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OO-1 

OO-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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OO-1 
(cont.) 

OO-2 

OO-3 

OO-2 Comments noted. The project site is currently developed with the 
Riverwalk Golf Course, which is a private, fee-based recreational facility 
that operates via an approved CUP.  Per the Mission Valley Community 
Plan, the land use designations for the site are Residential (HD) (high 
density), Office and Visitor Commercial, and Potential Park/Open Space. 
City-wide zoning adopted with the Community Plan supports these uses: 
RM-4-10, CC-3-9, OP-1-1, and OC-1-1. The project and the land uses and 
zoning proposed align with the Community Plan. The Specific Plan 
includes 97 acres of parks and open space, including approximately 55 
acres of publicly accessible park space and enhancement of the San Diego 
River.  

See response N-37 for a discussion of views and view corridors. 

OO-3 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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PP-1 

PP-2 

PP-3 

PP-4 

PP-5 

PP-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

PP-2 Comments noted. The purpose of CEQA is to evaluate the environmental 
effects based on a project’s physical change on the environment, not to 
weigh the pros and cons of the proposal being evaluated. The Draft EIR 
has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate criteria, standards, 
and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 
21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of 
Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).  As described in the 
environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the significant effects 
caused by the project and identification of mitigation measures, where 
feasible.  

PP-3 See response M-15. 

PP-4 Comments noted. As disclosed in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIR, the project 
would result in significant but mitigable impacts to noise; 
transportation/circulation and health and safety impacts were concluded 
to be less than significant. Lastly, the project would result in significant 
unmitigated operational air quality impacts. As disclosed in the EIR, there 
is no feasible mitigation for cumulative operational air quality impacts.  

PP-5 Comments noted. Section 5.16 addresses the project’s potential impacts of 
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan 
relative to evacuation and emergency response, as presented in Section 
5.16, the City participates in the San Diego County Multi-jurisdictional 
Hazard Mitigation Plan (MHMP), a Countywide plan to identify risks and 
minimize damage from natural and human-caused disasters. As concluded 
in Section 5.16, the project would be designed in accordance with 
applicable safety standards. The project would not impair implementation 
of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response or 
emergency evacuation plan; impacts would be less than significant. 
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PP-6 

PP-7 

PP-8 

PP-9 

PP-10 

PP-6 Comments noted. As described in the environmental document, the Draft 
EIR identified the significant effects caused by the project and 
identification of mitigation measures, where feasible.   

Transportation and circulation are addressed in Section 5.2 of the EIR and 
concludes that the project would not result in a significant transportation 
VMT impact. Air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 5.5 of the Draft 
EIR. As concluded in Section 5.5. the project would not result in significant 
direct air quality impacts from construction. The project would result in 
cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts associated with the 
project. These impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated to below 
a level of significance. 

Those impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated to below a level 
of significance. The Draft EIR also determined that impacts associated with 
biological resources, historical resources, tribal cultural resources, and 
noise would be significant. As required by the Draft EIR, the project would 
be required to implement mitigation measures that would reduce those 
impacts to below a level of significance. All other environmental issue 
areas addressed in the EIR were determined not to be significant.  

PP-7 A Mobility Assessment utilizing automobile delay and LOS metric to 
evaluate operations within the project’s study area in the Mission Valley 
Community Plan Area, was conducted to identify the project traffic’s effect 
in the project study area. Based on this analysis, project improvements are 
recommended to ensure the Riverwalk project is overall consistent with 
the Mission Valley Community Plan transportation improvements, and that 
improvements will be implemented consistent with the Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP), Appendix A to the TIA (Appendix D to the EIR). 

PP-8 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

PP-9 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

PP-10 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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QQ-1 

QQ-2 
QQ-3 
QQ-4 
QQ-5 

QQ-6 

QQ-7 

QQ-8 

QQ-9 

QQ-10 

QQ-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

QQ-2 The EIR analyzed the project’s environmental impacts in Chapter 5.0 and 
provided a cumulative effects analysis in Chapter 6.0. Project impacts were 
analyzed and disclosed in these chapters of the EIR.  

QQ-3 A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) and Mobility Assessment were 
prepared for the project in accordance with current State guidelines 
relative to SB743 and City’s Draft Transportation Study Manual using a 
project-specific threshold. The transportation analyses considered the 
cumulative effect of development projects within the Mission Valley 
Community Plan study area, and this information is addressed in Chapter 
9 of the Mobility Assessment (Appendix L to the EIR). Section 5.2 of the 
Draft EIR analyzes the project’s transportation and circulation and 
concludes that the project would not result in a significant transportation 
VMT impact. See also Master Response 6 regarding 
transportation/circulation/transit. 

QQ-4 See Master Response 9 regarding flooding. 

QQ-5 Comment noted. Section 5.12 and Section 5.14 of the EIR address 
hydrology and water quality, which disclose that the project has been 
designed consistent with the City’s Municipal Code, as well as the Storm 
Water Standards. Therefore, impacts were determined to be less than 
significant. See also responses Y-16 and NN-12. 

Water supply is address in Section 5.13. See response M-20 for a 
discussion of the project’s WSA. 

QQ-6 Air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 5.5 of the Draft EIR. As 
concluded in Section 5.5. the project would not result in significant direct 
air quality impacts from construction. The project would result in 
cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts associated with the 
project. These impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated to below 
a level of significance.. Section 5.5 also addresses health risks and 
concludes that health risks associated with the project would be less than 
significant.  See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 
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QQ-7 See Master Response 7 regarding parking. The project does not propose 
changes to existing parking along fronting public roadways. 

 
 See Master Response 6 regarding transportation/circulation/transit.  
 

See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic. 
 
QQ-8 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 
 
QQ-9 See Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character/building 

heights/height limits and Master Response 5 regarding visual 
quality/views. 

 
QQ-10 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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RR-1 

RR-2 

RR-3 

RR-4 

RR-5 

RR-6 

RR-7 

RR-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

RR-2 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

RR-3 The project would be required to meet the City’s parking standards. See 
Master Response 7 regarding parking.  

RR-4 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

RR-5 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required.  

RR-6 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
draft EIR. No further response is required. 

RR-7 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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SS-1 
SS-2 

SS-3 

SS-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

SS-2  Air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 5.5 of the Draft EIR. As 
concluded in Section 5.5. the project would not result in significant direct 
air quality impacts from construction. The project would result in 
cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts associated with the 
project. These impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated to below 
a level of significance.  Section 5.5 also addresses health risks and 
concludes that health risks associated with the project would be less than 
significant. See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

Comments regarding transportation and circulation do not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required.   

Relative to noise impacts, see response M-22. 

Relative to crime, under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15131), economic and 
social effects of a project are not treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  The focus of CEQA is on physical changes in the 
environment. 

SS-3 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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TT-1 

TT-2 

TT-3 

TT-4 

TT-5 

TT-6 

TT-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

TT-2 See Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character/building 
heights/height limits and Master Response 5 regarding visual 
quality/views. 

TT-3 The project would provide 97 acres of parks, open space, and other green 
area. The Riverwalk River Park would be dedicated as a public park, 
affording the public access and recreational use in perpetuity. Figures 3-3 
and 3-5 of the EIR illustrate the conceptual parks and landscape, 
respectively, of the project, to include dedicated green space in the 
northern portion of the project. Specifically, Lots AA, BB, CC, EE, GG, FF, 
HH, II, JJ, KK, MM, and NN would be developed as parks within the North 
District. Within the Central District, Lots TT, UU, VV, WW, and OO would be 
developed as parks. Additional park and gathering spaces may be 
provided as individual developments are constructed. 

TT-4 Per the Mission Valley Community Plan (2019), the ultimate classification 
of Friars Road between Interstate 5 and Fashion Valley Road is a 4-Lane 
Major Arterial with a Class IV two-way cycle track adjacent to the 
eastbound lanes and Class II bicycle lanes adjacent to both the westbound 
and eastbound lanes. The project proposes vehicular and multimodal 
improvements to Friars Road, detailed in Chapter 15 of the Mobility 
Assessment (Appendix L to the EIR), that are consistent with its ultimate 
classification. The construction of additional through-lanes would be 
inconsistent with Friars Road’s classification per the Community Plan.  

TT-5 See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

TT-6 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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UU-1 
UU-2 
UU-3 
UU-4 

UU-1 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

UU-2 Air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 5.5 of the Draft EIR. As 
concluded in Section 5.5. the project would not result in significant direct 
air quality impacts ftom construction. The project would result in 
cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts associated with the 
project. These impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated to below 
a level of significance. Section 5.5 also addresses health risks and 
concludes that health risks associated with the project would be less than 
significant. See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

UU-3 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

UU-4 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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VV-1
VV-1 Comments noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the

Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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WW-1 

WW-2 

WW-3 

WW-4 

WW-5 

WW-1 See Master Response 9 regarding flooding. 

WW-2 Comments regarding transportation and circulation do not address the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic. 

WW-3 See Master Response 1 regarding project density/intensity and Master 
Response 4 regarding neighborhood character/building heights/height 
limits. 

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

WW-4 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

WW-5 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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XX-1

XX-2

XX-3

XX-1  Comments noted. As presented in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project
would result in less than significant impacts regarding transportation and 
circulation. 

XX-2 Comments noted. Air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 5.5 of the
Draft EIR. As concluded in Section 5.5. the project would not result in 
significant direct air quality impacts from construction. The project would 
result in cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts associated 
with the project. These impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated 
to below a level of significance. See Master Response 3 regarding air 
quality/health risk. 

Comments regarding transit do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 
No further response is required.  

See Master Response 9 regarding flooding. 

XX-3 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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YY-1 YY-1 Comments noted. See Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood 
character/building heights/height limits and see Master Response 5 
regarding visual quality/views.   
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ZZ-1 

ZZ-2 

ZZ-3 

ZZ-4 

ZZ-5 

ZZ-6 

ZZ-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required.   

