amenity primarily benefiting the residential
community it impacts.

3. The site would not provide adequate egress for fire department vehicles in an
emergency situation.

[ 4. The project would not generate ongoing tax revenues for the city commensurate

with the costs of adding and maintaining infrastructure. If the church is not 100%
energy conserving through solar power generation. it will be a majer non—green

| E€nergy consumer.

In short, the project does not add essential services or amenities and will
irrevocably impair quality of life in the Del Cerro community.

Submitted by: Sharon A. Hudnall
Address: 6373 Lambda Drive, San Diego, CA 82120

161-1

These comments are general in nature and do not provide specificity with
regard to the adequacy of the DEIR. DEIR Sections 5.2,5.4,5.5,7.1.2,and 7.1.6
address the project’s potential for significant impacts on biological resources,
noise, air quality, aesthetics and public health. All of the impacts would be less
than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

161-2

The claims made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the
evidence. Refer to Master Responses 2 and 5 regarding the College Avenue
operational changes and cumulative impacts. The project does not include 900
parking spaces, it includes 356 parking spaces, as stated in DEIR Section 3.2.2.
161-3

The project site plan has been reviewed and approved by City Fire - Rescue
Department staff and ingress and egress would be built consistent with City fire
code regulations.

161-4
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
161-5

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that topic.

All Peoples Church

RTC-129

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.3.62 Letter 162: Sharon Hudnall
Letter 162 162-1
Refer to Master Response 2 on cumulative impacts.
Fram: Sharon Hudnal
Sent: Saturday, Octot 162'2

Ta: CouncilMember R DSD EAS
Subject: [EXTERNAL] | v v waw 5 mpass srirsrns svrnprion s s o BlVGL

Subject: 6-Story Apartment Complex — Del Cerro Blvd.

162-1 I share the community's serlous concerns regarding the high density apartment
complex (Cerro House) proposed by Tapestry Development/Jeff Katz and strongly
oppase this project.

Del Gerro is already a "complete community.' The imposition of a 114-unit
development was not vetted with area residents and violates all standards of
sound community planning. The apartments will serve as over-subscribed student
housing with overflow parking slated for adjacent residential streets, Including
Lambda Drive where | live (and which is already serving as a parking Iot far the
apartments on College Ave. behind Einstein Bagel).

The 6-story mixed use complex is out of place on Del Cerro Blvd. and will
transform it into an 'urban corridor” similar to the crowded area on College Ave.
directly adjacent to SDSU. This project is clearly an expansion of the College area
development plan and entirely out of the Navajo Community Plan scope.

162-2 | The demolition and construction phases will be hellacious for nearby residents. As
you have noted. the impacts on traffic and both pedestrian and drivers' safety at
the intersection will be grave. If the nearty All People's Church project moves
forward. these negative impacts will double —— and. when combined, will add over
1,000 vehicles during peak service to the College Ave./Del Cerro Blvd.
intersection.

162-3 [ Finally. the infrastructure does not currently exist to adequately support these
projects. Are we going to suffer a saries of major power outages and water/sewar
service disruptions for the financial benefit of developers who do not live in this
community?

Thank you for the opportunity to share my concems.

Sharen Hudnall
6373 Lambda Drive
3an Diego, CA 92120

If the Cerro House project is inevitable, it must be reduced in size by 50% cr more.

These comments speculate as to the traffic and safety impacts of the project.
The church project would add on average 280 daily vehicle trips to the project
area; refer to the transportation topical resource regarding trip generation. The
estimate on vehicles provided in this comment is speculation and not based on
the City's trip generation methodology in the Transportation Study Manual.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an environmental
analysis. No significant transportation impacts are identified in the DEIR.

162-3

The project would require connections to the nearby utility infrastructure.
However, no infrastructure deficiencies would be caused by the project.
Comments on the reliability of the grid are speculation and not based on
information contained in the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits
speculation in an environmental analysis. Refer to Master Response 2 on
cumulative impacts for additional discussion.

City of San Diego
July 2023

RTC-130

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.63 Letter 163: Jeffrey and Michael Hunt

163-1

163-2

163-3

163-4

Letter 163

From: Jeffrey Hunt

Sent: Friday, Ortobe. .

To: DSD EAS

Subject: [EXTwiuvmi) Ani supisa wnual/No 636444

5902 Ridgemaor Dr.
San Diego, California 92120
(858) 525-1010
All Peaples Church/No 636444

An issue that | feel strongly about is the APC's Mega project which they propose to build
in the residential community of Del Cerro - District 7.

The community of Del Cerro is in San Diego’s master plan as a single family home residential community
and has been that way for the last 65+ years. The APC will be asking the City Council to vote to

change the master plan to allow a multilevel commercial Mega project to be built in the residential
community of Del Cerro.

The APC has filed for and been granted a 501© (3) nonprofit status from the U.S. Internal Revenue
Service and subsequently acquired 8.5 acres in the community of Del Cerro. The 8.5 acres is located

on the east side of College Avenue on the southeast corner of Del Cerro. This 8.5 acres has been zoned
residential for over 65 years with property taxes paid to the County of San Diego, which the city receives
a portion of those property taxes. The previous praperty owner Cal Rich development applied for and
received permits to build 24, single-family homes. The City Council has previously approved that site for
those residential homes which required no change to the City’s master plan.

The APC purchased the property in question and plans to file an exemption and ence granted an
exemption from the state board of equalization, no property taxes wauld be forthcoming

on the property or impravements on the property. All would be removed from the County tax rolls
yielding no property tax revenue for the County, City, or State of California. This will result in additional
costs on the city without additional revenue coming in to cover the costs of providing additional city
services to this facility.

The purpose of this letter is to ask you to not approve the APCs requirement to change the master
plan to then force this massive industrial project onto the residential community of Del Cerro. The APC
mega project will drastically alter the character of the community and generate traffic jams. | believe
that the traffic impact aspect of the completed Environmental Impact Report by the ACP is
misleading. There will be more car trips than projected. More traffic means more congestion and air
and noise pollution.

The APC project will be better suited in one of San Diego’s existing commercial/industrial

zones, The existing proposal for 24 residential homes will not impact traffic adversely and will create
thousands of dollars in property tax revenues, which will benefit San Diego. In addition to the property
taxes, these homes would generate sales taxes as well. Keeping this property zoned to residential will
be a better fit, won't create any burdens for the community of Del Cerro and the City of San Diega, and
will provide much needed housing during a time of a historical housing shortage.

163-1

The proposed Community Plan Amendment would add a church symbol to the
project site; no change to its residential designation or zoning is proposed
because the City does not have a zone classification for church or religious
institutions. There are a number of other religious institutions located in the
residential land use designation within this community (as illustrated in Figure
24 of the Navajo Community Plan).

163-2

Economic issues are not required to be analyzed under CEQA, pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15131. The comment does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR.

163-3

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that subject. With regard to transportation issues, refer to the
Master Response 5 regarding the project’s trip generation, Local Mobility
Analysis (LMA) and Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment. DEIR Chapter 4
and Section 7.1.2 addressed operational noise and air quality impacts and
concluded that project impacts would be less than significant.

163-4

Refer to the Master Responses 1 and 3 regarding alternative location and
residential housing policy.

All Peoples Church

RTC-131

City of San Diego
July 2023
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163-5
General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that
183-5 We urge the city council to vote no and not to approve the APCs requirements to change the city’s iSSU e.
master plan and allow z large institution in this community.
Sincerely,

Jeffrey & Michael Hunt
Del Cerro Reservoir
Attachments: APC Letter

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-132
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3.1.3.64 Letter 164: Cheryl Irick

Letter 164

From: Cheryl Irick <cirick@me.com»

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 7:01 AM

Ta: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Joe LaCava <JoelaCava@sandiego.gov>;
Councilmember Jennifer Campbell <JenniferCampbell@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Stephen
Whitburn <Stephenwhitburn@sandiego.gov>; CouncilMember Raul Campillo
<RaulCampillo@sandiego gov>; CouncilMember Marni von Wilpert <Marnivonwilpert@sandiego. govs;
Blake, Martha <MBlake @sandiego gov>; Holowach, Courtney <CHolowach@sandiego gove;
CouncilMember Sean Elo-Rivera <SeanEloRivera@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Vivian Moreno
<VivianMoreno@sandiego.gov>; Councilmember Monica Montgomery Steppe
<mmontgomerysteppe@sandiego.gov>

Ce: Mike Irick <irick@csusm.edu>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All People's Church

To The Gily of San Diego:

164-1 We are twenty-three year residents of Del Cerre and are writing to veice our strong opposition to the
project known as the All Peoples Church. We believe the area should be used for housing and was zoned
as such,

We find the Environmental Impact Report (EIR} lacking for a number of reasons which we will articulate
as briefly as possible

164-2 " In 8.4.1.1 and 8.4.2.1, the reporl indicates that the proposed site of the church is not a designated view

carridor and that there would be no impact to a designated scenic vista if the project is completed. This is
somewhat circular reasoning and suggests that open space, in and of ikself, is not a scenic resource. YWe
respectfully disagres.

Del Cerro is a relatively sleepy, peaceful, residential neighborhood. The Community Plan ensures that it
will stay that way. The proposed site provides a natural, unobstructed, unclutlered expanse which is
consistent with the nature of the community It gives a sense of distance from highway. That has value to
the residents which will be destroyed by using the open space for 2 large project.

Del Gerro is not highly developed and the residents, by a wide margin. do not want it fo be highly
developed. Filling a canyon with a 54,476 square foot church and 71,010 square foot parking structure
changas the visual quality and neighbaorhood character in ways which the EIR simply does not address.
The fact that the location isn't a designated view corridor does not mean that the location doesn’t provide
a view,

164-3 That area is, in some ways, the "front perch® of the community. Ve are a quiet, scmewhat concealed

neighborhood, tucked away in central San Diego: one of the most desirable communities in the city
Approving the project will turn the area into something much busier and less desirable than what we know
and love as Del Gerro. This is particularly true in light of the preposed construction of a six-story
apartment complex just arcund the corner from the proposed church: ancther unwanted variation from the
community plan

If qur elected representatives are unable or unwilling to protect our neighborhcods as the residents of
these communities choose, then these representatives are not serving the people who elected them

|64-4 The proposed church will also significantly impact the flow of traffic intc and out of Del Cerro. Although
the proposal is alleged to include only minimal activity at the church during the week, it is ingonceivable
that the owners will not at some point attempt to use the facility to its full capacity. What is not now
proposed can be added later with little to no consideration for the residents, the community, and without
meaningful public input. Therefore, we object to the approval of the project on the grounds that the
reasonably foreseeable uses of the structures exceed what is represented and considered by the

164-1

Building housing is not one of the project objectives stated in DEIR

Section 3.1.1. The 24-unit residential subdivision that was previously approved
on site is described in the Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have
similar significant impacts as the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR
Chapter 8.

164-2

The DEIR Section 5.5 is correct in stating there are no officially-designated
public view corridors identified in the Navajo Community Plan (refer to DEIR
Section 5.5.1.4). DEIR Section 5.5.1.1 notes that the property contains native
habitat that is currently undeveloped and vacant. DEIR Section 5.5.2.2 and
revised Table 5.1-2 both refer to applicable policies in the Community Plan that
place value on natural amenities, including open space, in the community. The
project site is not designated or zoned as open space. Historically, the site was
graded and developed through the construction and/or widening of College
Avenue and widening of I-8 in the 1960s.

