LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
CARROLL CANYON MIXED-USE PROJECT DRAFT EIR COMMENT LETTERS
The following comment letters were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals during the public review of the draft EIR. A copy
of each comment letter along with corresponding staff responses has been included.
In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15204(a), review of an EIR should focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and
analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.
According to Section 15204(a), [t]he adequacy of an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the
magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not
require a lead agency to conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters.
When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR. Many of the comments received
during public review of the Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use Project Draft EIR did not address the adequacy and/or sufficiency of the environmental
document; however, staff endeavored to provide responses as appropriate as a courtesy to the commenters. Where letters of comment
have resulted in revisions to the January 2017 Draft EIR, those changes are indicated in the Final EIR in strike-out/underline format (where
omitted text is shown as stricken and added text is shown as underlined). Revisions that have been made to the Final EIR do not affect the
conclusions contained in the EIR or the adequacy of the environmental document.
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A-1 This letter acknowledges compliance with the State Clearinghouse
review requirements for draft environmental documents.
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B-6

RESPONSE
B-1 Comment noted. The final EIR has been expanded to include within
Section 7.0, Effects Not Found to Be Significant, subsection 7.5, Tribal
Cultural Resources, a description of Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR). As
presented in that section, the project has minimal potential for
environmental effects associated with TCR due to the heavy
disturbance from past activities along with its underlying geological
structure.
The project site is not located on the City of San Diego’s Historical
Sensitivity Map. It has also been graded and is fully developed. There
are no known archaeological sites identified within or near the
project boundaries. As a result, there are no cultural resources
present onsite. Furthermore, the project site is underlain by surficial
deposits and sedimentary bedrock. Therefore, it was concluded that
the project has minimal potential for environmental effects
associated with TCRs due to the heavy disturbance from past
activities along with its underlying geological structure.
B-2 On February 11, 2015, City staff issued a letter pursuant to SB 18
requirements for tribal notice regarding the project and its
corresponding amendment to the Scripps Miramar Ranch
Community Plan, offering 90 days to request consultation with the
City of San Diego. No tribes responded during this period requesting
consultation.
In addition, City staff has consulted with Clinton Linton, Director of
Cultural Resources with the Iipay Nation of Santa Ysabel, as
referenced in Appendix O, Miscellaneous Correspondence, and has
been added to the EIR. It was concluded that the project has minimal
potential for environmental effects associated with cultural
resources or remains due to the heavy disturbance from past
activities along with its underlying geological structure.
B-3 See Response No. B-1.
B-4 See Response Nos. B-1 and B-2.
B-5 See Response No. B-1.
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B-6 Comments noted. See Response No. B-2. This portion of the letter
presents a summary of Public Resources Code Section 21084.1,
Assembly Bill 52, and Senate Bill 18, as well as the recommendations
from the NAHC for implementing Tribal Cultural Resources
consultations.

Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

Responses to Letters of Comment – Page 7
January 2018

LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
COMMENT

RESPONSE

B-6
(cont.)

Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

Responses to Letters of Comment – Page 8
January 2018

LETTERS OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
COMMENT

B-7

Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use Project
Final Environmental Impact Report

RESPONSE

B-7 This is an attachment to the comment letter from Gayle Totton,
above, and relates to comment B-6. Please refer to Response No. B6.
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Comments noted. These comments provide a summary of the
proposed project description. No responses are necessary.
As stated in Section 5.12 of the EIR, Health and Safety, the project
proposes development of an existing mostly vacant office complex.
The proposed mix of uses (residential, commercial retail, and
restaurant) is not anticipated to result in hazardous emissions or
handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials. In addition, the
project site is not located on a list of hazardous materials sites, as is
discussed in Section 5.12 of the EIR, based on the EnviroFacts search
undertaken for the proposed project.
A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted for
the project site in 2010 (URS, August 6, 2010). The Phase I ESA
concluded that there are no recognized environmental conditions
associated with the project site. The Phase I ESA acknowledges an
emergency generator and former flight simulator hydraulic
equipment that exist as part of the structures remaining on-site
from the original use (an airlines reservation call center, flight
training classes, and flight simulator) pose a potential
environmental concern. Additionally, the Phase I ESA notes that the
existing buildings contain asbestos. This has also been included in
the discussion within the Section 5.12 of the DEIR.
Site development that involves demolition of structures must
adhere to regulations in place that ensure adequate treatment and
disposal of hazardous materials, as well as appropriate protection
of workers to avoid potential health risks. Demolition of the existing
buildings and improvements and disposal of any hazardous
materials will be conducted in accordance with state and local
regulations. The Asbestos National Emission Standard for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), as specified under Rule 40, CFR
61, Subpart M, applies to asbestos removal and demolitions and is
enforced locally by the San Diego Air Pollution Control District, under
authority, per Regulation XI, Subpart M Rules 361.145 and 361.150.
No health risks will occur. Prior to demolition, both friable and
various nonfriable asbestos-containing materials (ACMs), if present,
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will be removed from the structures per NESHAPS, Title 40 Code of
Federal Regulations Part 61. In addition, all applicable laws and
regulations will be followed, including provisions requiring
notification of tenants, employees, maintenance and custodial
personnel, and outside contractors, of the location of these
materials, if present.
C-3

See Response No. C-2.