ZZ-2 Comments noted. See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk 

ZZ-3 Comments noted. As presented in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project 
would result in a less than significant transportation VMT impact. See 
Master Response 6 regarding transportation/circulation/transit.  

ZZ-4 Comment noted. See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

ZZ-5 See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

ZZ-6 The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate 
criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).  As 
described in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the 
significant effects caused by the project and identification of mitigation 
measures, where feasible.  

The Draft EIR determined that impacts associated with biological 
resources, historical and tribal cultural resources, and noise would be 
significant. As required by the Draft EIR, the project would be required to 
implement mitigation measures that would reduce those impacts to below 
a level of significance. The Draft EIR also determined that the project 
would not result in significant direct air quality impacts from construction. 
However, the project would result in cumulatively significant operational 
air quality impacts associated with the project operations. Those impacts 
are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance.  
All other environmental issue areas addressed in the EIR were determined 
not to be significant. 
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ZZ-6 
(cont.) 

ZZ-7 

ZZ-8 

ZZ-9 

ZZ-7 Comment noted. The comment provides the commenter’s name and 
contract information. See also response ZZ-9. 

ZZ-8 See Master Response 1 regarding project intensity/density. See Master 
Response 4 regarding neighborhood character/building heights/height 
limits. See Master Response 5 regarding visual quality/views. 

ZZ-9 Comment noted. As requested, the commenter’s contact information has 
been added to the project’s interested parties list to receive the various 
notification associated with the project. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 521 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

AAA-1 AAA-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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BBB-1 

BBB-2 

BBB-3 

BBB-4 

BBB-5 

BBB-6 

BBB-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

BBB-2 Comments noted. Air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 5.5 of the 
Draft EIR. As concluded in Section 5.5. the project would not result in 
significant direct air quality impacts from construction. The project would 
result in cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts associated 
with the project. These impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated 
to below a level of significance. Section 5.5 also addresses health risks and 
concludes that health risks associated with the project would be less than 
significant.  See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

BBB-3 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

BBB-4 Comment noted. See Section 5.2 of the EIR regarding the analysis of 
transportation and circulation for the project, which concludes the project 
would not result in a significant transportation VMT impact. 

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

BBB-5  Chapter 10.0 of the Draft EIR identifies reduced density project 
alternatives. Alternative 2 – Reduced Development Intensity/Operational 
Air Quality Impact Avoidance and Alternative 3 – Reduced Development 
Intensity/Operational Air Quality Impact Avoidance and Minimized 
Historical/Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts. As disclosed in Chapter 10.0, 
both alternatives would avoid significant unmitigated air quality impacts. 

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

Based on the recommendations of the Transportation Impact Analysis 
(TIA) (Appendix D to the EIR) and Mobility Assessment (Appendix L to the 
EIR) prepared for the project, the project will provide transportation 
improvements per the Transportation Improvement Plan, which is 
provided as Appendix A to the TIA.   

Regarding air quality, see response BBB-2. 

Relative to security, under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15131), economic and 
social effects of a project are not treated as significant effects on the 
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environment.  The focus of CEQA is on physical changes in the 
environment. 

BBB-6 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCC-1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
CCC-1 Comments noted. Comments provided in this letter are identical to 

comments submitted by Vicky Duffy (Letter HH). See responses HH-1 
through HH-6. 
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DDD-1
DDD-2
DDD-3
DDD-4

DDD-1 Comment noted. The project is consistent with the Mission Valley
Community Plan. Per the Community Plan, the land use designations for 
the site are Residential (HD) (high density), Office and Visitor Commercial, 
and Potential Park/Open Space. City-wide zoning adopted with the 
Community Plan supports these uses: RM-4-10, CC-3-9, OP-1-1, and OC-
1-1 The project and the land uses and zoning proposed align with the
Community Plan.

DDD-2 Comments noted. For clarification, the project is estimated to generate a
population of approximately 7,998 residents, based on 4,300 residential 
units and SANDAG’s estimate of 1.86 persons per household. 

DDD-3 The EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate criteria,
standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources Code 
[PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California 
Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).  The analysis is 
based on technical reports prepared by qualified technical experts. The 
technical reports have been prepared in accordance with City 
requirements  

See Master Response 7 regarding parking.  

See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

See Master Response 9 regarding flooding.  

DDD-4 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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EEE-1 

EEE-1 Comments noted. Chapter 3.0 of the EIR provides a description of on-site, 
frontage, and off-site improvements relative to pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities. The project proposes both Class I Multi-Use Paths, which may be 
shared by bicyclists, pedestrians, and those using non-motorized modes of 
travel as well as a Class IV Cycle Track, which is a bicycle facility that 
contains bike lanes located in the roadway right-of-way but separated 
from vehicle lanes by physical barriers and are exclusively for bicycle use. 
Chapter 7.0, Pedestrian Mobility, and Chapter 8.0, Bicycle Mobility, in the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix D to the EIR) include 
information on the multimodal improvements proposed by the project, as 
well as figures showing the location of these facilities.  
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FFF-1 

FFF-2 

FFF-1 Comments noted. The comments provide excerpt text from Section 5.10, 
Tribal Cultural Resources of the EIR. 

FFF-2 As addressed in the Draft EIR, impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources are 
analyzed in Section 5.10 of the EIR, and mitigation measures 5.10-1 
through 5.10-4 would fully mitigate potential impacts to Tribal Cultural 
Resources. Additionally, Section 5.6 analyzes potential impacts to 
archaeological resources, which may include subsurface tribal cultural 
resources. Mitigation measures MM 5.6-1 and MM 5.6-2 would fully 
mitigate potential historical resources impacts. These mitigation measures 
are included in the project MMRP (Chapter 11.0 of the EIR). 
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FFF-2 
(cont.) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FFF-3 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FFF-3 Comments noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required.  
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FFF-3 
(cont.) 

FFF-4 

FFF-4 Comments noted. The comments provide excerpt text from Section 
5.10.3.1 of Section 5.10 Tribal Cultural Resources and MM 5.6-1 from 
Section 5.6 Historical Resources of the EIR. 
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FFF-4 
(cont.) 

FFF-5 

FFF-6 

FFF-5 Section 5.10 of the EIR addresses the project’s potential impacts to tribal 
cultural resources and concludes that there could be the potential for 
significant impacts due to the traditional and cultural affiliations of the 
Iipay Nation of Santa Isabel and Jamul Indian Village with the project area. 
As such, the EIR requires implementation of mitigation measures MM 
5.10-1 – 5.10-4, which would reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources to 
below a level of significance. As part of the CEQA review process and in 
accordance with Assembly Bill 52, the City consulted with local tribes. MM 
5.10-1 – MM 5.10-4 were developed through this consultation process. 

FFF-6 See response FFF-2. 
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GGG-1 

GGG-2 

GGG-3 

GGG-4 

GGG-5 

GGG-6 

GGG-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

GGG-2 Section 5.5 also addresses health risks and concludes that health risks 
associated with the project would be less than significant.  See Master 
Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

As presented in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project would result in a 
less than significant transportation VMT impact.  

See Master Response 8 regarding public facilities. 

GGG-3 Comment noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. No further response is required. 

GGG-4 El Capitan Reservoir is over 22 miles east of and upstream of the project 
site. The project would not cause a failure of the El Capitan Dam and 
would not result in an impact to the dam. Furthermore, the project is not 
responsible for the conditions of the dam and would not cause any 
impacts that would result in dam failure.  

GGG-5 For a discussion of water supply, see responses M-20. 

Relative to water usage, as addresses in Section 5.13 of the EIR, the project 
would replace a predominately non-drought resistant landscaping (the 
golf course), which uses large amounts of water for irrigation, with a 
project developed in accordance with Title 24 of the CCR, and incorporate 
water conservation devices, and, therefore, would not result in the use of 
excessive amounts of potable water.  Furthermore, landscaping would 
consist of indigenous and drought-tolerant shade plant species in 
accordance with the City’s Landscape regulations. All irrigation design and 
maintenance would conform to the City of San Diego’s latest water use 
restrictions, and the project’s irrigation system has been designed to meet 
the City’s water efficient landscape ordinance contained within Chapter 14, 
Article 2, Division 4, Landscape Regulations, of the Municipal Code. 

GGG-6 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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HHH-1 

HHH-2 

HHH-3 

HHH-4 

HHH-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

HHH-2 See Master Response 6 regarding VMT Analysis, which summarizes why 
the project would result in a less than significant transportation VMT 
impact.   

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

HHH-3 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

HHH-4 See Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character/building 
heights/height limits and Master Response 5 regarding visual 
quality/views.  



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 533 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

III-1

III-2

III-3

III-4

III-5

III-6

III-7

III-8

III-1 Comments regarding the project’s transportation and circulation are
noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No 
further response is required.  

See response M-22 relative to noise. 

Regarding the project’s potential to increase traffic accidents, the project 
does not propose non-standard design features and is not expected to 
increase traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians as 
stated in Section 5.2.4.3 of the EIR. Therefore, impacts related to the 
increase of traffic hazards as a result of the project would be less than 
significant. 

III-2 As presented in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project would result in a
less than significant transportation VMT impact. 

Regarding noise, see response M-22. 

The Mission Valley Community Plan identifies the site for redevelopment 
of the Riverwalk Golf Course site (See Figure 4 of the Mission Valley 
Community Plan). Per the Community Plan, the land use designations for 
the site are Residential (HD) (high density), Office and Visitor Commercial, 
and Potential Park/Open Space. The resulting development intensity 
based on the underlying zoning, without the regulations of the Specific 
Plan, would be approximately 9,435 residential units (based on 
approximately 86 acres of development area), as well as commercial retail 
and office uses, parks, open space, and associated infrastructure. 