The analysis contained in the DEIR Section 5.5 applies the City's adopted
significance determination thresholds for Visual Effects and Neighborhood
Character. Visual quality and neighborhood character changes associated with
the project would not result in significant impacts, as discussed in Master
Response 4 on that subject.

164-3

General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that topic. Refer to Master Response 2 on cumulative impacts.

164-4

The DEIR Chapter 3 states that the church would contain up to 900 seats with
accessory uses (i.e., Sunday school classrooms, offices, and a multipurpose
room/gym). This capacity is reflected in the project application. Changes would
require an amendment to the permit, triggering a new discretionary review.

All Peoples Church

RTC-133

City of San Diego
July 2023
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164-4
{cont.)

164-5

1646 |

EIR. The willingness of the EIR to accept at face value what the d P have repr
demonstrates a failure of the review process and unreasonably favors applicants who wish to
deviate from a community plan for their own purposes.

We find that the EIR's assessment of traffic impact is sorely lacking in a number of respects. First and
foremost, it is inconceivable that the Church does not anticipate growth of its congregation as a result of
being in a larger facility. More congregants equals more revenue. The failure of the EIR to anticipate
congregation growth is a fatal flaw in the review process and represents a failure to anticipate
reascnably foreseeable uses of a project which already deviates from the Community Plan.
Accepting the current membership of the Church as its guide, the EIR contains, on its face, an
undercounting of potential congregants and a flawed assessment of the project’s impact on the
community.

Traffic on College Avenue and traffic entering and exiting Highway 8 will be significantly impacted by
having a light-controlled intersection so close to the entrance and exit ramps. The westbound Highway 8
exit at College Avenue is already difficult to navigate as there is a short lane to allow traffic exiting
Highway 8 to merge onto College Avenue. An intersection just off the freeway will not only make it more
difficult to merge onto Ceollege, but will also result in the backup of traffic on the exit ramp and, potentially
Highway 8§ itself.

Notably, the light controlled intersection would have the unusual distinction of being built simply
for the benefit of a single business. That is an irresponsible use of land, public funding, tax
dollars, and City investment of time and resources. We are unable to identify any other light
controlled intersections in this area which only serve one business.

If this project were serving the existing residents of the community, perhaps the analysis would be
different. It's possible there would be more community support for it In fact, The Local Mobility Analysis
Report indicates that only about 2% of the congregation of the Church lives in the 82120 zip code.
Approval of the project would run counter to the City's Climate Action Plan to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions.

[ Additionally, in the midst of the housing crisis the City is attempting to address, it would be an act of pure

hypocrisy to take this land, which is approved for a 24-unit housing development, and hand it to a church
instead. There is simply no justification for approval of a project which will have such a great impact on
the community but which, because of its religious purpose, will contribute zero revenue in the form of
property taxes to support itself and the surrounding community. This is especially relevant given the
negligible percentage of Church members which are actually part of this community

The City should decline to approve this project for all the reasons stated above. It's a project which isn't
consistent with the community plan, would remake and redefine the entrance to our neighborheod,
increase traffic congestion, run counter to the City's Climate Action Plan and attempts to address a
housing shortage, and would burden the area with a business serving people who do nat live in and
contribute to the community

Thank you for your time and consideration on this matter.

Respectfully Submitted,
Mike lrick

Cheryl Irick

Residents of Lomond Place

164-5

The trip generation cited in DEIR Section 7.1.12 and DEIR Appendix K factors in
both an increase in staffing as well as growth in its congregation from current
levels. Refer to response to comment 133-2 on the same subject. The claims
made in this comment are speculative and not supported by the evidence.
However, CEQA Guidelines Section 15145 prohibits speculation in an
environmental analysis. Refer to Master Response 5 regarding the College
Avenue operational changes.

164-6

An objective of the project is to serve the existing church congregation, which
includes residents of City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area and Del Cerro. The
church would not result in significant greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by
relocating to the site as both the existing and proposed locations are within the
City. The project would be consistent with the City's Climate Action Plan (CAP) by
complying with the various GHG emissions reduction strategies outlined in the
project's CAP Consistency Checklist (refer to DEIR Section 7.1.5 and DEIR
Appendix B).

164-7

Refer to the response to comment 164-1. Refer to Master Response 6 on the
purpose and need for the project.

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-134

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.65 Letter 165: Donna Janzen

Letter 165 165-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master

From:

To: Responses 5 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project and
Subject: . . eoples ChurchyMe.636444
Date: Thursday, October 6, 2022 11:17:55 AM transportatlon.

165-1 T we strongly oppase this project. The proposed area will be unable to accommaodate the
traffic created by the project. There is one way in and ane way out of the neighborhood
which is already congested,

We live an Lambda Drive and constantly have cars unsafely swinging onto our street to change
direction as no U-turn is allowed at the intersection of College & Del Cerro Blvd. or at College
& Lambda Drive. This dangercus driving will only be exacerbated if this project maves
forward. There have been several accidents and we worry that these numbers will only
increase as the traffic does.

This is a small community that is already facing challenges with congestion due to the ease of
access to the freeway from neighboring communities and SDSU. The last thing we need is
1,000 plus additional cars adding to this existing problem.

It is our deepest hope that this project is relocated to another part of San Diego.

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-135 July 2023
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3.1.3.66 Letter 166: Vivienne Jarvis and Joe Shapiro

166-1

—

Letter 166

October 16. 2022

City of San Diego

Development Services Center

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA S2101

ATT: COURTNEY HOLOWACH, email: DSDEAS@SanDiego.gov.

Re All Peoples Church, Project No. 636444, Draft EIR Council District 7

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR): We are strongly opposed to any building on the above-mentioned canyon located in a
primarily family-friendly, single-family housing community. In our current configuration, Del
Cerro is facing significant potential environmental challenges as noted in the Draft EIR Report.
In essence, there are significant potential traffic pressures to be addressed that can increase
challenges with traffic flow, exhaust from traffic and increased noise.

Thousands of students travel these roads and the bridge to/from SDSU daily. The suggested
building of a church, construction of a two-level parking lot and meeting additional resource
needs of the proposed project is likely to present new/increased environmental demands and
challenges. The project is planned for implantation in a small natural canyon that currently
assists with water flow and absorption during spells of heavy rain.

The project is planned for implementation in a very awkward location for traffic on College
Avenue with additional traffic from church goers and people seeking assistance at the church.
This could not only increase traffic congestion but also increase potential traffic accidents and
environmental challenges. Ideally, this area should not be built on if we follow what we have
learned from many man-made environmentally related disasters that we have been
experiencing all over the country & the world. All recommended findings of the Draft EIR must
be addressed.

We not only need existing trees but also additional trees and areas for recreation and for
wildlife to survive. If the canyon and others like it are made in to park areas that would give
families/students a place to congregate while caring for the environment, Del Cerro as well as
other areas in San Diega need to increase environmental imprevements rather than hinder
them.

Sincerely.

Vivienne Jarvis
Joe Shapiro

166-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but instead outlines
its opposition to the project; refer to Master Response 6 regarding general
opposition in the FEIR. The transportation concerns expressed in this comment
are noted, but do not provide specific feedback on the analysis provided in the
DEIR. Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 on vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) with regard to the DEIR analysis of transportation impacts. No hydrology
impacts are identified in the DEIR due to the construction of a series of
drainage improvements and biofiltration basins that would capture and treat
runoff from the property. With regard to on-site trees, project construction
would result in a net increase of 92 trees (DEIR Section 3.2.7).

All Peoples Church

RTC-137

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.3.67 Letter 167: Dave Jones

Letter 167 167-1
DEIR Chapter 3 states that the church would contain up to 900 seats with
From: Dave accessory uses (i.e., Sunday school classrooms, offices, and a multipurpose
Sent: Mond . . . . . . .
e ns room/gym). This capacity is reflected in the project application and would be set
SUBJRCE: [EX.ovsuruy s vvpres s e vy O No. 636444 as part of the project permits. Changes would require an amendment to the
Dear Courtney Holowach: permit, triggering a new discretionary review. Conjecture on potential uses
167-1 The purpose af this email is to strongly oppose the All Peoples Church project currently proposed for the beyond What has been proposed by the app“ca nt are SpeCU|ative in nature and
Navajo community plan area within council district 7. This proposal is extremely short-sided and full of not reﬂectiVe Of the a |icati0n deSi na nd Site |an Sme |tted to the Clt
wordsmithing. For example, the project notes that small group activities may occur on Wednesdays, pp ! g p y
Saturdays, and other days of the week. They do not limit the occupanay of said events and have left the General OppOSition to the project is addressed in Master ReSponse 6 on that
impact to residents very open-ended as a direct result. Moreover, they note that there is no current plan .
for primary educational school spaces proposed but they fully understand that outreach programs, Su bJ ect.
Sunday and Saturday school programs, etc are not primary education programs but still leave a lasting
impression on local residents.
We o mmt hmron tlem femmssines mnnnms mmeths —eenme gecess, T0 properly house this project. Their website
aloni nentions programs for babies through fifth grade,
Fr@BL s tuniist oy cwri ey Coaiay v end BTOUPS and youth programs, That alone tells you
that they plan to be in full swing well beyend Sundays. As such, we need a better plan in place to house
900 peaple an additional six days a weelc or this proposal must be denied accordingly. Del cerro Blvd and
Madra alone are integral pathways for all Del Cerro and Allied Gardens residents. As currently presented
this Church does nothing but clog the initial artery in and out of our beloved neighborhood.
Thank you so much for your time and please help us direct this project to an area far more appropriate
moving forward. Have a great rest of your week!
Sincerely,
DAVID JONES
Dirvector of Operationy
VERANT GROUF
City of San Diego All Peoples Church

July 2023 RTC-138
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3.1.3.68 Letter 168: Candy Kalman: September 22, 2022

168-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but instead outlines
its opposition to the project, which is addressed in Master Response 6 on that
topic. The transportation concerns expressed in this comment are noted, but
do not provide specific feedback on the analysis contained in DEIR

Section 7.1.12. Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 regarding vehicle
miles traveled (VMT).

All Peoples Church City of San Diego

RTC-139 July 2023
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3.1.3.69 Letter 169: Lia Jones-Karavokiris

Letter 169

From:

Ta:

Subject: . . . Church/Mo.6364
Date: Thursday, Ortaber 6, 2022 11:56:12 AM

awachments. +*

The City ol San Dicgoe
Development Services Department

RE: All Peoples ChurchNo 63644 Navajo Tlanning Arca

development and mansgement
with my family for seven years. In addition to s

tamilics are not buying homes in the neighborhood beeguse they fear
given my expericnce. this projoct may spark the decline of whal is one ol Sy
neighborhoods. Respectfully, please do not approve this project.