III-3 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

III-4 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

III-5 Relative to the project’s noise impacts, see response M-22 regarding
noise. 
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 See also response III-2. 
 
III-6 See responses III-2. 
 
III-7 A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix D to the EIR) and 

Mobility Assessment (Appendix L to the EIR) were prepared to evaluate 
the project’s expected trip generation, the project’s effect on the 
transportation network within the project’s study area, and identify 
significant transportation VMT impacts. See Master Response 6 regarding 
transportation/circulation/transit.  

 
 Buildout of the project is estimated to generate a population of 

approximately 7,998 residents, based on 4,300 residential units and 
SANDAG’s estimate of 1.86 persons per household. 
 
In terms of deaths, it is not an issue that is analyzed under CEQA. An EIR is 
required to identify and focus on the significant effects of a proposed 
project on the environment. Environment is defined as the “physical 
conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed 
project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, [and] objects 
of historic or aesthetic significance.” Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21060.5; see also 
CEQA Guidelines § 15360. As such, effects that are subject to review under 
CEQA must be related to a change to the physical environment. CEQA 
Guidelines § 15358(b). This is further outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2, which states that in assessing impacts of a project on the 
environment, the lead agency is required to “limit its examination to 
changes in the existing physical conditions.” 

 
III-8 A noise report was prepared, upon which Section 5.8, Noise, of the Draft 

EIR is based. The Draft EIR evaluates noise impacts from the project in 
Section 5.8. The analysis is Section 5,8 is based on a project-specific Noise 
Study, which is included as Appendix K. See also response M-22. 
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JJJ-1 

JJJ-1 Comments provided in this letter are identical to comments submitted by 
Brian Phelps (Letter III). See responses III-1 through III-8. 
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KKK-1 KKK-1 Comments noted. The project is consistent with the Mission Valley 
Community Plan. Per the Community Plan, the land use designations for 
the site are Residential (HD) (high density), Office and Visitor Commercial, 
and Potential Park/Open Space. City-wide zoning adopted with the 
Community Plan supports these uses: RM-4-10, CC-3-9, OP-1-1, and OC-
1-1. The project and the land uses and zoning proposed align with the
Community Plan. The Specific Plan includes 97 acres of parks and open
space, including approximately 55 acres of publicly-accessible park space
and enhancement of the San Diego River.
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LLL-1

LLL-2

LLL-3

LLL-4

LLL-5

LLL-6

LLL-1 Comments noted. See Master Response 9 regarding flooding, Master 1
regarding project development intensity/density, and Master Response 4 
regarding neighborhood character/building heights/height limits. 

LLL-2 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

LLL-3 The project would not result in the potential for increased flooding. See
Master Response 9 regarding flooding. 

LLL-4 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

LLL-5 See Master Response 9 for regarding flooding. See also response N-23.

LLL-6 See Master Response 7 regarding parking.
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LLL-7

LLL-8

LLL-9

LLL-10

LLL-11

LLL-12

LLL-13

LLL-14

LLL-7 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

LLL-8 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

LLL-9 Based on the recommendations of the Transportation Impact Analysis
(TIA) (Appendix D to the EIR) and Mobility Assessment (Appendix L to the 
EIR) prepared for the project, the project will provide transportation 
improvements per the Transportation Improvement Plan, which is 
provided as Appendix A to the TIA.  

LLL-10 As concluded in Section 5.2 of the EIR, the project does not propose non-
standard design features and is not expected to increase traffic hazards to 
motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians. Impacts related to the increase of 
traffic hazards as a result of the project would be less than significant. 

LLL-11 As outlined in Chapter 3.0 and Section 5.2 of the EIR, the project includes
multimodal improvements to existing roadways in the study area. 

LLL-12 Wildlife corridors are addressed in Section 5.4 of the EIR. As stated in the
EIR, the project would not substantially interfere with wildlife movement or 
impede the use of wildlife nursery sites, and impacts would be less than 
significant.  

The central portion of the project site contains the MHPA along the San 
Diego River and provides for a regional wildlife corridor on-site. Animals 
are relatively free to move through and along the existing river channel. 
The project includes a new spanned crossing for Fashion Valley Road, 
which would improve wildlife movement in the river corridor. The 
Riverwalk River Park would also facilitate wildlife movement through the 
creation and enhancement of native habitats along the San Diego River 
and the existing wetlands. The project would sustain wildlife use through 
the site by maintaining and expanding wetland habitat area along the 
existing channel. Additionally, the establishment of the project’s proposed 
50-foot no use buffer to the wetland habitats would facilitate use of the
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channel by wildlife, particularly at night when the passive and active 
components of the park would be closed. The planting of native species 
along the river channel and within the passive and active parks also would 
provide more cover for animals than is presently provided by the golf 
course. Thus, the project would result in benefits to wildlife and wildlife 
corridors that do not exist under current conditions.  

 
LLL-13  See responses M-9 and NN-10.  Also, see response Master Response 3 

regarding air quality/health risk. 
 
 See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 
 
LLL-14 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required.  
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LLL-15

LLL-16

LLL-17

LLL-18

LLL-19

LLL-20

LLL-21

LLL-22

LLL-23

LLL-15 See response LLL-10.

See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

Relative to crime, under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15131), economic and 
social effects of a project are not treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  The focus of CEQA is on physical changes in the 
environment. 

LLL-16 See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic.

LLL-17 Comment noted. Chapter 10.0 of the Draft EIR addresses reduced density
project alternatives. See also Master Response 8 regarding public services 
and facilities.  

LLL-18  The project is consistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan, which
identifies the land use designations on the site as Residential (HD) (high 
density), Office and Visitor Commercial, and Potential Park/Open Space. 
City-wide zoning adopted with the Community Plan supports these uses: 
RM-4-10, CC-3-9, OP-1-1, and OC-1-1. The project and the land uses and 
zoning proposed align with the Community Plan. 

LLL-19 Comments noted. Relative to comments addressing water availability, see
response M-20. 

Section 5.4 of the EIR addresses impacts to biological resources. As 
concluded in Section 5.4, direct impacts to biological resources (wildlife) 
would occur as a result of improvements to Fashion Valley Road. 
Mitigation measures are provided that would reduce impacts to below a 
level of significance. 

LLL-20 Comments noted. Health and safety is analyzed in EIR Section 5.15, Public
Services and Facilities, and 5.16, Health and Safety. See Master Response 8 
regarding public services and facilities.  
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LLL-21 Comment noted. Under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15131) economic and
social effects of a project are not treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  The focus of CEQA is on physical changes in the 
environment. 

LLL-22 Comments noted. As disclosed in the Draft EIR, the project would result in
less than significant impacts to transportation and flooding. Relative to 
noise, see response M-22. See Master Response 3 regarding air 
quality/health risk. Relative to crime, which is considered a social issue 
under CEQA, CEQA (Guidelines Section 15131) state that economic and 
social effects of a project are not treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  The focus of CEQA is on physical changes in the 
environment. 

LLL-23 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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MMM-1 

MMM- 1  Comments provided in this letter are identical to comments
submitted by Patricia Piper (Letter LLL). See responses LLL-1 through 
LLL-23.
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MMM-1 
(cont.)
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MMM-1 
(cont.)
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MMM-1 
(cont.)
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NNN-1 

NNN-2 

NNN-3 

NNN-4 

NNN-5 

NNN-6 

NNN-1 The comments do not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No 
further response is required. 

NNN-2 Comments noted. The project is consistent with the Mission Valley 
Community Plan, which identifies a portion of the project site as a 
Potential Park/Open Space. The project is also consistent with the 
existing zoning, which shows the Community Plan designated 
Potential Park/Open Space area as zoned OP-1-1 and OC-1-1. See 
also response Y-10. 

Flooding is addressed in Section 5.12 of the EIR. As concluded in that 
section, the project would result in less than significant impacts 
associated with flooding. See also Master Response 9 regarding 
flooding. 

NNN-3 Comments noted. A portion of the project site is designated for 
Potential Park/Open Space in the Mission Valley Community Plan. Per 
the Community Plan, the project would be required to provide 
approximately 22 acres of population-based parkland. The project 
would provide approximately 55 acres of population-based parks, 
resulting in an excess of approximately 33 acres of park space 
provided beyond what is required by City standards.  

NNN-4 Comments noted. The EIR has been prepared in accordance with the 
appropriate criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California 
Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State 
CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 
Section 15000 et seq.). As described in the environmental document, 
the Draft EIR has analyzed the potential environmental effects of the 
project and identification of mitigation measures, where feasible. 
Ultimately, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, 
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Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, has been 
prepared for the consideration of the decision-maker and left to its 
discretion to determine whether to approve or deny the project or 
any of the alternatives, or combination thereof. 

NNN-5 Various technical studies have been prepared and are the basis for 
the analysis in the Draft EIR. (For a list of all technical studies and 
references, see the EIR Table of Contents and Chapter 12.0.)  

NNN-6 Comment noted. See responses NNN-3 and NNN-5. 
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PPP-1 

PPP-2 
PPP-3 

PPP-4 
PPP-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

PPP-2 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

See Master Response 6 regarding transportation/circulation/transit. 

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

PPP-3 See responses N-36 and N-37 and Master Response 5 regarding visual 
quality/views.  

PPP-4 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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QQQ-1 

QQQ-2 

QQQ-3 

QQQ-4 

QQQ-5 

QQQ-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

QQQ-2 The San Diego River is discussed throughout the Draft EIR. More 
specifically, Section 5.12 of the EIR addresses hydrology. See Master 
Response 9 regarding flooding. 

QQQ-3 See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

The trolley stop would be constructed and operational at the end of Phase 
I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). 

QQQ-4 Based on the recommendations of the Transportation Impact Analysis 
(TIA) (Appendix D to the EIR) and Mobility Assessment (Appendix L to the 
EIR) prepared for the project, the project will provide transportation 
improvements per the Transportation Improvement Plan, which is 
provided as Appendix A to the TIA. 

QQQ-5 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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RRR-1 

RRR-2 

RRR-3 

RRR-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

RRR-2 Relative to noise impacts, see response M-22. 

As presented in Section 5.5 of the EIR, the project would not result in 
significant construction-related air quality impacts. See Master Response 3 
regarding air quality/health risk 

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

RRR-3 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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SSS-1 

SSS-2 

SSS-3 

SSS-4 

SSS-5 

SSS-6 

SSS-7 

SSS-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

SSS-2 Air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 5.5 of the Draft EIR. As 
concluded in Section 5.5. the project would not result in significant direct 
air quality impacts from construction. The project would result in 
cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts associated with the 
project. These impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated to below 
a level of significance. Section 5.5 also addresses health risks and 
concludes that health risks associated with the project would be less than 
significant. See also Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

Relative to the loss of open space, the project is consistent with the 
Mission Valley Community Plan and, per the Community Plan, includes 
development of the Riverwalk River Park and other areas of parks and 
open space. The project would provide 97 acres of publicly accessible 
parks and open space, including approximately 55 acres of publicly-
accessible park space and enhancement of the San Diego River.  

Greenhouse gas emissions are discussed in Section 5.9 of the Draft EIR 
and concluded the project would result in a less than significant impact. 

Biological resources are discussed and analyzed in Section 5.4 of the EIR, 
which concluded that direct impacts to biological resources would occur 
as a result of improvements to Fashion Valley Road. Mitigation measures 
are provided that would reduce impacts to below a level of significance. 
Overall, the project would not result in the loss of biodiversity. 

As it pertains to quality of life, under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15131) 
economic and social effects of a project are not treated as significant 
effects on the environment. The focus of CEQA is on physical changes in 
the environment. 

SSS-3 Comment noted. See also Master Response 6 regarding 
transportation/circulation/transit. 

Riverwalk 
Project No.581984 / SCH No.2018041028 

I oppose the Riverwalk Project in Mission Valley. 

First and foremost, it will, the DEIR states, significantly increase air pollution in the Valley.  The 
destruction of considerable green space in Mission Valley by this development will continue an 
unfortunate trend of eliminating open green spaces for the sake of questionable development, 
contributing to a hotter climate, loss of biodiversity, air pollution, and a degradation of the quality of life 
for the Valley’s residents.  Air pollution’s deleterious effects on health are well known. Compromising 
the health of the Valley’s residents for the sake of an unpopular and unneeded (see all the “Leasing 
Now” signs at virtually every apartment complex along Friars Road) development is irresponsible. Valley 
residents have a right to live in a healthy environment. 

The traffic analysis is unconvincing. It is based on numerous assumptions, some stated, some not, which 
feed into its conclusion that traffic impacts will be minimal. The assumption that a trolley stop will 
significantly reduce traffic is dubious.  Public rapid transit in San Diego is not robust.  The public 
transportation network needed to move people from one location to another efficiently, reliably, and 
quickly is not well developed. People will not use public transportation if it is unreliable and slower and 
less convenient than driving. Plus, public transportation in San Diego is not inexpensive, further reducing 
the likelihood of its mass use. Given the current low ridership of public transportation in San Diego, 
there is no reason to assume ridership will increase because of an additional trolley stop or that it will 
significantly reduce traffic. 

The parking requirements for the development are nebulous at best. No where could I find any 
projection of the number of parking spaces created, only mention of how the developer will attempt to 
mitigate the unsightliness of its parking structures and a series of legal requirements with no estimate 
how many parking spaces they translate into.  At an informational meeting about 18 months ago, the 
developer said about 9,000 parking spaces would be provided, apparently to ease worries about 
potential parking congestion in areas adjacent to the development.  I couldn’t find this projected 
number in the DEIR. However, it seems if the number 9,000 (or thereabouts) is still being considered, 
that is a lot of cars the developer anticipates using the development. If so, it seems the developer’s 
contention that the trolley will mitigate traffic is not really serious.  In other words, the traffic/parking 
situation seems quite unsettled and drawing conclusions about pollution and traffic impacts are 
premature and unjustified. 

The report’s conclusions about noise pollution are rather dismissive of the health impact of noise 
pollution. It notes that in a number of areas surrounding the development noise levels already exceed 
the 65 db standard for residential areas. And then, remarkably, it states that because the increase in 
noise is less than a “significant” increase, further exceeding the already high noise levels is not 
important. What is significant and not significant with respect to noise is also a subjective measure.  
Maybe the people who will have to live with increased noise should be consulted. This issue must be 
taken more seriously, especially how noise impacts the health and well-being of those who must endure 
it.  Further, because we don’t really have a reliable estimate of the traffic increase, the noise levels 
projected by the report are questionable. 

Developers and those who will benefit financially from their projects like to scream NIMBYism whenever 
opposition to one of their schemes materializes. This is convenient for it makes their opponents seem 
selfish and opposed to the common good. However, developers and those backing them rarely live in 
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SSS-4 See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 
 
SSS-5 See Master Response 6, regarding Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis, 

which summarizes why the project would not result in a significant 
transportation VMT impact, Master Response 7 regarding parking, and 
Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.  

 
SSS-6 See responses M-10, M-11, and M-22. 
 
SSS-7 Comments noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 553 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

SSS-7 
(cont.) 

SSS-8 

SSS-9 

SSS-10 

SSS-11 

SSS-12 

SSS-13 

SSS-14 

SSS-8 The project would include improvements to Friars Road as described in 
Chapter 3.0 and Section 5.2 of the EIR. See also Master Response 6 
regarding transportation/circulation/transit.  

The planned classification of Friars Road west of Fashion Valley Road is a 
4-Lane Major Arterial per the Mission Valley Community Plan (2019). The
project proposes vehicular and multimodal improvements to Friars Road
as outlined in Chapter 3.0, Project Description, and Section 5.2,
Transportation and Circulation, of the EIR, and these improvements would
be consistent with its planned classification As concluded in Section 5.1 of
the EIR, the project would not physically divide an established
neighborhood.

SSS-9 Relative to comments regarding noise impacts, see response M-22. 
Relative to air quality and climate change, see response SSS-2. As 
presented in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project would result in less 
than significant impacts regarding transportation and circulation. See also 
Master Response 6 regarding transportation/circulation/transit. 

SSS-10 See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic. 

SSS-11 Comments noted. As presented in Section 5.1 of the Draft EIR, land use 
impacts were evaluated based on applicable documents, including the 
City’s General Plan, the Mission Valley Community Plan, the MHPA, the 
San Diego River Park Master Plan, and the City’s Land Development Code. 
The intensity of development proposed for the Specific Plan is well within 
the approved density in the Mission Valley Community Plan and is 
consistent with the underlying zone. See Master Response 1 regarding 
development intensity/density.  

SSS-12 A discussion of “Alternative Locations” is presented in 10.4.1 of the Draft 
EIR. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2), 
consideration was given to alternative sites located within the Mission 
Valley community, as well as other areas in the City, where the project 
could occur. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2) requires that, when 
identifying possible alternative locations, the EIR should focus on sites 
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where “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 would need to be considered for inclusion in the 
EIR.” Thus, the Draft EIR considers other potential locations for the project 
in other portions of the City that remain undeveloped and of appropriate 
size to develop the project and concludes that those sites could be 
constrained to a greater degree by environmental resources, do not share 
the same qualities as the project site with respect to transit and 
accessibility, would result in similar or greater environmental effects, 
and/or are not under the applicant’s ownership. For those reasons, no 
alternative site location was analyzed in detail within the Draft EIR. 

 
SSS-13 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
 
SSS-14 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 

Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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TTT-1 

TTT-2 

TTT-3 

TTT-4 

TTT-5 

TTT-1 Comments noted. As presented in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project 
would result in less than significant impacts regarding transportation and 
circulation. See also Master Response 6 regarding 
transportation/circulation/transit.  

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

TTT-2 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
draft EIR. No further response is required. 

TTT-3 See Master Response 6 regarding the expected use of transit. 

TTT-4 The transit station would be constructed and operational at the end of 
Phase I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). 

TTT-5 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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TTT-6 

TTT-7 

TTT-8 

TTT-9 

TTT-6 Comments noted. The comment identifies support of Alternative 2. No 
further response is required. 

TTT-7 See Master Response 11 regarding the Alvarado 2nd Pipeline Extension 
project. 

TTT-8 See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

TTT-9 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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UUU-1 

UUU-1  Comments provided in this letter are identical to comments submitted by 
Margie Roehm (Letter TTT). See responses TTT-1 through TTT-10. 
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UUU-1 
(cont.) 
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VVV-1

VVV-2

VVV-3

VVV-1  Comments noted. See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.

VVV-2  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

VVV-3  Comments noted. See Master Response 6 regarding transit ridership.
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WWW-1 

WWW-2 

WWW-3 

WWW-4 

WWW-1 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

WWW-2 Comment noted. 

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

WWW-3 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

WWW-4 The project would install all infrastructure required to serve the project. 
As addressed in Section 5.13 of the EIR, the project would connect to 
existing water and sewer; no significant impacts would result. The 
project’s internal circulation is described in the Specific Plan (Chapter 4), 
as well as in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR. The project would provide 
improvements as described in Chapter 3.0 of the EIR; Section 5.2, 
Transportation and Circulation; and per the Transportation 
Improvement Plan, provided as Appendix A to the TIA (Appendix D to 
the EIR).  