Liu Jones-Karavokiris
Masters of Public Administration Candidate 2022
The University of Southern Calitornia, Sol Price Schaol of Public Policy

Lucas Karavokinis
Lnited States Marine Corp
VM-22 Pilot

** | his email came [fom an external source, Be cautious aboul ¢licking on any links in this email or opening

The following retor to the above i 1 projeet located 2 blocks from the home T own on Lambda
Drive
189-1 Afier caretully reviewing the onmental impaet study, and given my | 5-year loeal commuercial real estate

recr, this project doos not appear suitable [or the community where Thave resided
anificant environmental impact concerns, the planned use does not
reflect the needs or desires of the neighborhead, Strong consideration should be for those who live in the community
duily and prefer other uses, especially for such w lurge, cenlrally localed properly situated ul (he enirance  Del
Cerro. | have not heard that anyone approves this project for various reasons. I°ve also heard from realtors that some
cet will be approved. Untermnately,
Dicgo’s most lreasured

169-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR but instead outlines
its opposition to the project. Refer to Master Response 6 on the subject of
general project opposition.
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3.1.3.70 Letter 170: Karen Kawamoto

[70-1

[70-2

[70-3

Letter 170

From: Karen Kawamoto <karer.kawamato@yahoo.com:>

Sent: Friday, October 14, 2022 5:08 PM

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Environmental Impact Repaort Project #636555; Project Name: All Peaples
Church

Development Services Department
City of San Diego

Re: Project Name: All Peoples Church
Project Number: 636444

These comments are in response to the draft Environmental Impact Repart as submitted by All
Peoples Church to amend the Zoning on the property located in Del Cerro. All Peoples Church is
requesting to amend the permits that are currently permitted and zoned as RESIDENTIAL. They want
it to be amended and be permitted to construct and operate a very large (54,476 sf)
church/sanctuary building - NON-RESIDENTIAL. The current zoning is for low-density residential (RS
1-7} which according to the San Diego Municipal code, explicitly does not allow for religious
assembly,

There are many reasons that this should not be allowed to be changed. The very first and foremost
being that the City of San Diego has stated many times that we are in a severe housing crisis. In fact,
the Union Tribune dated September 28, 2022, printed the article: “Housing crisis prompts first
joint San Diego county-city meeting in decades™ The article states “Jt wilf be the first time in more
thar 22 years that the Son Diego City Council ond the Son Diego County Board of Supervisors have held o
Joint meeting, and only the second such meeting in neorly 32 years. Leaders soid Wednesday that such o
meeting is necassary because of the severity of the housing crisis and its impact on the economy,
homelessness, social equity and general quaiity of fife.”

This alone should be reason enough that the current zoning for up to 24 residential

hames should not be amended to nen-residential properties. It is zoned for housing, not retail, not
religious, not anything else! In our dire need for housing, we need to keep zoning that is reserved for
housing FOR HOUSING, and not allow it to be amended.

Another huge concern is the traffic that a project of this magnitude will create, | live on Lambda Dr,,
which is one street north of Del Cerro Blvd, There is already a large amount of traffic on College Ave
going north and south daily. All day, every day, people try to avoid the intersection of College and
Del Cerro Blvd (hecause of congestion and traffic jams) and drive down our street instead. Our
street is quite narrow, s0 getting in and out of our driveway can be very dangerous as people speed
by. If & large church is built, ON COLLEGE AVENUE, that includes a sanctuary, classrooms, offices,
gymnasiurm, multi-purpose room, etg, the traffic on College will be increased immensely. The
morning commute, 5D5U traffic, afternoon commute, and dally getting on and off the 8 freeway will
only get worse and more dangerous if a large religious entity is added to the neighborhood! In
addition to All Peoples Church, an apartment building is being planned on Del Cerro Blvd, one block
from College Ave. Due to the outragecus allowance that the City of SD (and now, the State of CA)
allow high density residences that do not need to have parking for all the residents, the traffic and
parking all around our quiet neighborhood of Del Cerro will be strongly affected. FOR THE WORSE,

170-1

This comment does not accurately reflect the entitlements being sought by the
applicant cited in DEIR Chapter 3. The project would not rezone the property,
nor is the applicant seeking to amend the residential entitlements approved on
site by the prior property owner. Instead, new entitlements are being
requested, including a Community Plan Amendment, Planned Development
Permit and Site Development Permit, as described in DEIR Chapter 3. The San
Diego Municipal Code has provisions to allow projects to propose waivers or
exceptions to underlying zoning regulations, provided the permit findings can
be made. Refer to Master Response 3 addressing land use policy consistency
for the project.

170-2

The residential housing policy in the region is not a CEQA topic; refer to the
Master Response 3 on the subject.

170-3

Project transportation impacts are analyzed in DEIR Section 7.1.12, as well as
DEIR Appendix K. Based on the City's Transportation Study Manual and staff
guidance, a significant traffic impact would not occur. Master Response 5
regarding the College Avenue operational changes addresses the additional
delays that could be experienced by area residents with the project traffic,
which are not relevant to the CEQA analysis but are provided in support to the
Local Mobility Analysis (LMA) as discussed in the transportation Master
Response 5 on VMT and LMA. Refer to the Master Response 2 regarding
cumulative impacts under CEQA. Parking is not a CEQA topic, and it is
speculative to suggest that the parking needs of the church would not be met
on site when the project exceeds the City's parking requirements.

All Peoples Church
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1704 |

170-5

706 |

170-8

o7 |

Maore cars and maore traffic equal more dangerous roadways. There is an elementary school located
about 2 blocks from College Ave on Del Cerro Blvd, Hearst Elementary. Every morning and afterncon
children are walking to school. There are soccer games and softball games played in the back of the
school, on Lambda Dr every weekend, Traffic that All Peoples Church will ¢reate will make it
significantly more dangerous for the children in the neighborhood walking to/from and around the
school. The traffic light that exists traveling north on College at Del Cervo Blvd. does not allow a U-
Turn option for reasons of safety. So, where are the church members and staff suppesed to turn
around to get to the freeway? They will turn left or right on Del Cerro Blvd. and drive through the
neighborhocd causing mare traffic and safety issues, The project applicant expects 95% of the
congregation to be from OUTSIDE of Del Cerro. The church is not a community church, thus not
creating or enhancing any community benefits. That just means they could build their church
anywhere in San Diego since virtually all of the members are driving, not walking to the church.
There are other areas in 5an Diego that could easily house the church. One close by - the cld Fry's
Electranics building is vacant, has a large parking lot already available and is ¢lose to freeway access.,
This is just one site of MANY that are located in and around San Diega. There are several community
churches already located in Del Cerro that have many congregants that live in the neighborhood.

The church has requested to add another traffic light on College Avenue to allow them ingress and
egress. Anather light an College will just cause maore traffic, and for it to be backed up on College
Avenue going north and south! The off-ramp from |-8 is tco close, and it is a merge from |-8 West
that is already dangerous! The city has changed the off ramp several times due to the problems
associated with merging ornto College Ave, In addition, the traffic every day gets bhacked up to Del
Cerro Blvd for people going over to SDSU or getting on |-8 west off of College Ave. If there is another
light mid-way, traffic will back up further and cause more congestion and again, an unsafe roadway.

All Peoples Church also requests a large parking structure to be built in the space zoned for
residential use only, All of these buildings and structures will greatly increase the traffic and because
the buildings are trying te be located in a residential neighborheod, all the homes that are on Marne
Avenue will be affected greatly. Their privacy will be largely impacted. The noise and pollution from
the thousands of congregants and their cars, in addition te any large gatherings outside the
buildings will greatly affect the neighbors on Marne Ave. Many of the residents have lived in their
homes since they were built in the 1950's and 1960's. Since the property is currently zoned for
HOUSING, If homes were built, the impact of cars and people would be minimal. As it should be.

[ we purchased land and then built our heme on Lambda Dr in 2000, We have raised 3 children here,

while they attended the local schools, played sports with the neighborhood kids, and one of our
children attended SDSU. We are happy to live in this "bedrecom” community that is safe and friendly.
When we built our home, we knew of the requirements on the height of our home - not to exceed
30 ft. All Peoples Church wants to change the zoning from residential, in a residential neighborhood,
and to be able to increase the height limitations to over 30 feet. The change in zoning should not
be allowed. The property is zoned for residential, and has a current plan approved by the City of
San Diego to build homes on the property. It should not be amended. Please leave the zoning as
residential and do not approve the proposed project number 636444,

Thank you.
Karen Kawamoto
6311 Lambda Dr.

170-4

The DEIR Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), conducted on the project
evaluates where improvements are required for site access and to determine
whether there are any deficiencies in the local circulation network that
surrounds the project site, but not to assess impacts under CEQA. City staff
identified the intersection of College Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard for a
systematic safety review. The LMA conducted a review of the accident history
for the latest available five years (2015-2019) at the intersection of College
Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard and concluded that no specific pattern of
pedestrian-vehicle accidents was found for the study period. Therefore, no
safety changes are needed at that location. As noted in that access analysis, the
greatest traffic volumes would occur on Sundays when less traffic is using the
local roads and no children would be walking to and from school. A signalized
intersection would be provided at the main driveway to the site, which does not
necessitate a U-turn movement. The circulation movement outlined in this
comment may be available but is not a route the majority of church users
would take to access the site as shown in the LMA (DEIR Appendix J).

170-5

An objective of the project is to serve the existing church congregation, which
includes residents of City Heights, Mid-Cities, College Area and Del Cerro.
Alternative locations, such as suggested in this comment, would not achieve the
basic of objective of serving the church's current congregation. Refer to Master
Response 1 on the alternative location and use subject.

170-6

Installation of the new traffic signal would not result in significant delay, as
described in Master Response 5 regarding College Avenue operations, which is
no longer a metric used for assessing transportation impacts as outlined in the
Master Response 5 on VMT.

170-7

The church use is what would generate new traffic while the parking structure
would be an ancillary structure to the church and not produce its own traffic.
The structure would exceed the City's parking requirements by 37 spaces to
make sure it captures the peak demand associated with holiday services (i.e.,
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Easter and Christmas). All of the potential impacts identified in this comment,
including traffic, noise and air quality, are thoroughly addressed in the DEIR and
related appendices. DEIR Sections 5.4, 7.1.2, and 7.1.12 conclude that project
impacts to these topics would be less than significant, with mitigation only
required for construction noise. The project design was developed to minimize
its perceived intrusion into the local community by placing the church in the
southernmost and lowest elevation of the site, recessing the parking structure
into the topography below grade, and providing excessive landscaped
screening atop the parking structure and along the eastern property line
behind the homes along Marne Avenue. Building housing is not one of the
project objectives; however, the prior housing development approved on site
was analyzed in DEIR Section 8.4.2 and its impacts are similar to the proposed
project.

170-8

The project would not rezone the property because the City does not have a
zone classification for church or religious institutions. Residential zoning would
remain intact. Refer to Master Response 3 regarding land use policy consistency
as it relates to this comment on zoning. Refer to Master Response 6 regarding
general opposition to the project.

All Peoples Church
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3.1.3.71 Letter 171: Rebecca Kawamoto

711 |

Letter 171

From: Karer
Sent: Friday
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. covinmieg wrve cas e 1o el 636444; Project Name: All Peoples Church

Develepment Services Department
City of San Biego

Re: Project Name: All Peoples Church
Project Number: 636444

These comments are in response to the draft Environmental Impact Report as submitted by All Peoples Church
to amend the Zoning on the property located in Del Cerro. All Peoples Church is requesting to amend the
permits that are currently permitted and zoned as RESIDENTIAL. They want it to be amended and be permitted
to construct and operate a very large {54,476 sf) church/sanctuary building — NON-RESIDENTIAL. The current
zoning is for low-density residential (RS 1-7) which according to the San Diego Municipal code, explicitly does
not allow for religious assembly.