The project has been reviewed by the City’s Fire and Rescue Department 
and meets all City requirements pertaining to fire safety, including the 
installation of fire hydrants. Existing and proposed fire hydrant locations 
are indicated on Sheet 16 of the VTM, Fire Access Plan. 
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XXX-1

XXX-2

XXX-3

XXX-4

XXX-1 Comments provided in this letter are identical to comments submitted by
Ron Rubin (Letter WWW). See responses WWW-1 through WWW-4. 
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YYY-1 

YYY-1 Comments provided in this letter are identical to comments submitted by 
Ron Rubin (Letter WWW). See responses WWW-1 through WWW-4. 
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ZZZ-1 

ZZZ-2 

ZZZ-3 

ZZZ-4 

ZZZ-5 

ZZZ-1 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

ZZZ-2  See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

ZZZ-3 See Master Response 6 regarding Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis, 
which summarizes that the project would result in a less than significant 
transportation VMT impact.  

See Master Response 7 regarding parking.  

ZZZ-4 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

ZZZ-5 Comments noted. Under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15131) economic and 
social effects of a project are not treated as significant effects on the 
environment.  The focus of CEQA is on physical changes in the 
environment. 
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AAAA-1 

AAAA-1 Comment noted. This email is in response to a letter received by the 
City from Wilma Goodness. See responses PP-1 through PP-10. 
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BBBB-1 

BBBB-2 

BBBB-3 

BBBB-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

BBBB-2 See Master Response 6 regarding the expected trip generation and VMT 
analysis. 

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

BBBB-3 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-1

CCCC-2

CCCC-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-2  Comments noted. See also Master Response regarding COVID and
pandemics.
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CCCC-2
(cont.)

CCCC-3

CCCC-4

CCCC-5

CCCC-6

CCCC-3 The project is consistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan. Per
the Community Plan, the land use designations for the site are 
Residential (HD) (high density), Office and Visitor Commercial, and 
Potential Park/Open Space. City-wide zoning adopted with the 
Community Plan supports these uses: RM-4-10, CC-3-9, OP-1-1, and 
OC-1-1. The project and the land uses and zoning proposed align with 
the Community Plan. The project includes a Community Plan 
Amendment to align the Mission Valley Community Plan with the 
Specific Plan. The project would rezone portions of the project site to 
align the existing zoning boundaries; however, no new base zones 
would be introduced. 

See also Master Response 1 regarding project intensity/density. 

CCCC-4 Comments noted. Any development within the premises of project is
regulated by the Specific Plan. See Master Response 1 regarding project 
intensity/density.  

CCCC-5 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064(e) and 15131, an EIR need not
address economic or social changes unless the change would result in a 
significant physical environmental impact.  Consistent with General Plan 
Policy LU-H.1, the project is a mixed-use development that is consistent 
with the intent to provide a balanced community. The project is 
consistent with the Land Development Code § 142.1301, Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Ordinance, by providing 10 percent of the proposed 
residential units as affordable.  

CCCC-6  Comments noted. See Master Response 6 regarding transit ridership.
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CCCC-6
(cont.)

CCCC-7

CCCC-8

CCCC-7 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-8 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-8
(cont.)

CCCC-9

CCCC-9  As discussed in Section 5.12 of the EIR, the project would result in less
than significant impacts. See also Master Response 9 regarding 
flooding.  

Infrastructure to serve the project, including water, sewer, and storm 
drains, is analyzed in Section 5.15 of the Draft EIR, which concludes that 
impacts to public services and facilities would be less than significant.  

As addressed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result 
in a significant transportation VMT impact. See also Master Response 6 
regarding transportation/circulation/transit.  

The EIR analyzed the project's GHG emissions in Section 5.9 and impacts 
were found to be less than significant.  

Relative to air quality and public health, the Draft EIR determined that 
the project would result in cumulatively significant operational air 
quality impacts. Air emissions would not result in cumulatively 
significant health risks. See also Master Response 3 regarding air 
quality/health risk.  

Health and safety were analyzed in Section 5.16 of the Draft EIR and 
determined to result in a less than significant impact.  

See response CCCC-5 regarding affordable housing. 
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CCCC-10

CCCC-11

CCCC-12

CCCC-13

CCCC-14

CCCC-10 The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate
criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).  As 
described in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the 
significant effects caused by the project and identification of mitigation 
measures, where feasible.  

Relative to air quality, air quality impacts are addressed in Section 5.5 of 
the EIR, which concluded the project would result in cumulatively 
significant operational air quality impacts.  

See Master Response 6 regarding the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Analysis, which summarizes why the project would not result in a 
significant transportation impact.  

CCCC-11  See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic.

CCCC-12  The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate
criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.). As 
described in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the 
significant effects caused by the project and identification of mitigation 
measures, where feasible. See also Master Response 8 regarding public 
services and facilities, Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health 
risk, and Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic. Relative to 
evacuation, see response PP-5. 

CCCC-13 The commenter acknowledges support of either Alternative 2, Reduced
Development Intensity/Operational Air Quality Impact Avoidance, or 
Alternative 3, Reduced Development Intensity/Operational Air Quality 
Impact Avoidance and Minimized Historical/Tribal Cultural Resources 
Impacts. As disclosed throughout Chapter 5.0 of the EIR, impacts from 
transportation and circulation, greenhouse gas emissions, health and 
safety, and public services and utilities were determined to be less than 
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significant. Operational air quality impacts were determined to be 
cumulatively significant and unmitigated.  Therefore a range of 
alternatives were identified in accordance with CEQA that would either 
avoid or lessen the significant effects of the project. Furthermore, 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the decision-makers are 
required to balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable 
impacts when determining whether to approve a project.  A Statement 
of Overriding Considerations has been prepared for the consideration of 
the decision-making body and left to its discretion to determine 
whether to approve or deny the project or any of the alternatives, or 
combination thereof. 

CCCC-14 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. The commenter acknowledges support of Alternative 3, 
Reduced Development Intensity/Operational Air Quality Impact 
Avoidance and Minimized Historical/Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts. 
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CCCC-15

CCCC-16

CCCC-17

CCCC-18

CCCC-15 Comments noted. See also response CCCC-13.

CCCC-16 CEQA does not permit contingency plans as it is CEQA’s mandate that
significant environmental impacts and feasible mitigation measures be 
meaningfully analyzed prior to project approval. As outlined in Chapter 
1.0, the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects on the 
environment of a project, identify feasible alternatives to the project, 
and identify feasible mitigation measures which would avoid or 
substantially lessen such effects. If economic, social, or other conditions 
make project alternatives infeasible, or to mitigate one or more 
significant effects on the environment of a project infeasible, the project 
may nonetheless be carried out or approved at the discretion of a public 
agency. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the decision-
makers are required to balance the benefits of a project against its 
unavoidable impacts when determining whether to approve a project. A 
Statement of Overriding Considerations has been prepared for the 
consideration of the decision-making body and left to its discretion to 
determine whether to approve or deny the project or any of the 
alternatives, or combination thereof. 

As addressed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result 
in a significant transportation VMT impact. See also Master Response 6 
regarding transportation/circulation/transit. As discussed in Section 5.12 
of the EIR, no significant impacts to flooding would result from the 
project. See also Master Response 9 regarding flooding. The project 
would be required to provide parking in accordance with City 
regulations. See also Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

CCCC-17 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-18 Per the Mission Valley Community Plan (2019), the ultimate classification
of Friars Road between Interstate 5 and Fashion Valley Road is a 4-Lane 
Major Arterial with a Class IV two-way cycle track adjacent to the 
eastbound lanes and Class II bicycle lanes adjacent to both the 
westbound and eastbound lanes. The project proposes vehicular and 
multimodal improvements to Friars Road, detailed in the Transportation 
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Implementation Plan, provided as Appendix A to the TIA (Appendix D to 
the EIR), that are consistent with its ultimate classification. The 
construction of additional through-lanes would be inconsistent with 
Friars Road’s classification per the Community Plan.   

The installation of Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) improvements 
at multiple intersections along Friars Road between Sea World Drive and 
Avenida De Las Tiendas is required to occur at the first Equivalent 
Dwelling Unit (EDU), which would occur in Phase I. The installation of ITS 
improvements with Transit Signal Priority at intersections, including 
Friars Road / Fashion Valley Road, Riverwalk Drive / Fashion Valley Road, 
and Hotel Circle North / Fashion Valley road is required at 1,500th EDU. 
Finally, the Riverwalk Trolley Station would be constructed and 
operational prior to occupancy of the 3,386th EDU at the end of Phase I. 
This information is provided in Transportation Improvement Plan, 
Appendix A to the Transportation Impact Analysis (Appendix D to the 
EIR). 
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CCCC-18
(cont.)

CCCC-19

CCCC-20

CCCC-21

CCCC-22

CCCC-19 Comment Noted.  See also Master Response 6 regarding Vehicle Miles
Traveled (VMT) Analysis. 

A Mobility Assessment, utilizing automobile delay and LOS metric to 
evaluate operations within the project’s study area in the Mission Valley 
Community Plan Area, was conducted to identify the project traffic’s 
effect in the project study area. Based on this analysis, project 
improvements are recommended to ensure the Riverwalk project is 
overall consistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan 
transportation improvements, and that improvements will be 
implemented consistent with the Transportation Improvement Plan 
(TIP), Appendix A to the Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix 
D to the EIR). 

CCCC-20 Comments noted. See Master Response 6 regarding the expected use of
transit 

CCCC-21 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-22 Relative to transportation, comments noted. The comments do not
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

Relative to schools, as discussed in Section 5.15 of the EIR, the San 
Diego Unified School District has reviewed the project and determined 
that it does not warrant construction of a new school. Churches are an 
allowable use (limited) in many of the City’s zones, including the RM-4-
10 and CC-3-9 zones of the project.  

Future bus routes and stops are the responsibility of the regional 
planning agency for the San Diego Region, SANDAG, and are not the 
responsibility of this project to provide. However, locations along the 
project frontage on Friars Road and the Riverwalk Trolley Station would 
be designed in coordination with SANDAG and the Metropolitan Transit 
System (MTS) to accommodate future bus service, should it be 
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CCCC-22
(cont.)

CCCC-23

CCCC-24

CCCC-25

recommended along Friars Road, west of Fashion Valley Road, and/or 
provided to the Riverwalk Trolley Station in the future. 

CCCC-23 Comments noted. See Master Response 6 regarding VMT Analysis.

CCCC-24 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-25 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-25
(cont.)

CCCC-26

CCCC-27

CCCC-28

CCCC-26 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-27 A Mobility Assessment, utilizing automobile delay and LOS metric to
evaluate operations within the project’s study area in the Mission Valley 
Community Plan Area, was conducted to identify the project traffic’s 
effect in the project study area. Based on this analysis, project 
improvements are recommended to ensure the project is overall 
consistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan transportation 
improvements, and that improvements would be implemented 
consistent with the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), Appendix A 
to the TIA (Appendix D to the EIR). 

The Draft EIR analyzed the project's GHG emissions in Section 5.9 and 
impacts were found to be less than significant. See also response M-15. 

Section 5.5 of the Draft EIR addresses health risks and concludes that 
health risks associated with the project would be less than significant. 

CCCC-28 This comment compares the currently proposed project to the previously
approved Levi-Cushman Specific Plan. The comment incorrectly asserts 
that incompatible traffic modeling methodologies were utilized. The 
comparison between the two Specific Plans is based on each plan’s 
expected trip generation, and not between transportation models. Trips 
generated by a project are a well-known and documented method of 
comparison. As a trip generation limitation was established for the Levi-
Cushman Specific Plan based on established trip generation 
assumptions, rates and methodologies, a similar trip generation 
comparison of the proposed project was conducted using the City of 
San Diego Trip Generation Manual. This analysis, predicated on similar 
trip generation calculation methodologies, establishes the fact that the 
Levi-Cushman Specific Plan would be expected to result in higher 
vehicular trip generation than the project as quoted in this comment. 
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CCCC-28
(cont.)

CCCC-29

CCCC-30

CCCC-29 Comment noted. See Tables 7-4 through 7-6 in the Mobility Assessment
(Appendix L to the Draft EIR) that estimate the average daily trips (ADT) 
and peak hour trips generated by the existing golf course and expected 
to be generated by the project. See Master Response 6 regarding 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis, which summarizes that the 
project would not result in a significant transportation impact.  

CCCC-30 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-30
(cont.)

CCCC-31

CCCC-32

CCCC-33

CCCC-31 Comment noted. This comment states that the magnitude of increase in
ADT cannot reasonably lead to a conclusion of less than significant 
impact.  See response to Master Response 6 regarding Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) Analysis, which summarizes that the project would not 
result in a significant transportation impact under the new VMT metric. 

CCCC-32 See response to Master Response 6 regarding VMT as the new metric,
and not LOS, to evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA.A Mobility 
Assessment, utilizing automobile delay and LOS to evaluate operations 
within the project’s study area in the Mission Valley Community Plan 
Area, was conducted to identify the project traffic’s effect in the project 
study area. Based on this analysis, project improvements are 
recommended to ensure the project is overall consistent with the 
Mission Valley Community Plan transportation improvements, and that 
improvements would be implemented consistent with the 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), Appendix A to the 
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) (Appendix D to the EIR). 

CCCC-33 Comment noted. The comparison of the Levi Cushman Specific Plan to
project was conducted to compare their expected trip generation for 
informational purpose only. This comparison of ADT’s was not used to 
determine significant impacts under CEQA for the project given that 
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CCCC-33
(cont.)

CCCC-34

CCCC-35

CCCC-36

LOS has been replaced by VMT as the metric to evaluate significant 
transportation impacts. 

CCCC-34 Comments noted. The trolley stop would be constructed and
operational at the end of Phase I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th 
equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). 

As referenced in responses to comment letter E, MTS staff is supportive 
of the new transit stop at the project site. Per the applicant, formal 
agreement between MTS and the applicant will be completed following 
CEQA approval for the project. 

CCCC-35 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-36 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-36
(cont.)

CCCC-37

CCCC-38

CCCC-37 Comments noted.

As addressed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result 
in a significant transportation VMT impact. See Master Response 6 
regarding transportation/circulation/transit. 

Air quality is addressed in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR. As discussed and 
analyzed in that section, the Draft EIR determined that the project would 
result in cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts. See 
Master Response 3 regarding air quality.  

Noise impacts are addressed in Section 5.8 of the Draft EIR. The Draft 
EIR concludes that the project would result in less than significant 
construction and operational noise impacts. Relative to HVAC systems 
associated with operation of the project, the Draft EIR concluded that 
there would be the potential for significant noise impacts associated 
with ground-level units, because it is unknown what type of HVAC units 
would be installed and where exterior units would be located.  Thus, 
mitigation measure 5.8-1 requires a site specific acoustical evaluation of 
HVAC noise be performed prior to issuance of building permits to 
ensure exterior stationary noise sources would not exceed applicable 
exterior or interior standards. 

CCCC-38 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-38
(cont.)

CCCC-39

CCCC-40

CCCC-39 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-40 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-40
(cont.)

CCCC-41

CCCC-42

CCCC-41 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-42 See Master Response 11 regarding the Alvarado 2nd Pipeline Expansion
project. 
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CCCC-42
(cont.)

CCCC-43

CCCC-44

CCCC-45

CCCC-46

CCCC-43 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-44 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-45 Comments noted. These comments state support for Alternative 2 and 3
and do not address the adequacy of the EIR. No further response is 
required.  

CCCC-46 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-46
(cont.)

CCCC-47

CCCC-48

CCCC-49

CCCC-50

CCCC-47 Comments noted. See also response CCCC-32 regarding the Mobility
Assessment prepared for this project, provided as Appendix L to the EIR. 
Based on the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis in Section 5.2 of the 
EIR, the project would not result in a transportation significant impact. 

CCCC-48 See Master Response 6 regarding VMT Analysis. The transportation
analyses prepared for the project are consistent with Senate Bill 743 and 
CEQA Section 15064.3, and the City’s draft TSM. Based on the TIA, 
Mobility Assessment, and Section 5.2 of the EIR, the project would result 
in a less than significant transportation VMT impact.  

CCCC-49 As addressed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result
in significant transportation VMT impact. See also Master Response 6 
regarding transportation/circulation/transit.  

The EIR analyzed the project's GHG emissions in Section 5.9 and impacts 
were found to be less than significant. Relative to air quality and public 
health, the Draft EIR determined that the project would result in 
cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts.  

Air emissions would not result in cumulatively significant health risks. 
See also Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.  

Noise impacts are addressed in Section 5.8 of the Draft EIR. The Draft 
EIR concludes that the project would result in less than significant 
construction and operational noise impacts. Relative to HVAC systems 
associated with operation of the project, the Draft EIR concluded that 
there would be the potential for significant noise impacts associated 
with ground-level units, because it is unknown what type of HVAC units 
would be installed and where exterior units would be located.  Thus, 
mitigation measure 5.8-1 requires a site specific acoustical evaluation of 
HVAC noise be performed prior to issuance of building permits to 
ensure exterior stationary noise sources would not exceed applicable 
exterior or interior standards. 
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CCCC-50
(cont.)

CCCC-51

CCCC-52

CCCC-53

CCCC-50 The Draft EIR analyzes the Specific Plan project and associated actions
and whether that project would result in significant impacts on the 
environment. The Specific Plan provides the regulations and policies, 
including design guidelines and development standards, that all future 
development would need to follow. Chapter 6 and Appendix E of the 
Specific Plan include the policies and regulations that guide 
development, including architectural style and articulation, and 
representative imagining has been included throughout the Specific 
Plan, which form the basis of the analysis in the EIR.  

CCCC-51 Comment noted. Future development must adhere to the underlying
zoning regulations and specific Tailored Development Standards 
included in the Specific Plan, in addition to the land uses outlined in the 
Specific Plan. The analysis in the Draft EIR uses this information to assess 
neighborhood character impacts in Section 5.3 and concludes that the 
project’s impact on neighborhood character would be less than 
significant.  See Master Response 1 regarding development 
intensity/density and Master Response 5 regarding visual quality/views.  

CCCC-52 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064(e) and 15131, an EIR need not 
address economic or social changes unless the change would result in a 
significant physical environmental impact.  Consistent with General Plan 
Policy LU-H.1, the project is a mixed-use development that is consistent 
with the intent to provide a balanced community. Additionally, the 
project is consistent with the Land Development Code § 142.1301, 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance, by providing 10 percent of 
the residential units as affordable. As further identified in Section 5.1 of 
the Draft EIR, land use impacts were determined to be less than 
significant.  

CCCC-53 Comments noted. See also Master Response 5 regarding visual
quality/views. 
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CCCC-54

CCCC-55

CCCC-56

CCCC-54 Comments noted. See also Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood
character/building heights/height limits. 

Under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15131), economic and social effects of 
a project are not treated as significant effects on the environment.  The 
focus of CEQA is on physical changes in the environment. 

CCCC-55 Comments noted. The EIR analyzed the project's GHG emissions in
Section 5.9 and impacts were found to be less than significant. 

CCCC-56 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-57

CCCC-57 Comments noted. As addressed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the
project would not result in a significant transportation VMT impact. The 
EIR analyzed the project's GHG emissions in Section 5.9 and impacts 
were found to be less than significant. 
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CCCC-57
(cont.)

CCCC-58

CCCC-58 Particulate matter (both PM10 and PM2.5) is analyzed in Section 5.5 of the
EIR. No significant impacts would result from the project relative to 
particulate matter.  
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CCCC-58
(cont.)