There are many reasans that this should not be allowed to be changed. The very first and foremost being that
the City of San Diego has stated many times that we are in a severe housing crisis. In fact, the Union Tribune
dated September 28, 2022, printed the article: “Housing crisis prompts first joint San Diege county-city
meeting in decades” The article states 1 will be the first time in mare thon 22 years that the San Diega City
Councit end the Son Diego County Board of Supervisors have held a joint meeting, and only the second such
meeting in rearly 32 years. Leaders said Wednesday that such a meeting is necessary because af the severity of
the housing crisis and its impact an the economy, homelessness, sociol equity and general guality of life.”

This alone should be reason enough that the current zoning for up to 24 residential homes should nat

be amended to non-residential properties. It is zaned for housing, not retail, nat religious, not anything else! In
our dire need for housing, we need to keep zoning that is reserved for housing FOR HOUSING, and net allow it to
be amended.

Another huge concern is the traffic that @ project of this magnitude will create. | live on Lambda Dr., which is one
street north of Del Cerra Blvd. There is already a large amount of traffic on College Ave going north and south
daily. All day, every day, pecple try to avoid the intersection of College and Del Cerro Blvd (because of
congestion and traffic jams} and drive down our street instead. Our street is quite narrow, so getting in and out
of our driveway can be very dangerous as people speed by. If a large church is built, ON COLLEGE AVENUE, that
indudes a sanctuary, classrooms, offices, gymnasium, multi-purpose reom, etc, the traffic on College will be
increased immensely. The morning commute, SDSU traffic, afternoon commute, and daily getting on and off the
& freeway will only get worse and more dangerous if a large religious entity is added 1o the neighborhoed! In
addition to All Peaples Church, an apartment building is being planned on Del Cerro Blvd, one black from College
Ave. Due to the outrageous allowance that the City of SD (and now, the State of CA} allow high density
residences that do not need to have parking for all the residents, the traffic and parking all around our quiet
neighborhood of Del Cerro will be strangly affected. FOR THE WORSE.

More cars and more traffic equal more dangerous roadways. There is an elementary school located about 2
blocks from College Ave on Del Cerro Blvd, Hearst Elementary. Every morning and afternoon children are
walking to school. There are saccer games and softhall games playad in the back of the school, on Lambda Dr
every weekend. Traffic that All Peoples Church will create will make it significantly more dangerous for the
children in the neighberhaod walking to/from and around the school. The traffic light that exists traveling north

171-1

The project application does not amend the prior property owner’s permits.
Instead, new entitlements are being requested, as described in DEIR Chapter 3.
With regard to the project’s consistency with City land use policy, refer to DEIR
Section 5.1 and Master Response 3 on the subject. The residential housing
policy is also addressed in the Master Response 3. Refer to the Master
Response 2 on cumulative impacts. Refer to the Master Response 6 on the
subject of general project opposition. Refer to the response to comments 170-1
through 170-8 for specific responses to these same comments.

City of San Diego
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171-1 on College at Del Cerro Blvd. does not allow a U-Turn aption for reasons of safety. Sa, where are the church
fcont.) members and staff supposed to turm around to get to the freeway? They will turn left or right on Del Cerro Blvd.
and drive through the neighborhoad causing mare traffic and safety issues. The project applicant expects 95% of
the congregation to be from OUTSIDE of Del Cerro. The church is not a community church, thus not creating or
enhancing any community benefits, That just means they could build their church anywhere in San Diego since
virtually all of the members are driving, not walking to the church. There are other areas in San Diego that could
easily house the church. Cne close by —the old Fry's Electronics building is vacant, has a large parking lot already
available and is close to freeway access. This is just ane site of MANY that are located in and around San Diego.
There are several community churches already located in Del Cerro that have many congregants that live in the
neighborhood.

The church has requested to add another traffic light on College Avenue to allow them ingress and egress.
Anather light on College will just cause more traffic, and for it to be backed up on College Avenue going north
and sauth! The off-ramp from |-8 is too close, and it is a merge from 1-8 West that is already dangerous! The city
has changed the off ramp several times due to the problems associated with merging onto College Ave. In
addition, the traffic every day gets backed up to Del Cerro Blvd for people going aver to $DSU or getting on |-8
west off of College Ave. If there is another light mid-way, traffic will back up further and cause more congestion
and again, an unsafe roadway.

All Peoples Church also requests a large parking structure to be built in the space zoned for residential use only.
All of these buildings and structures will greatly increase the traffic and because the buildings are trying to be
located in a residential neighborhood, all the homes that are on Marne Avenue will be affected greatly. Their
privacy will be largely impacted. The noise and pollution from the thousands of congregants and their cars, in
addition to any large gatherings outside the buildings will greatly affect the neighbors on Marne Ave. Many of
the residents bave lived in their homes since they were built in the 1950°s and 1960’°s. Since the praperty is
currently zoned for HOUSING, if homes were built, the impact of cars and people would be minimal. As it should
be.

We purchased land and then built our home on Lambda Dr in 2000, We have raised 3 children here, while they
attended the local schools, played sports with the neighborhoaod kids, and ane of our children attended SDSU.
We are happy to live in this “bedroom” community that is safe and friendly. When we built our home, we knew
of the requirements on the height of our home = not to exceed 30 ft. All Peoples Church wants to change the
zoning from residential, in a residential neighborhood, and to be able to increase the height limitations to over
30 feet. The change in zoning should not be allowed. The property is zoned for residential, and has a current
plan approved by the City of San Diege to build homes on the property. It should not be amended. Please leave
the zoning as residential and do not approve the proposed project number 636444,

Thank you.
Robert Kawamoto
6311 Lambda Dr.

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-145 July 2023
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3.1.3.72 Letter 172: Robert Kawamoto

[72-1

Letter 172

From: Karer
Sent: Friday
To: DSD EAS

Subject: [EX. Covnmag crvon cas e prn v s o far Project #636444; All Peoples Church

Development Services Department
City of San Diego

Re: Project Name: All Peoples Church
Project Number: 636444

These comments are in response to the draft Environmental Impact Report as submitted by
All Peoples Church to amend the Zoning on the property located in Del Cerro. All Peoples
Church is requesting to amend the permits that are currently permitted and zoned as
RESIDENTIAL. They want it to be amended and be permitted to construct and operate a
very large (54,476 sf) church/sanctuary building — NON-RESIDENTIAL. The current zoning is
for low-density residential (RS 1-7) which according to the San Diego Municipal code,
explicitly does not allow for religious assembly.

There are many reasons that this should not be allowed to be changed. The very first and
foremost being that the City of San Diego has stated many times that we are in a severe
housing crisis. In fact, the Union Tribune dated September 28, 2022, printed the

article: “Housing crisis prompts first joint San Diego county-city meeting in decades” The
article states “ft will be the first time in more than 22 years that the San Diego City Council
and the San Diego County Boord of Stupervisors have held o joint meeting, and only the
second such meeting in nearly 32 years. Leaders said Wednesday that such a meeting is
necessary becouse of the severity of the housing crisis ond its impact on the economy,
homelessness, social equity and general quality of life.”

This alone should be reason enough that the current zoning for up to 24 residential
homes should not be amended to non-residential properties. It is zoned for housing, not
retail, not religious, not anything else! In our dire need for housing, we need to keep zoning
that is reserved for housing FOR HOUSING, and not allow it to be amended.

Another huge concern is the traffic that a project of this magnitude will create, | live on
Lambda Dr., which is one street north of Del Cerro Blvd. There is already a large amount of
traffic on College Ave going north and south daily. All day, every day, people try to avoid
the intersection of College and Del Cerro Blvd (because of congestion and traffic jams) and
drive down aur street instead. Qur street is quite narrow, so getting in and out of our
driveway can be very dangerous as people speed by. If a large church is built, ON COLLEGE
AVENUE, that includes a sanctuary, classrooms, offices, gymnasium, multi-purpose room,

172-1

these same comments and issues.

Refer to the response to comments 170-1 through I-70-8 and 171-1 regarding
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[72-1
{cont.)

ete, the traffic on College will be increased immensely. The morning commute, SDSU traffic,
afternoon commute, and daily getting on and off the 8 freeway will only get worse and
more dangerous if a large religious entity is added to the neighborhood! In addition to All
Peoples Church, an apartment building is being planned on Del Cerro Blvd, one block from
College Ave. Due to the outrageous allowance that the City of SD (and now, the State of CA}
allow high density residences that do not need to have parking for all the residents, the
traffic and parking all around our quiet neighborhood of Del Cerro will be strongly affected.
FOR THE WORSE.

More cars and more traffic equal more dangerous roadways. There is an elementary school
Iocated about 2 blocks from College Ave on Del Cerro Blvd, Hearst Elementary. Every
morning and afternoon children are walking to school. There are soccer games and softball
games played in the back of the school, on Lambda Dr every weekend. Traffic that All
Peoples Church will create will make it significantly more dangerous for the children in the
neighborhood walking to/from and around the school. The traffic light that exists traveling
north on College at Del Cerro Blvd. does not allow a U-Turn option for reasons of safety. 5o,
where are the church members and staff supposed to turn around to get to the freeway?
They will turn left or right on Del Cerro Blvd. and drive through the neighborhood causing
more traffic and safety issues. The project applicant expects 95% of the congregation to be
from OUTSIDE of Del Cerro. The church is pot a community church, thus not creating or
enhancing any community benefits. That just means they could build their church
anywhere in San Diego since virtually all of the members are driving, not walking to the
church. There are other areas in San Diego that could easily house the church. One close by
— the old Fry’s Electronics building is vacant, has a large parking lot already available and is
close to freeway access. This is just one site of MANY that are located in and arcund San
Diego. There are several community churches already located in Del Cerro that have many
congregants that live in the neighborhood.

All Peoples Church also requests a large parking structure to be built in the space zoned for
residential use only. All of these buildings and structures will greatly increase the traffic and
because the buildings are trying to be located in a residential neighborhood, all the homes
that are on Marne Avenue will be affected greatly. Their privacy will be largely impacted.
The noise and pollution from the thousands of congregants and their cars, in addition to
any large gatherings outside the buildings will greatly affect the neighbors on Marne Ave.
Many of the residents have lived in their homes since they were built in the 1950's and
1960’s. Since the property is currently zoned for HOUSING, if homes were built, the impact
of cars and people would be minimal. As it should be.

All Peoples Church
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[72-1
fcont.)

The church has requested to add another traffic light on College Avenue to allow them
ingress and egress. Another light on College will just cause more traffic, and for it to be
backed up on College Avenue going north and south! The off-ramp from 1-8 is too close,
and it is a merge from -8 West that is already dangerous! The city has changed the off
ramp several times due to the problems associated with merging onto College Ave. In
addition, the traffic every day gets backed up to Del Cerro Blvd for people going over to
SDSU or getting on I-8 west off of College Ave. If there is another light mid-way, traffic will
back up further and cause more congestion and again, an unsafe roadway.

The change in 2oning should not be allowed. The property is zoned for residential, and has
a current plan approved by the City of San Diego to build homes on the property. It should
not be amended. Please leave the zoning as residential and do not approve the proposed
project number 636444,

Thank you.
Rebecca Kawamoto
6311 Lambda Dr.
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3.1.3.73 Letter 173: David and Claudia Kay

Letter 173

Fron
Sent
Ta: [

SUBjeas 1ornsinrsnny s e

Te Whom It May Concern:
Regarding: All Peoples Church
Project: 636444

most areas of the county.
L College avenue and Interstate 8.

neighborhood that has been here for over 60 years.

that increased traffic congestion has been considered or studied.