CCCC-59

CCCC-60

CCCC-61

CCCC-59 As addressed in Section 5.5 of the EIR, air quality is intrinsically linked to
vehicle emissions and, thus traffic generated by a project. As such, 
project traffic was taken into account with the project's air quality 
analysis. No significant impacts would result. 

CCCC-60 GHG emissions were analyzed in Section 5.9 of the Draft EIR and
impacts were found to be less than significant. Relative to vehicle idling, 
CO hot spots were analyzed in Section 5.5 of the Draft EIR. No impacts 
relative to CO hot spots would occur. 

CCCC-61  Master Response 1 regarding the project’s development
intensity/density. 
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CCCC-62

CCCC-63

CCCC-62 See response M-20.

CCCC-63 Energy is analyzed in Section 5.7 of the EIR. As concluded in that
section, the project would not result in significant impacts relative to 
energy usage. Brownouts are not under the control of the project but 
rather by the California Independent Systems Operator, which manages 
the electrical grid. 
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CCCC-64

CCCC-65

CCCC-66

CCCC-64 Solid waste disposal was analyzed in Section 5.13 of the Draft EIR. A
Waste Management Plan was prepared for the project, included as 
Appendix Q, and accepted by the City’s Environmental Services 
Department. The Waste Management Plan estimates that the project 
would generate approximately 27,759 tons of waste during 
construction. Of that, approximately 89 percent is targeted for diversion 
and would not be disposed of in a landfill. Additionally, future projects 
would be subject to the City’s Recycling requirements as listed in City of 
San Diego Municipal Code §142.0810, §142.0820, §66.0604, §66.0606, 
§66.0706, §66.0709, §66.0710, and §66.0711. Impacts relative to solid
waste, including disposal sites, would be less than significant.

CCCC-65 The project would adhere to the City’s regulations regarding solid waste
collection, transport, and disposal. Solid waste would be removed by 
private haulers on a regular basis such that solid waste would not 
accumulate and create odors. Impacts relative to odors would be less 
than significant. 

CCCC-66 See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic.
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CCCC-66
(cont.)
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CCCC-66
(cont.)

CCCC-67

CCCC-68

CCCC-69

CCCC-70

CCCC-67  A Construction and Highway Health Risk Assessment was conducted
that concludes health risks due to project construction and highway 
vehicle emissions would be below applicable thresholds with the 
incorporation of regulations included in the Specific Plan that result in 
minimizing exposure to pollutant concentrations at sensitive receptors. 
See also Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk.  

CCCC-68 Regarding the project’s potential to increase traffic accidents, the
project has been designed to be consistent with acceptable City 
regulations. As stated in Section 5.2.4.3 of the EIR, the project would not 
result in an increase to traffic hazards.  

CCCC-69 Comment noted. See responses CCCC-18 through CCCC-49, and CCCC-
55 through CCCC-60. 

CCCC-70 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-70
(cont.)

CCCC-71 CCCC-71 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities.
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CCCC-71
(cont.)
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CCCC-71
(cont.)

CCCC-72

CCCC-72 See response PP-5.
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CCCC-73

CCCC-74

CCCC-73 See response PP-5.

CCCC-74 Section 5.12 and Section 5.14 address hydrology and water quality,
respectively, and found impacts to be less than significant. The project 
would meet all storm water run-off and water quality requirements. LIDs 
and BMPs would be implemented, as regulated, which ensure that water 
quality impacts do not occur. The project would be required to obtain 
an NPDES Construction Grading Permit, as well as implement the City’s 
erosion control measures. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 598 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

CCCC-74
(cont.)

CCCC-75

CCCC-76

CCCC-77

CCCC-75  The EIR analyzed the project's health risks impacts as part of the analysis
of air quality in Section 5.5. As concluded in that section, health risk 
impacts were found to be less than significant. CEQA Guidelines 
require that project alternatives be evaluated to reduce or avoid 
significant effects of a project. Because health risk impacts were 
determined to be less than significant, there is no requirement to 
address whether any of the project alternatives would reduce health 
risk. 

CCCC-76 Comments noted. See response CCCC-18 through CCCC-49, CCCC-55
through CCCC-60, CCCC-67, and Master Response 3 regarding air 
quality/health risk. 

CCCC-77  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 599 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

CCCC-78

CCCC-79

CCCC-78  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

CCCC-79 Comments noted. Public services, including schools, police, and fire-
rescue are addressed in Section 5.15. As concluded in that section, the 
project would result in less than significant impacts. See also Master 
Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

Relative to water supply, see response M-20. 

Relative to brownouts, see response CCCC-63. 
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CCCC-80

CCCC-80 Comment noted. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-80
(cont.)

CCCC-81

CCCC-81 Comments noted.
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CCCC-81
(cont.)

CCCC-82

CCCC-82 Comments noted. FEMA is in the process of updating the San Diego
River mapping. The preliminary results indicate the 1-percent annual 
change flow rates will be reduced. 
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CCCC-82
(cont.)

CCCC-83

CCCC-83 Comments noted.
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CCCC-84

CCCC-85

CCCC-86

CCCC-84 Comments noted. See response CCCC-84 and Master Response 9
regarding flooding. 

CCCC-85 The FEMA study at the site was prepared in 2002. The site has not
changed significantly since that time. An up-to-date existing conditions 
hydraulic analysis was prepared for the project and is included in 
Appendix N of the EIR. The project would meet the floodplain and 
floodway regulations. See also Master Response 9 regarding flooding. 

CCCC-86   El Capitan Reservoir is over 22 miles east of and upstream of the project
site. The project would not cause a failure of the El Capitan Dam and 
would not result in an impact to the dam. Furthermore, the project is 
not responsible for the conditions of the dam and would not cause any 
impacts that would result in dam failure.  
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CCCC-86
(cont.)

CCCC-87

CCCC-88

CCCC-87 The Draft EIR has been prepared in accordance with the appropriate
criteria, standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines 
(California Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.).  As 
described in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the 
significant effects caused by the project and identification of mitigation 
measures, where feasible.  See also response CCCC-89. 

CCCC-88  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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CCCC-89
CCCC-89 Comment noted. This comment expresses support of Alternative 3,

Reduced Development Intensity/Operational Air Quality Impact 
Avoidance and Minimized Historical/Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts. 
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CCCC.A-1

CCCC.A-1  Comments provided in this letter are identical to comments submitted
by Robert Shandor (Letter CCCC). See responses CCCC-1 through 
CCCC-89.
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 619 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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(cont.)
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(cont.)
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(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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CCCC.A-1
(cont.)
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DDDD-1

DDDD-2

DDDD-3

DDDD-4

DDDD-5

DDDD-6

DDDD-7

DDDD-8

DDDD-9

DDDD-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

DDDD-2 See Master Response 7 regarding parking.

DDDD-3 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

DDDD-4 Comments noted. See Master Response 1 regarding the project’s
development intensity/density. See Master Response 10 regarding 
Covid pandemic. 

DDDD-5 Comments noted. See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic.

DDDD-6 See response N-37.

DDDD-7 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

DDDD-8 See Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood character/building
heights/height limits. 

DDDD-9  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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EEEE-1 

EEEE-1  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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EEEE-2 

EEEE-3 

EEEE-4 

EEEE-5 

EEEE-6 

EEEE-7 

EEEE-8 

EEEE-2  The Draft EIR evaluates the project as presented in the Specific Plan and 
associated actions. The project would be built in accordance with the 
Specific Plan, the Vesting Tentative Map, and all other permits and 
actions approved for the project. 

EEEE-3  The Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) improvements along Friars 
Road would occur prior to the 1ST Equivalent Dwelling Unit (EDU) 
occupancy. ITS improvements along Fashion Valley Road would occur 
prior to occupancy of the 1,500th EDU. Frontage improvements for Friars 
Road would occur in concert with development of adjacent lots along 
Friars Road. 

EEEE-4  Publicly-accessible parks within the project would be delivered in 
coordination with surrounding development starting with Phase 1. The 
Riverwalk Development Agreement ensures public recreation amenities 
are delivered based on triggers as the project builds out, which would 
ensure the project is never park deficient based on population-based 
park requirements of the City’s General Plan and Parks Master Plan. 
The project would ultimately provide publicly accessible parks that are 
in excess of park requirements. These parks are provided at a time 
when the project can generate funds to provide supplemental park 
maintenance to ensure adequate park maintenance and safety. 

EEEE-5  The project includes a maximum of 152,000 square feet of retail space 
as part of the project. The majority of this retail space is planned in 
Phase 1 along Friars Road. According to the applicant, actual tenants for 
that space have not yet been determined, but the Specific Plan would 
allow for development of a grocery store or other food market in the 
Phase 1 retail space.  

EEEE-6  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

EEEE-7  No uses would be allowed in the no use buffer (except proposed MSCP 
compliant trails attached to the two existing bridges on-site), and the 
passive park would only allow passive uses (i.e., walking/hiking trails and 
nature observation nodes). The text has been corrected to indicate only 
MSCP compliant trails would be permitted in the 50-foot no use buffer. 



LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Riverwalk Project Response to Letters of Comment – Page 649 
Final Environmental Impact Report September 2020

EEEE-8  The project would not cause a failure of the El Capitan Dam and would 
not result in an impact to the dam as the El Capitan Reservoir is over 22 
miles east of and upstream of the project site.  
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EEEE-9 

EEEE-10 

EEEE-11 

EEEE-12 

EEEE-9  See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

EEEE-10  See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

EEEE-11  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

EEEE-12  Comments noted. The text has been stricken from Chapter 10.0. 
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FFFF-1 

FFFF-2 

FFFF-3 

FFFF-1 Comment noted. Neighborhood character, views, shadows, and visual 
quality were analyzed in Section 5.3 of the Draft EIR. Impacts were 
determined to be less than significant. See also Master Response 4 
regarding neighborhood character/building heights/height limits and 
Master Response 5 regarding visual quality/views. 

FFFF-2 Comments noted. The project’s transportation and circulation was 
analyzed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, and it was determined that 
the project would not result in a significant transportation VMT 
impact. 

Regarding noise impacts, see response M-22. 

Air quality impacts are address in Section 5.5 of the EIR. As stated in 
that section, operational emissions (that is, project emissions taken 
into consideration with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future projects) would be significant. See Master Response 3 
regarding air quality/health risk. 

Relative to crime, under CEQA (Guidelines Section 15131), economic 
and social effects of a project are not treated as significant effects on 
the environment. The focus of CEQA is on physical changes in the 
environment. 
See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

FFFF-3 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 
Flooding was addressed in Section 5.12. The project would not result 
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in significant impacts associated with flooding. See also Master 
Response 9 regarding flooding. Health and safety was analyzed in 
Section 5.16 of the Draft EIR. The project would not result in 
significant impacts relative to health and safety. 

In conformance with City and County requirements, imported soil 
would be clean fill soil and would not bring in toxins. Applicable local 
regulations for soil import for unrestricted free reuse soil are 
established by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in 
the Waiver.[1] Depending on the available soil sample dataset that is 
available for potential export sites, applicable regulatory guidance 
that can also be used for this Project includes the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Information Advisory, 
Clean Imported Fill Material, dated October 2001 (DTSC Fill 
Guidance).  

[1] RWQCB’s Order No. R9-2014-0041, Conditional Waivers of Waste Discharge Requirements for Low Threat Discharges in the San Diego Region
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GGGG-1 

GGGG-2 

GGGG-3 

GGGG-4 

GGGG-5 

GGGG-6 

GGGG-7 

GGGG-8 

GGGG-9 

GGGG-1 The City acknowledges the comment as an introduction to comments 
that follow. 

GGGG-2 Air quality impacts are evaluated in Section 5.5 of the Draft EIR. As 
concluded in Section 5.5. the project would not result in significant 
direct air quality impacts from construction. The project would result 
in cumulatively significant operational air quality impacts associated 
with the project. These impacts are unavoidable and cannot be 
mitigated to below a level of significance.. See Master Response 3 
regarding air quality/health risk.  

Relative to the project’s potential to cause a significant air quality 
impact on schools in the project area, as presented in Section 5.5 of 
the Draft EIR, the closest schools to the project site include: University 
of San Diego (approximately one-third mile north of the site), Francis 
Parker Middle and Upper Schools (approximately one-third mile north 
of the site), and Carson Elementary (approximately one mile northeast 
of the site). All schools are well beyond the area of impact with regard 
to air emissions generated by the project; however, the Francis Parker 
Schools and Classroom of the Future Foundation were assessed as 
part of the Construction HRA and were determined to not be exposed 
to substantial concentrations of TAC emissions.  

GGGG-3 The Riverwalk project does not conclude transportation impact 
significance solely based on the presence of public transit in the area. 
See Master Response 6 regarding the Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) 
Analysis, which summarizes why the project would not result in a 
significant transportation VMT impact.  

The trolley stop would be constructed and operational at the end of 
Phase I prior to occupancy of the 3,386th equivalent dwelling unit 
(EDU). Therefore, transit will be available within Riverwalk to serve the 
project’s residents as well as the community. 
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See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

GGGG-4 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

GGGG-5 Improvements to Friars Road would be provided as the project 
develops per the Transportation Improvement Plan, provided as 
Appendix A to the TIA (Appendix D to the EIR). As stated in the TIP, 
there are several improvements to Friars Road within Phase I of the 
project. See also response GGGG-3. See Master Response 7 regarding 
parking. Air quality was analyzed in Section 5.5 of the EIR, and it was 
determined that the project would result in cumulatively significant 
operational air quality impacts. The project design and regulations 
included within the Specific Plan minimize operational air quality 
impacts. However, cumulative operational air quality impacts would 
be significant and unmitigable. The trolley stop would be constructed 
and operational at the end of Phase I prior to occupancy of the 
3,386th equivalent dwelling unit (EDU).  Construction of the trolley 
station would be required as a transportation permit condition. 

GGGG-6 See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

GGGG-7 See Master Response 1 regarding development intensity/density. See 
Master Response 2 regarding project phasing. 

GGGG-8 Visual effects and neighborhood character were analyzed in Section 
5.3 of the Draft EIR. Impacts were determined to be less than 
significant. See also Master Response 4 regarding neighborhood 
character/building heights/height limits and Master Response 5 
regarding visual quality/views. 

GGGG-9 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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HHHH-1 

HHHH-2 
HHHH-3 

HHHH-4 

HHHH-5 

HHHH-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

HHHH-2  See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

HHHH-3 Comments regarding overcrowding are noted. The comments do not 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

HHHH-4 An EIR was prepared in accordance with the appropriate criteria, 
standards, and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources Code 
[PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California 
Code of Regulations [CCR] Title 14 Section 15000 et seq.). As described 
in the environmental document, the Draft EIR identified the significant 
effects caused by the project and identification of mitigation measures, 
where feasible. More specifically, Biological Resources, Section 5.4 of 
the EIR, addresses impacts to biological resources. As concluded in 
Section 5.4, direct impacts to biological resources would occur as a 
result of improvements to Fashion Valley Road. Mitigation measures 
are provided that would reduce impacts to below a level of 
significance. 

HHHH-5 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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IIII-1

IIII-2

IIII-1 The project is consistent with the Mission Valley Community Plan, which 
identifies the land use designations on the site as Residential (HD) (high 
density), Office and Visitor Commercial, and Potential Park/Open Space. 
City-wide zoning adopted with the Community Plan supports these 
uses: RM-4-10, CC-3-9, OP-1-1, and OC-1-1. The project and the land 
uses and zoning proposed align with the Community Plan. 

See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

See Master Response 6 regarding transportation/circulation/transit. 

Infrastructure to serve the project (including water, sewer, and storm 
drains) is analyzed in Section 5.13 of the Draft EIR, which concludes that 
impacts to public utilities would be less than significant. Infrastructure 
related to roadways and roadway improvements is analyzed in Section 
5.2 of the Draft EIR.  

Section 5.15 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of public services and 
facilities (such as police and fire safety). As concluded in Section 5.15, 
impacts to public services and facilities would be less than significant. 
See also Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

IIII -2 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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JJJJ-1 

JJJJJ-2 

JJJJ-1 Comments noted. For clarification, the project is estimated to generate a 
population of approximately 7,998 residents, based on 4,300 residential 
units and SANDAG’s estimate of 1.86 persons per household. 

A list of the project’s transportation improvements is included in the 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), which is included as Appendix A to 
the TIA (Appendix D to the EIR). The project’s transportation and 
circulation is analyzed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR. The project is 
expected to result in a less than significant transportation VMT impact.  

JJJJ-2 See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 
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KKKK-1 

KKKK-2 

KKKK-3 
KKKK-4 
KKKK-5 

KKKK-6 

KKKK-1  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

KKKK-2  Section 5.16 of the Draft EIR analyzed health and safety (including fire) 
and concluded that the project would result in less than significant 
impacts.  

As addressed in Section 5.12 of the Draft EIR, the project would not 
result in significant impacts associated with flooding. See also Master 
Response 9 regarding flooding.  

As addressed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result 
in a significant transportation VMT impact.   

See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic. 

KKKK-3  See Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

KKKK-4  See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

KKKK-5  The project would be required to install water, sewer, and storm water 
control facilities, which would connect to existing facilities. As analyzed 
in Section 5.13 of the Draft EIR, the project would not result in 
significant impacts to public utilities. Relative to energy providers, the 
project has received a letter from SDG&E stating that gas and electric 
services are available for the project. Similar letters were received from 
AT&T and Cox, two providers of internet service.  

KKKK-6  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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LLLL-1

LLLL-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. 

Traffic impacts were analyzed in Section 5.2 of the EIR and determined 
not to be significant. See also Master Response 6 regarding 
transportation/circulation/transit. 

As discussed in Section 5.12 of the EIR, no significant impacts to 
flooding would result from the project. See also Master Response 9 
regarding flooding. 
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MMMM-1

MMMM-2

MMMM-3

MMMM-4

MMMM-1  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

MMMM-2  See Master Response 10 regarding Covid pandemic.

MMMM-3  See Master Response 9 regarding flooding.

MMMM-4  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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MMMM-4 
(cont.) 
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NNNN-1 

NNNN-2 

NNNN-3 

NNNN-4 

NNNN-5 

NNNN-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

NNNN-2 Section 5.15 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of public services and 
facilities (such as police and fire safety). As concluded in Section 5.15, 
impacts to public services and facilities would be less than significant. 
See also Master Response 8 regarding public services and facilities. 

NNNN-3 Comments noted. The project would be required to provide parking 
accordance with City requirements. See Master Response 7 regarding 
parking. 

NNNN-4  See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

NNNN-5  Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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OOOO-1 

OOOO-2 

OOOO-3 

OOOO-1 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 

OOOO-2 See Master Response 3 regarding air quality/health risk. 

The project would be required to provide parking accordance with 
City requirements. See Master Response 7 regarding parking. 

As addressed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the project would not 
result in a significant transportation VMT impact.  

Section 5.15 of the Draft EIR includes a discussion of public services 
and facilities (such as police and fire safety). As concluded in Section 
5.15, impacts to public services and facilities would be less than 
significant. See also Master Response 8 regarding public services and 
facilities. 

OOOO-3 Comments noted. The comments do not address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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PPPP-1 

PPPP-1 Comments provided in this letter are identical to comments 
submitted by Linda Vista Planning Group (Letter J). See responses J-1 
through J-72. 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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(cont.) 
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(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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PPPP-1 
(cont.) 
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