Avenue.

One can only imagine.

L all the way to $DSU at a minimum.

734 |

were never designed to handle large amounts of traffic and adding more is not the answer.

kindergarten, classrooms, etc. etc. are added to the facility and access will be daily.

David and Claudia Kay
Del Cerro Boulevargd
619-504-2214

1731 T Together, we have been residents of Del Cerra since 1986. But David actually moved here first as a child
in 1960. We chose to |ive here after getting married and are fans of the neighborhood and its charming
single-family homes, good schools, local market, quiet streets, low crime rate and easy commute to

We are, however, opposed to the proposed All Peoples Church project in the canyon which abuts
732 I Firstly, a project of this size and scope is incompatible with our zoning and the character of the

733 T But mare importantly, the Impact on traffic to College Avenue and the surrounding streets is potentially
catastrophic. The documents on file regarding this project are extensive indeed, but it does not appear

College Avenue South is already stacked up most weekday mornings with cars going to SDSU and with
those stopped at the enramp signal to Interstate 8 West. It is not uncommen for cars to be backed up
on this section extending all the way to the traffic light at the corner of Del Cerre Boulevard and College

This project proposes adding an intersection and traffic signal en College Avenue for access midway
between Del Cerro Boulevard and Interstate 87 Have the ramifications of this been studied at all?

An extra signal on College will slow the flow of traffic and increase congestion from Del Cerro Boulevard

Cars exiting the proposed All Peoples Church via the new intersection will be able to go left {south on
College) or right {north on Callege). Any cars turning right will a) continue straight on College north b}
turn right at Del Cerro Boulevard or ¢) turn left on el Cerro Boulevard. No U-Turns are allowed at
College Avenue and westbound Del Cerro Boulevard, so this funnels traffic into the neighborhood
directly in the path of the existing Temple Emanu-El and Phoebe Hearst Elementary School. Traffic can
already be stacked up on this section of Del Cerro Boulevard during school hours. These side streets

1735 As far as the notion that traffic increases will be limited to Sundays: There is no guarantee that this will
be the case. If the praject is built, it will only be a matter of time before a daycare center, preschool,

735 We kindly ask that this project and all of its impacts on the existing neighborhood be reconsidered. In
aur opinion it would not impact College Avenue and the existing side streets in a positive way.

173-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

173-2

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Responses 3 and 4 regarding land use policy consistency and neighborhood
character.

173-3

With regard to the project’s traffic-related impacts, the DEIR studied the
transportation impacts of the project in Section 7.1.12 and determined that the
impacts would be less than significant. Refer to the transportation Master
Response 5 on trip generation rate and College Avenue operational changes.

173-4

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. However, a Local
Mobility Analysis (LMA) was conducted for the project to identify any on- or off-
site infrastructure improvements in the project vicinity that may be triggered
with the development of the project, analyze site access and circulation and
evaluate the local multimodal network available to serve the project. With
regard to trip generation, refer to the transportation Master Response 5 on that
matter. According to the analysis in the LMA, with the proposed traffic signal,
median changes, sidewalk, and bike lane improvements in place, the project
would not conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system and no
additional off-site improvements would be required, as stated in the
transportation Master Response 5 regarding the LMA. No improvements to the
circulation system in the vicinity of Temple Emanu-El and Hearst Elementary
School were required as part of the LMA access analysis.

173-5

The project application does not include land uses such as daycare center, pre-
school or kindergarten classes. Future changes to the project would require an

All Peoples Church

RTC-149

City of San Diego
July 2023
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amendment to the existing permit and would be subject to CEQA review to
address the potential for impacts.
173-6

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

City of San Diego All Peoples Church

July 2023 RTC-150
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3.1.3.74 Letter 174: Allyson Kelley: September 27, 2022

Letter 174 174-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. The DEIR addresses
the project’s effects on traffic in Section 7.1.12; based on the VMT analysis

[EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church, 636444 . . . L .
provided in that section, no significant impacts to the College Avenue/Del Cerro

@ Retertion b Boulevard intersection would occur. Refer to Master Response 5 on
etention: INDOox . . . . . .
transportation, including trip generation rate and College Avenue operational
changes.
101 LaU EAS Tue 9/27/2022 9:25 PM
Hello,
|74-1 | Inregards to the All People Church proposed. The location is a small intersection which supports the

local traffic with two schools and the university with in a mile.

The exit and entrance ramps from the 8 are often very backed up as there is a volume of traffic already

creating issues from SDSU students, as well as large events hosted at on campus. The exit and

antrance ramps east and west are small and unable to move the cars with the current demands.

The location of the property will require U- turns into the neighborhood and/or the one modest

intersection and an already congested local residential area.

Finally, this is not what the residents of this community were promised. A MEGA church in name itself

represents the volume expected which is misaligned to the location and resources (gas stations,

parking at Windmill Farms, small restaurants etc. This would significantly impact the quality of lite ot

those who live and pay the taxes in this area. It will completely change the functicnality and distress the

streets and resources in this area

Thank you,

Allyson Kelley

Reply Forward
whoul-blank 171
All Peoples Church City of San Diego

RTC-151 July 2023
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3.1.3.75 Letter 175: Danielle Kerr

Letter 175 175-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

Fram: Danie
Sent: Mond
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. im0 v v s s a0

175-1 I 1 oppose this church in our community!!! Voting/signing NO on All People’s Church!

Del Cerro home owner,
Danielle Kerr

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-152
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3.1.3.76 Letter 176: Anne and Mohsin Khan

Letter 176 176-1
Refer to the transportation Master Response 5 regarding the Local Mobility
From: Anne Analysis (LMA), which addresses pedestrian safety in the project area.
o 0 26
Subject: [EX. civeney i vupres wouicy e e 36444

SCH No. 2021100394
Community Plan Area:Navajo
Council District 7

1761 T we have lived in this community since 2018. We have 3 grandchildren in the
neighborhood and enjoy the walkability to the area Bagel Shop, Grocery store and
Park. We feel the addition of this church will increase the traffic and therefore the
safety of this neighborhood substantially. It is already so busy at the light on

Del Cerro and college as it is and this will only magnify the risk of accidents with cars
and children in the neighborhood.

Please take into consideration the magnitude of unwanted disturbance that will
J_ result from the adding of this structure.

Anne and Mohsin Khan

6047 lomond Drive

San Diego

Ca 92120

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-153 July 2023
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3.1.3.77 Letter 177: Michael Kinnamon

Letter 177

From: Mich:
Sent: Wedn
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [FX. civene) cun 1 vupiis wiurun gy wouend)

Courlney Holowach
Cily of San Diego Developmenl Sevices Cenlar

Cear Ms. Holowach,
This leller comes wilh apprecialicn lor the wark ol lhe Davelopmenl Services Cenler.

177-1 | write now to express my strang opposition to the proposed construction of a megachurch facility
near the intersection of College Avenue and Interstate 8. This project. if allowed to proceed. would
add a sixth waffic signal to a half-mile stretch of College. compounding existing concerns over
congestion and safety. Proponents suggest that traffic will be a problem only on Sundays; but, of
course, church activities are by no means limited to one day a week, What traffic study could
possibly determine that this is appropriate?

1772 | have otner objectians, ncluding putting two massive structures (a 54.000 square foot sanctuary
and a 71,000 square foot parking garage) on a sliver of environmentally sensitive land, and
imposing buildings that are completely nconsistent with the surrounding residential neighborhocod.
You have no doubt heard similar concerns from other residents ot Del Cerro, since nearly everyone
with whom | have spoken about this project is against it.

773 T Wnat | want to stress in tm;: letter is t‘hat opppswgon 1] th\'s uroject‘, contrary to what some )
proponents have claimed. is not "anti-Christian”™ or “anti-church.” I, fur example, am an ordained
minister in the Christian Church (Disciples of Christ), now retired after thirty vears as a prafessor in
Christian seminaries. My career also included a term as head of the National Council of Churches
As this suggests, | am a big advacate of hauses of warship and aporeciate what they potentially
contribute to a community. What |, and many gthers in this neighborhoed, obiect to is building a
very large church in Lhis very Lroubling lacation. All People’s Church dees nol have rools in Del
Cerra Lhal require il 1o be localed here. and Lhere are any number of less problemalic siles in 3an
J_ Clego for such a lazilily.

Warm regards,
Michael Kinnamen
Mev. Michael Kinnaman, Ph.D.

5840 Del Cerro Bhvd.
San Ciegg 82120

177-1

Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project. With
regard to the project’s traffic-related impacts, pursuant to CEQA, the DEIR used
a vehicle miles traveled (VMT) metric for assessing the project's potential for
significant transportation impacts. The VMT analysis presented in DEIR

Section 7.1.12 determined there would be no significant impacts both during
weekday and Sunday operations. Refer to 4 Master Response 5 on VMT, trip
generation rate and College Avenue operational changes.

177-2

Refer to Master Response 4regarding neighborhood character and associated
visual impacts within the Del Cerro community, which were determined to be
less than significant in DEIR Section 5.5. Impacts to sensitive biological
resources were determined to be less than significant with mitigation
incorporated into the project; refer to DEIR Section 5.2.

177-3

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to 1 Master
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

City of San Diego
July 2023

RTC-154
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3.1.3.78 Letter 178: Derek and Lily Kinninger

Letter 178
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178-1

With regard to the project’s traffic-related impacts, refer to Master Response 5
on transportation, including trip generation rate and College Avenue
operational changes.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego
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178-2

Refer to Master Responses 4 and 6 regarding general opposition to the project
and neighborhood character. The transportation and noise impacts of the
project were determined in the DEIR to be less than significant; refer to DEIR
Sections 7.1.12 and 5.4, respectively.

City of San Diego

July 2023

All Peoples Church
RTC-156



SCH No. 2021100394; Project No. 636444
Environmental Impact Report

Chapter 3
Response to Comments

Comments

Responses

3.1.3.79 Letter 179: George Kirazian

[79-1

[79-2

7.3 I

Letter 179

From: Geory
Sent: Friday
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX, civeney i vupres wuiciy e vouddd

Dear Envircnmental Division:

This letter concerns the Draft Environmental Impact Report, SAP#
24008189, Project # 636444, SCH# 2021100394,

As Del Cerro residents for 55 years, we are against the construction and
development of the All Peoples Church project.

We certainly have no objection to this church group. We know nothing
about them, but are certain they are a respectable church.

Cur objection is that we don't think the Site on which they are planning to
build is appropriate for the construction of a Church.

That location is a highly trafficked one. Interstate 8 and College is
constantly subjected to a great number of cars, trucks, and other vehicles. As
a result, the area and its atmosphere are congested enough.

The traffic of parishioners attending on Sundays, and throughout the wesk
because of church meetings, would only worsen the congestion, and pose a
threat to the neighbarhood Seniors, Adults, and school age children whao walk
and sacialize daily in the area.

We suggest that the Site be developed as a Park to accommodate natural
habitats and to improve the environment for nearby residents.

Thank you very much.
Respectfully,

Mr. and Mrs. George Kirazian
5750 Malvern Ct. SD 92120

179-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

179-2

With regard to the project’s traffic-related impacts, refer to Master Response 5
on transportation, including trip generation rate and the non-CEQA topic of
College Avenue operational changes. The transportation impacts of the project
were determined in the DEIR Section 7.1.12 to be less than significant.

179-3

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Use of the site as a
park would not achieve the applicant’s basic objectives; refer to Master
Response 1 which addresses alternative land uses for the site.

All Peoples Church

RTC-157

City of San Diego
July 2023
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3.1.3.80 Letter 180: Sarah Knoepfli: October 11, 1022

lBo-1 |

180-2

180-3

180-4

180-5 I

Letter 180

From: Sarah
Sent: Tuesd
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. civeney 1 rupns vovr s Ao wuples Church Comments from Concerned Community

To Whom it cancerns:
Development Services
(Courtney Holowach / Raynardo Abalos)

As a very concerned neighbor | have taken the time to review the Draft Environmental Impact report so
that | could review the large zoning request being asked by a private church facility in an already
overcrowded area.

1 am very concerned that due to the private project already requesting a large rezone task during a time
when the city & government have stressed housing needs they are now asking even more

L considerations layed out in Table 3-1 /PG 3-2

The development deviations far exceed what the city has laid out for the community planning as it
stands.

1. A height request in specific areas almost doubles regulation

2. A wall height more than triple the current regulation

3. A setback verient 6 times less than city required

Development requirements to host over 1000 people & probably 500+ cars on the streets that funnel to
neighharhood homes, schools & parks is going to be a nightmare for local residents.

3.4.5 - Casement Yacations

Utility easements have heen in place to service the community laid out above it for years, could they
really allow all the vacations. Will this affect the homes and our services if these requests are provided
to allow them to build?

Figure 3-8

This shows 12 churches or areas of warships and it cuts off at La Mesa which alse is home tc another 7
more just north of the 8 freeway.

The rezaning request is not supported by a shartage or need in the community. The fact that it will
create massive congestion and traffic is not outweighed by the proposed positive addtitions the All
Peoples Church feels it will provide.

1, Sarah Knoepfli, strongly oppose the rezoning request & build of All Peoples Church. | do not believe it
adds value to the community but takes away from what is currently there already and what is needed in
today's climate.

Sincerely,

Corab Fananfl

Del Cero Resident
Hillgrove Dr

180-1

As noted in DEIR Section 5.1, while the project would require a Community Plan
Amendment to add “church” use to the Other Community Facilities map in the
Navajo Community Plan, the project would not alter the residential zoning or
land use designation of the site. The City does not have a zone classification for
church or religious institutions. \Master Response 3 regarding land use policy
consistency also addresses this issue. Refer to Master Response 6 regarding
general opposition to the project and other non-CEQA related responses.

180-2

The San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) has provisions to allow projects to
propose deviations, such as those noted in this comment, if the permit findings
can be made. As noted in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, the project would
contain 900 seats and park up to 356 vehicles on the project site. The numbers
cited in this comment are inflated and do not reflect the project’s features
outlined in DEIR Chapter 3.

180-3

This comment expresses concern regarding the proposed vacating of existing
easements. As described in the DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description, numerous
existing easements would be vacated by the TM. Public utility and service
impacts to the nearby community would not occur based on utility
improvements proposed by the project. Refer to DEIR Section 7.1.13 for the
utilities and service systems analysis which concluded that impacts would be
less than significant.

180-4

These comments are noted but do not address the adequacy or content of the
DEIR. General opposition to the project is noted and is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that issue in the FEIR. Need for the project is also addressed in
Master Response 6.

City of San Diego

July 2023
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180-5

Comment does not address the adequacy or content of the DEIR but rather

expresses general opposition to the project, which is addressed in Master
Response 6 on that issue.

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-159 July 2023
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3.1.3.81 Letter 181: Daniel Kroeger

181-1

Letter 181

From: D Kro
Sent: Sunda
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. Ciuvmey min o vupres v g o, 536444

Te whom it may concern,

As along time Del Cerrg homeawner | am contacting you to voice my concerns aver this proposed
project. | brave the current congestion along College Ave and Del Cerro Blyd each morning and can” t
imagine adding a development that would need a multi-story garage. As a son of a minister | grew up
in the church and am very skeptical of the proposal that implies a very light use during the week. Each
church strives to use their facilities to help in their ministry and this occurs all week and will most
definitely bring a lot of additional visiting traffic that is toe much fer our small community to handle.
Also, we have been under the impression that this area was zoned fer housing and was planned for
much needed homes that could help with the shortages that are making the cost of living so high in
this the greatest city around.

Please vote against this project and help Del Cerro.

Thank you for your time and please feel free te contact me if you have any questions and need
clarification on this matter.

Daniel Kroeger
(750) 458-3850

181-1

As described in the DEIR Section 5.5 and Master Response 4 on neighborhood
character, the parking structure would be constructed entirely below grade of
College Avenue. With the proposed entitlements in place, the project would be
consistent with City land use policy, as discussed in DEIR Section 5.1 and in
Master Response 3 on that issue. Additionally, the housing crisis is not an
environmental impact, as discussed in Master Response 3 on residential
housing policy. General opposition to the project is not a CEQA issue and is
addressed in Master Response 6 in the FEIR.

City of San Diego

July 2023

All Peoples Church
RTC-160
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3.1.3.82 Letter 182: Erik Larson

Letter 182 182-1
DEIR Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.6 identified significant impacts to Biological
o Resources, Historical Resources, Noise and Tribal Cultural Resources as stated
s g, o 8 B R in the comment. Feasible mitigation measures were identified in the DEIR

which, when implemented, would reduce these impacts to a level below
significance.

1. The drafl Environmental Impact Report determined the proposed projest would result in significant environmental
effects in the following areas: Biological resources, Historical Resources, Moise, Tribal Cultural Resources
182.2 I 2. This Chutch practices (Gay) Conversion Therapy Reparalive Therapy and is 2 Vielation of Human Riglis for the I 8 2_ 2
3 LGB community.

182-1 "' As a resident and homenwner in Del Carro, | oppose the construction of the ANl Peoples Church Project for these reasans:

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Sincerely. Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

Trik R, T.arson
3983 Del Cerro Blvd
San Diego CA 42120

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-161 July 2023
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3.1.3.83 Letter I183: Trish Larson

183-1

Letter 183

From: Dr. Trish Larson <dr.trishlarson@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 4, 2022 12:08 PM

To: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Project: 636444 All Peoples Church

As a resident and homeowner in Del Cerro, | oppose the construction of the All Peoples
Church Project for these reasons:

1. The draft Environmental Impact Report determined the proposed project would
result in significant environmental effects in the following areas: Biological
resources, Historical Resources, Noise, Tribal Cultural Resources

2. This Church practices (Gay) Conversion Therapy/Reparative Therapy andis a
Violation of Human Rights for the LGBTQ+ community.

Sincerely,

Dr. Trish Larson
5983 Del Cerro Blvd
San Diego CA 92120

183-1

comments as this letter.

Refer to responses to comments 182-1 and 1-82-2, which discuss the same

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-162
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3.1.3.84 Letter 184: Bob and Jane LeRibeus

I84-1 |

Letter 184

From: Bab &
Sent: Mond
Ta: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. civvne wivecne vurncn g

Reference:
Project Mame: All Peoples Church
Project No.. 836444

Dear Sir or Madam

My wife and | are concerned about the crowding and congestion that is inevitable
with the project the size of the proposed All Pecples Church. Advocates say that
Sunday services are the only potential problern but traffic lights will resolve that ssue
but | strongly disagree. The vicinity of the proposed location is already a traffic
bottleneck. We already have concerns about a 6 story apartment building approved
that is going to be built within a few hundred yards of the proposed church and what
effect that will have on crowding and traffic. It has been brought to my attention that
the church plans to have programs for marriage counseling. unwed maothers, drug
addiction. and homelessness. These people obvicusly need help, but as you must
know. these people are often accompanied by questionable and unsavory characters.
With an elementary school {(Phoebe Hearst) only three blocks away | worry that the

children could be put in a precarious position. With the potential of child endangerment,

traffic and human congestion, and the destruction of an area originally zoned for single
family residency, | strongly urge vou to deny the All Peoples Church

application and let them locate in an area more suitable for thelr objectives

Sincerely,

Dr. and Mrs Robert J. LeRibeus

Sent from my iPad

184-1

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego
RTC-163 July 2023
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3.1.3.85 Letter 185: Phillippe and Natascha Lesage

185-1

Letter 185

From:
Ta:

Subject: . 0 EIR - project All Peoples Church - 636444

Regarding Project: All Peoples Clureh
Project No 636444

To Courtney Holowach, city of San Diege Development Service Center.

1 am 4 resident at 3031 Madra avenue in del Cero (92120).

[ am writing this email in regards to the Environmental Impact report for project name: All
peoples Church. project no 636444,

[ T want to make aware that in terms of wildlife, bobeat exist and live {n the area, and after

reading the document, it seems the Environmental Impact Report isn’t adequately assessing
the impaets to loss of bobeat habitat.

Therefore T'd like to ask the Environmental Tmpact Report team to address for
comprehensiveness. It's possible that the biologists who surveved the site may not have
noticed evidence of bobeat and thercfore may not have addressed it in their IR amalysis.

Since [ live 1 block away from the proposed project and T have seen a boheat recently many
times on my property, | have attached a video footage of a bobeat in my backyard from Friday
September 30th, 2022 as a proof that bobeat live in this arca.

Feel free to contact us if vou need more information. T amn looking forward to hearing from
vou what step you will be faking to ensure that you assess the impact of the All Peoples
Church preject to the bobeat habitat in del Cerro.

Philippe & Natascha Lesage
3631 Madra avenue
San Dicgo, CA 92120

Phope- €17 A0« anon

Fmat

185-1

DEIR Section 5.2 includes a list of sensitive animal species that are considered
federal or State rare, threatened, or endangered MSCP-Covered Species. It also
includes species on CDFW's Special Animals List. Bobcats are not located on any
of these sensitive species lists and are therefore considered a common species
with a stable population. Although bobcats may occur in the project area, their
presence on site was not observed by the field biologists conducting surveys of
the property in accordance with procedures outlined in the City Biology
Guidelines. Only one sensitive animal species, orange throated whiptail, was
observed onsite during field investigations conducted for the project. The
biological resources analysis provided in DEIR Section 5.2 states that there are
no wildlife movement corridors or habitat linkages on, or adjacent to, the
project site; therefore, project impacts would be less than significant. Project
impacts to the sensitive habitat that occurs on site would be mitigated in
accordance with the guidelines contained in the City Biology Guidelines. The
DEIR adequately addresses project impacts to biological resources, including
wildlife species such as the bobcat pictured in this comment.

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-164
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3.1.3.86 Letter 186: Aaron Levine

186-1

186-2

186-4

1863 I

—

Letter 186

From: Aaron Levine <aaron.levined@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, October 16, 2022 1:07 PM

Ta: DSD EAS <DSDEAS@sandiego.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] All Peoples Church; project #636444

Dear City of Sar Diego -

As residents of Del Cerro and neighbor of the proposed praject, we have considerable concerns over the project
and scope. The proposed project is too large for our small community and we do not believe the proposed use
case of the facility is accurate based on current activities and programs currently run out All Peoples Church as
seen here gn their events page

https://allpeoples.churchcenter.com/unproxy/registrations and here with their smaller group events
https://allpeoples.churchcenter.com/groups. In addition on various YouTube sermons and interviews the church
leader is quated that he intends to recruit college students from SDSU nearby. Their intentions our beyond their
written proposals and lack of transparency from the start. My home is within a few streets from the location and
since the purchase of the parcel {that was zoned for housing) there has been np community engagement. The
proposed parking structure {np other place of worship inthe community has a parking structure} is troubling as
they're preparing for larger crowds than they propose. Again, this is concerning that they're entering a
community - without concern and if they’re granted permissien to build will continue their lack of respect for
residents. For the traffic impact, Hearst Elementary is over capacity and Patrick Henry has well over 2500
students - when you consider SDSU and their expansion, concert and event schedule already being managed,
the impact to traffic from All peoples Church proposed daycare / school - which also won’t just be en Sundays -
is not reasonable. Adding the traffic light in their proposed location will only impact residents north of the
freeway and the flow above Del Cerra blvd and the light will disrupt not only the lovely median with trees but
the Del Cerrp community sign. We can’t even get college blvd and Del Cerro blvd paved - now they want to add
900 cars to the traffic?

I'm addition, since purchasing the lot, All Peoples Church performed no up keep or fire safety clearance until
members of the community complained to the city - if they want to join a community and believe in service, why
not start with clearing out the lot you purchased.... Again do they really want to join the community or use it.

Please do nat let this project cantinue - keep it for homes {we've all see. The hames report in the county) keep
this community a community and the appropriate size. Look at the scope of the project and realize All Peoples
Church leadership has higger plans than what they have shared. If they didn't, why is the facility significantly
larger than their current member size, why need a parking garage? Will they sell parking during SDSU events ta
raise meney - where currently parking is prohibited for events on this side of the freeway to protect the
community! would their vocal leader make the comments he’s made? Embracing a community means
conversation, mediation and engagement. There has been none - no written notice, no forum, nathing. Just
lobbying, deflection and insistence to push their way into a community and lacation that isn’t zoned for their
building. Please do not let this mega church be built in our community - it does not benefit the community and
will not benefit us. There’s enough places of worship in the community that already put the work in and have
been embraced by the community.

Thank yau

Aaron and Jessica Levine
Del Cerro Residents
6487 Elmhurst dr.

186-1

The DEIR assesses the project that is described in the application to the City.
Conjecture on potential future uses beyond what has been proposed by the
applicant are speculative in nature and not reflective of the application, design
and site plan submitted to the City and the project described and analyzed in
the DEIR.

186-2

The DEIR addresses the project’s effects on transportation in Section 7.1.12:
transportation impacts are presumed to be less than significant. Refer to
Master Response 5 regarding the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment and
the Local Mobility Analysis (LMA).

186-3

This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. Refer to Master
Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.

186-4

This comment does not contain specific comments on the content or adequacy
of the DEIR. Building housing is not one of the applicant’s project objectives, as
stated in DEIR Chapter 3, Project Description. Refer to Master Response 6 that
address non-CEQA issues such as general opposition to the project, and the
need for the project.

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-166
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3.1.3.87 Letter 187: Lacey Levitt

Letter 187 187-1

This comment does not contain specific comments on the adequacy of the

From:

To: ] DEIR. Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.
Subject: . . cojectno, 636444

Date: Tuesday, Qctabet 4, 2022 8:57:30 AM

** | his email came [fom an external source. Be cautious aboul ¢licking on any links in this email or opening
awachments. +*

Re: Project no, 636444

187-1 As a Del Cerve homeowner, T adamantly oppose the congtmciion of & mega chureh in our residential neighborhood.
This structure would disrupl the quict cnjoyment of residunts which is amony the neivhborhood*s very greatest
assets, All Peoples Church is not an appropriate praject for this area; It sheuld be constnucted in a busy and bustling

area of the oity.
Sincerely,
Lacey Lovilt. Ph.D.

6034 Lancaster Drive
San Dicga. CA 92120

City of San Diego

All Peoples Church
RTC-167 July 2023
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3.1.3.88 Letter 188: Zita Liebermensch

Letter 188 188-1
As discussed in the transportation analysis, DEIR Section 7.1.12, the additional
From: Zita L traffic delay created in the project area would not be substantial. Refer to the
sont Tuess transportation Master Response 5 that addresses the non-CEQA topic of
SUBJRCE: [EX. covvurney s v v o844 College Avenue operational changes.
Hi-

As a resident of the Del Cerro community, | am raspanding to your NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT regarding the subject project.

188-1 My utmost concern would be the major impact this will have on the disruption of the flow of traffic
from College Ave north to the Church.
That road is a two-lane road from SD State University and the Highway 8 College Ave off ramp with
minimum leeway for a right turn onte Del Cerro Blvd.
Currently that road is backed-up during peak hours and constructing the Church on that proposed site
would be exceedingly impactful to the Del Cerro Community

Thank you,
Zita Liebermensch

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-168
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3.1.3.89 Letter 189: Michael Livingston (Save Del Cerro)

Letter 189 189-1

Comment noted, the attached exhibit has been received from other
From: Mich: commenters and is reflective of the project’s trip distribution to/from the
sont Mond church site, as presented by the project’s traffic engineer in the Local Mobility
SUBJBCL: [EX. wvvnrnmy o s wvvrvay e, 330444 Draft EIR respanse Analysis (LMA) contained in DEIR Appendix J. Refer to response to comment 120-
11 and Master Response 5 regarding the LMA.

189-1 Tlesse accepl Jbe oallacced resosrse a0 exa oils lren JavebDe Ceors, Thark

Project Trip
Assignment
= 95% of project

= traffic travels

* 1o/from the sout

* 5% of project
¢ traffic travels
* to/fram the nort

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-169 July 2023
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189-2 |

189-3 |

l8g-4 |

Crctober 16, 2022

City of San Diego Development Services Center
ATTN: Courtney Holowach

1222 First Avenue

San Diego. CA 92101

DSDEAS @Sandiego.gov

RE: Comments on Draft Enviranmental Impact Report
Project Name: All Peoples Church
Project #636444

The project site is governed by the Navajo Community Plan, adopted by the San Diego City
Council in 1982, and is designatad for Qinala Famijly residential use as shown in Figure 4, the
Community Plan’s land use mag

The project site is within San Diego’s R5-1-7 Zone which is intended for residential uses. The
Cily of San Diego approved a 24 home subdivision in December of 2017 via a process 5 City
Council vote in compliance with both the Land Use and Zoning Code regulations. The current
project applicant has twice requested an Extension of Time (EOT) for this previously

entitled housing project.

The proposed project is a Religious Assernbly Use which is regulated by the Commercial Zoning
Code and per the City of San Diego Municipal Code, is expressly NOT ALLOWED in the
RS-1-7 Zone. Approving the project in residential base zoning opens the City up to litigation.
The municipal code is written for sound reasons as traffic, safety and noise impacts are
significant and oftcn not able to be mitigated. In addition, Religious Assembly Uses often contain
separate business activities and social programs that are not compatible with residential use, The
Rock Church in Pt Loma is an example of this incompatibility. Due (o San Diego Municipal
Code, a zoning change would be required in the general plan that allows for religious assembly.

The method the Applicani has chosen (o advance their Project Objectives is an aitempt (0 subvert
all of the Neveaio Mommynity Plan Objectives by sleight of hand. Their claim that Figure 24 of
the pla lows them to meet the Land Use requirements of the Community Plan
and theivuy siuvswp wne Commercial Zoning Cede without changing any of the language of the
Plan through public hearings is absurd. Figure 24 is a snapshot in time frein 1982 of some
facilities in the area, not a springboard 1o leap over today's publicly vetled and approved
regulations. T be clear, the Community Plan does not adequately incorporate or consider
appropriate siting of religious institutions and should be revised to do just that,

189-2

As stated in DEIR Section 3.4, approval of the Community Plan Amendment
would allow the church to be permitted in the single-family residential land use
designation similar to other religious institutions in the Navajo Community Plan
area. The Community Plan does not have to contain policies for siting religious
institutions for churches to be allowed within the community. Approval of the
proposed Planned Development Permit would, however, allow a church use
that is permitted by the residential land use designation but not allowed by the
residential zone. The extension of time (EOT) references in this comment are
not relevant to the church proposal but rather to the residential subdivision
approved on the site by a prior applicant.

189-3

Refer to Master Response 3 on the project's consistency with the applicable
land use policies from the General Plan, Community Plan, and zoning
regulations, which addresses the specific policy concerns expressed in this
comment. The site's underlying land use designation and zoning would remain
residential, as stated on DEIR page 5.1-10. The DEIR Section 5.1 further states
on pages 5.1-10 and 5.1-38 that a non-residential use would be constructed on
site instead of housing. The City does not have a zone classification for church
or religious institutions.

189-4

Refer to Master Response 3 on the land use policy consistency. The DEIR
Section 5.1 demonstrates that the church would comply with the applicable
Residential Element policies in the Navajo Community Plan related to design.
Commercial policies are not applicable to the project because the underlying
land use designation is residential and the church is an institutional use that is
allowed within the residential land use category, much like all the other
religious institutions in the Navajo Community Plan area.

City of San Diego

July 2023

All Peoples Church
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189-4
{cont.)

189-6

189-7

189-8

189-9

189-5 |

This project should be evaluated as the Commercial Use it s, not as a Speceial Institutional Usce

| that would fulfill unmet Community or City needs.

This project should not be granted inappropriate special exemptions to the Navajo Commnunity
Plan nor to the San Diego General Plan or Development Codes due to the significant impaets that
will occur, such as:

1. Adding a traffic signal that only benetfits the Applicant with all impacts transferred to the
existing users of College Avenue and the surrounding Communities A ~envrdine 1 tha Aan]jeant,
953% of the tratfic generated will come from south of the 8 freeway

2. Accepting a flawed Traffic Study that fails to cvaluate future growth because the Applicant
refuses to provide their Consultant with appropriate projecticns for future growth. Having this
dara is conunon practice on projects of this magnitude (510MM+}. They have [alsely suggested
their daily trip count to be approximately 280 vehicles. which conveniently is just below the 300
daily trip threshold which would materially change the viability of the project as proposed.,

3. The complete crasure of the Del Cerro Cormmmunity identity upon entering via College Ave by
1y allowing a 56,000 sq fi building that exceeds the allowed helght limits to block all views of
Lhe existing homes and hillsides: and 2) allow a 71,000 sq ft two story parking garage joined (o
several acres of street level parking lots instead of the homes in the Reduced Residential
Alternative, Additionally, the Dratt EIR neglects to mention that the Reduced Residential
Alternative does not require an additional traffic signal (In [uct, it expressly forbade it), while the
proposed project requires such a traffic light. This is also a material difference in project scope
(hat cannot be considered equivalent.

The City of San Diego must reject this Draft EIR as insufficient in identifying sipnificant
impacts. New and accurate information from more detailed studies must be provided by the
Applicant to allow decision makers and the public to knowledgeably ascertain the scape of these
signiticant impacts.

The Reduced Residential Development Alternative is a far superior project, approved by the San
Dicgo City Council, is properly zoned, and was twice extended by the Applicant, thereby
validating its viability, [t would meaningfully contribnte to fulfilling the unmet honsing and
greenhouse gas emission goals of both the Community and the City.

Respeclively submitted.
SaveDelCerre
Michacl Livingston

5558 Del Cerro Blvd
San Diego. CA 92120

189-5

No special exemptions from the Community Plan or General Plan are proposed
by the applicant. The deviations from the SDMC are allowed through the
issuance of a Planned Development Permit, as described in the Project
Description in DEIR Chapter 3 and pursuant to SDMC Section 126.0602 (a) (2).
Both a Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Assessment screening and Local Mobility
Analysis (LMA) were reviewed and approved by City staff, in accordance with
the City's Transportation Study Manual. As stated in DEIR Chapter 3 and
Section 7.1.12, the LMA recommended that a new traffic signal would be
constructed at the main ingress/egress to the church/sanctuary site and a
second right in-right out driveway would be installed north of the signalized
intersection. Based on the VMT screening in DEIR Appendix K, the project would
not cause significant circulation effects on the surrounding roadways and
intersections, as discussed in DEIR Section 7.1.12. Refer to Master Response 5
on VMT and LMA in the FEIR.

189-6

Future church growth in accounted for the trip generation outlined in the VMT
screening and LMA (DEIR Appendices | and K). Traffic projections in the LMA
and VMT analyses are based on transportation modelling conducted by
SANDAG which factors in growth in the region over time. Refer to
transportation Master Response 5 regarding trip generation, VMT and LMA in
the FEIR for additional information.

189-7

With regard to view blockage, the project would not exceed the City of San
Diego Visual Effects Significance Determination Threshold as it would neither
substantially block a view through a designated public view corridor as shown
in an adopted community plan or the General Plan or cause substantial view
blockage from a public viewing area of a public resource that is considered
significant by the applicable community plan

Refer to Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character. The 24-unit
residential subdivision that was previously approved on site is described in the
Reduced Residential Alternative and it would have similar significant impacts as
the church/sanctuary project as discussed in DEIR Chapter 8, Project Alternatives.
A traffic signal was not required by the City at the entrance to the residential

All Peoples Church

RTC-171

City of San Diego
July 2023
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subdivision because it was not warranted based on that project’s transportation
analysis conducted in 2016. The traffic signal associated with the church project
is warranted based on the 2020 LMA conducted in accordance with the City's
Transportation Study Manual, which was amended after the residential project
was approved to require VMT analysis as the CEQA metric in addition to an
access analysis.

189-8

The claims made in this comment provide no specificity, are speculative and not
supported by the evidence. The DEIR adequately analyzes the project's impacts,
in accordance with the City's Significance Determination Thresholds and
technical guidance.

189-9

Comment noted. Building housing is not a project objective stated in DEIR
Chapter 3 and an alternative land use for the site was rejected for that reason
in DEIR Chapter 8, as discussed in Master Response 1 on the issue.
Furthermore, the DEIR Alternatives discussion clearly demonstrates that the
significant impacts of the would not be substantially lessened or reduced
through adoption of the Reduced Residential Development Alternative. Based
on the analysis provided in the DEIR, less than significant greenhouse gas
impacts would occur with project implementation.

City of San Diego All Peoples Church
July 2023 RTC-172
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189-10

This comment’s attachment is a figure from the Navajo Community Plan. No
response is required.

All Peoples Church City of San Diego
RTC-173 July 2023
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3.1.3.90 Letter 190: Meaghan Loud

Letter 190 190-1
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR. As noted in this
From: Meag comment, the project would have significant impacts to biological resources,
Sent: Sund . . . . . .
gt historical resources, noise and tribal cultural resources, as outlined in DEIR
SuBfect: [EX.uu iy s v vt s ChUrCh/No 535424 Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, and 5.6. Adoption of the No Project Alternative would
avoid the project impacts noted in this comment, as identified in the DEIR.
Hello, However, the No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the applicant's
190-1 T >1am a registered voter and a resident of Del Cerro/Navajo Community Plan Area and | would like to submit the baSIC proJeCt ObJECtlves' as descrlbed in DEIR Chapter 3 and Sectlon 833
following as a public comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report regarding the project All Peoples General opposition to the project is addressed in Master Response 6 on that
Church, preject no. 636444, .
= Issue.
> The Draft Environmental Impact Report regarding the project All Peoples Church, project no. 836444, has
determined that the proposed project would result in significant environmental effects in the following areas:
biglogical resources, historical resources, noise, and Tribal cultural resources. Itis vital that the site of the
propoesed project remain vacant in order to avoid the significant envirpnmental effects in the aforementioned
areas. | do not think that constructing a megachurch and huge parking structure are warth the significant
environmental and Tribal cultural destruction that would necessarily occur if the project were to proceed, even
at a reduced project level. Please reject this project in its entirety. It will not serve the residents of this
community, and it will only cause further enviranmental destruction and loss of significant historical and Tribal
| cultural resources.
>
> Signed,
> Meaghan Loud
> 5917 Overlake Ave
> San Diega, CA 92120
City of San Diego All Peoples Church
RTC-174

July 2023
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3.1.3.91 Letter 191: Michael Lovci

181-1

lo12 |

Letter 191

rtha Haolowach, Courtney

U PURIONOIN 13|

Thank you for your attention to this matter that concerns a natural canyon against my grandmather's backyard
that should be a park, per pramises from city concilermembers in the past decades. My grandmother has been
unable to participate with these proceedings due to her advanced age. The adjacent neighbors vehemently
opposed development histarically,

Clearly to me the all peoples project fits better where the abandoned Frye's Electronics sits off 15.

Michael Lovci

5620 Honors Dr

San Diego CA 92122

vemememes Forwarded meormnen
From: Save Del Cerra
Date: Fri, Oct 14, 202,
Subject: Save Del =
To: save Del Cerrc

NATES € ACTINM ITORS

Hellg from Save Del Cerro. You are receiving this because you've reached out to us gver the past few years
regarding our oppaosition efforts to the ALL PEQPLES CHURCH MEGA PROJECT.

There are a number of ways you can currently support our efforts.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

As you may be aware, the City o €+~ M~ga recently released the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT. Yau
can view this 294 page documer The public comment period is scheduled to close at the close of
business on October 17th MONL...,, ... ~#ever we have requested a 2-week extension from the City {not yet
confirmed they will honor that request}.

Mlansn sand o Insras on thn Sty of SN DIEER *Anraransnsisine ©animinay Lalaiac hn

Martha Blaki n efore

You'll want to focus your letter on THREE MAIN CONCERNS:

1. Housing Crisis (SD City Councilmembers, the ones whose vote will determine the fate of this project), have all
acknowledged that San Diego is in a severe housing crisis. Remind them there is already an approved 24 unit
housing project e titled to the land. By approving the mega project, they are essentially veting NO on housing.
Make it clear there is a viable alternate project. That is an important argument.

191-1

This comment does not contain specific comments on the adequacy of the
DEIR. Refer to Master Responses 1 and 6 regarding general opposition to the
project and alternative uses for the site, including parkland. There is a 2-acre
dedicated parkland property fee-owned by the City Parks and Recreation
situated immediately to the south between the project site and the Caltrans
ROW that would remain intact after project implementation.

191-2

Comment noted. Refer to Master Responses 3, 5, and 6 regarding general
opposition to the project, residential housing policy, land use policy consistency,
and vehicle miles traveled (VMT).

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego

RTC-175 July 2023
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Diego” s Municipal Code. Additionally, the Navajo Community Plan does not adequately incorporate or consider
appropriate siting of religicus institutions and would alse need to be revised.

3. Environmental Concerns/VMT {Vehicle Miles Traveled): The project applicant has admitted they expect 95%
of the people attending their site to come from out of the area, and then leava the area, in essence doubling the
araanhana sae ariesions as they cater to an audience from out of the area. This runs counter to the City's

f reducing greenhouse gas emissions. {See attached image from the applicant” s

HiTas ATy

CONTACTING COUNCILMEMBERS

as the list of all 9 councilmembers phone numbers and email addresses. District 2, 4, 6 and 8 are
wpe e wiendOn Next month, Only CM Chris Cate is termed out, so you can skip him. It would be ideal to CALL
¢ crasn -+~ -gach out to Kent Lee, who is the

nrh Aftha athae © cn

Use the THREE issues mentioned above for your callsfemails.

NEXT STEPS

Once the review period is completed for the Environmental Impact Report, it will become  “final” , the project
will eventually go back to the Navajo Community Planners for a symbolic vote {a no vote won’ t stop the
project), then off to the Planning Commission for a vote {again, a no vote won” t stop the project}, and finally to

the only vote that counts: City Council, where a simple majority determines if the project is approved or denfed.

We will continue to keep you updated on this timeline and what action steps hest support our efforts to STOP
the MEGA PROJECT.

Any guestions, ideas, etc please let us know.

Thank you,
Save Del Cerro

Comments Responses
B 2. 5an Diego Municipal Cod: Jse Regulations Table for Residential Zones, specifically disallows
191-2
{cont) Religious Assembly in RS 1-7 cv g verwin w general plan amendment This project would be a violation of San

City of San Diego

July 2023

RTC-176
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3.1.3.92 Letter 192: Mark Luciano

162-1

192-2

Letter 192

Frorm: MJ Lu
Sent: Thurst
To: DSD EAS
Subject: [EX. cawnrny 1om i 1 vuprns sinsminan

RE:
All Peoples Church No. 636444 SCH No. 2021100394 Community Plan: Navajo Council District 7

Please keep me informed re: All Peoples Church project. As a resident of Del Cerro, | am deeply concerned
regarding the environmental impact of this project. It is my hope the project will be canceled due to its
probable adverse impact on our ity and nei hood. This project sheuld be redirected to a more
appropriate area of town zoned for these types of facilities.

Thank You,
Mark Luciana

“The lead agency may require the project applicant to supply data and information both to determine
whether the project may have a significant effect on the environment, and to assist the lead agency in
preparing the draft EIR. The reguested information should include an identification of other public agencies
that will have jurisdiction by law over the project.

Any person, including the applicant, may submit information or comments to the lead agency to assist inthe
preparation of the draft EIR.”

192-1

Refer to Master Response 6 regarding general opposition to the project.
Contrary to statements made in this comment, the project would not result in
significant neighborhood character impacts as stated in DEIR Section 5.5. Refer
to Master Responses 1 and 4 on neighborhood character and alternative sites.

192-2

Comment noted but it does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

All Peoples Church

City of San Diego
RTC-177 July 2023
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3.1.3.93 Letter 193: Sandy Luebben

Letter 193 193-1
The DEIR Appendix J, Local Mobility Analysis (LMA), conducted on the project
From: Sand evaluates where improvements are required for site access and to determine
- d .. . . . .
il whether there are any deficiencies in the local circulation network that
SUBJRCE: [EX. wrvvacacy wrvrmsrssrensas s surrounds the project site that could be exacerbated by the project but is not
) an analysis conducted to comply with CEQA (refer to Master Response 5 on
931 | The project All Peolles chureh project no. 636444 aaaasCH no. 2021100394 for vehicle miles traveled (VMT). City staff identified the intersection of College
the Navajo Community Plan, Council district 7 | oppose. | oppose this because of . .
the huge traffic problem for that number of cars trying te enter and exit the Avenue and Del Cerro Boulevard for a systematlc SafEty review. The LMA
area. College Ave is a very busy street and the intersection of Del Cerro Blvd. and conducted a review of the accident history for the latest available five years
College is extremely congested at all times. | have lived within 3 blacks of th