C-4

As discussed in Section 5.11 of the EIR, Hydrology and Water Quality,
the project would be required to comply with the Hydromodification
Management Plan (HMP) requirements as described in the City of
San Diego Stormwater Standards Manual, and complies with the
requirements of the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control
Board. The project must comply with NPDES requirements for
discharge of storm water runoff associated with construction
activity.
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C-5

The buildings on site are not known to contain hazardous
substances, such as lead-based paints/products, mercury, and/or
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), with the exception of asbestoscontaining materials (ACMs), as described in Response No. C-2.
However, due to the age of the structures on site, it is possible for
these materials to be encountered during demolition. Appropriate
precautions would be taken if such hazardous materials were
encountered. All applicable laws and regulations will be followed,
including provisions requiring notification of tenants, employees,
maintenance and custodial personnel, and outside contractors, of
the location of these materials, if present.

C-6

See Response No. C-1.

C-6
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D-1

Comments noted. These comments are informational and do not
address the adequacy or completeness of the EIR. No response is
necessary.
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E-1 Comments noted. On February 11, 2015, City staff issued a letter
pursuant to SB 18 requirements for tribal notice regarding the project
and its corresponding amendment to the Scripps Miramar Ranch
Community Plan, offering 90 days to request consultation with the
City of San Diego. No tribes responded during this period requesting
consultation. Additionally, local Native American tribes were
provided with notification of the availability of the draft EIR.

E-1

As presented in Section 7.0, Effects Not Found to Be Significant, the
project area is not located within an area identified as having a high
sensitivity level for archaeological resources, and further supported
by a record search within the California Historic Resources
Information Search (CHRIS) digital database failing to show any
previously recorded sites within the project boundaries. Therefore,
based upon the negative database search, the disturbed nature of
the project site, and the project site’s location outside of the City's
Historical Resources Sensitivity Map, it was determined the project
would not have a potential for impacts to historical and cultural
resources.
See also Response No. B-1.
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F-1

Comments noted.

F-2

Comments noted. Although the project does not incorporate a
formal Transportation Demand Management program, the project
maintains a number of transportation options and modes consistent
with the City of San Diego General Plan that can help minimize traffic
impacts and alleviate parking demand. Transit service currently
exists east of the project site at Businesspark Avenue and Willow
Creek Road as Metropolitan Transit Service Bus Route 964, which
connects to the regional bus and light rail transit network, providing
access to local and regional retail, employment, housing, educational,
and recreational facilities.
The project would promote multimodal transportation by facilitating
non-motorized transportation options. The project has pedestrian
circulation and linkage elements, including a non-contiguous
sidewalk along Carroll Canyon Road and direct access to project uses
from this sidewalk, as well as a clearly demarcated internal circulation
network. A bike lane exists along Carroll Canyon Road and bicycle
parking facilities are provided on-site for residents, employees, and
visitors. The project provides a total of 68 bicycle parking spaces onsite in the form of bicycle racks, which would be dispersed
throughout the project site in proximity to retail and residential
buildings. Additionally, the residential parking is partially
accommodated in individual garages, which would provide secure
bicycle storage for residents. A total of 143 of the 260 residential units
(55 percent) would have garages.
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F-2,
cont.

F-3

F-4
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F-3

Comments noted. These comments are informative and include a
number of resources that may be consulted relative to project design
and promoting access to regional active transportation networks.

F-4

Comment noted. SANDAG has been added to the City’s distribution
list for notice when the final project EIR is available for review.
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G-1

G-1 Comments noted. See responses below.

G-2

G-2 Comment noted. Please see below for responses to comments
presented in this letter.

G-3

G-3 This correction has been made.

G-4

G-4 The project site is located within the Scripps Ranch Business Park.
The requested revision has been made, with the correction of
“freeway entrance to the Scripps Ranch Business [P]ark” with
“southern freeway entrance to the Scripps Miramar Ranch
community.”

G-5
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G-5 The requested revision has been made.
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G-10

G-11
G-12
G-7

G-13
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Per CEQA §15124(b), project objectives should include a clear
statement of the underlying purpose of the project that will help the
lead agency develop a reasonable range of alternatives to evaluate
in the EIR and will aid decision-makers in preparing findings or a
statement of overriding considerations, if necessary. In addition,
CEQA states the description of the project should include the
aforementioned information but should not supply extensive detail
beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the project
impacts that result in a physical change to the environment. The
DEIR includes eight project objectives. The commenter requests that
the following underlined clause be added to the sixth project
objective: “Utilize architecture and design elements to ensure high
quality design and aesthetics in accordance with the goals stated in
the Community Plan for construction materials and incorporation of
open spaces.” The commenter provides no explanation why this
proposed revision is warranted. Furthermore, the first project
objective already calls for the project to “Create a coherent and
cohesive building site and project design that is compatible in scale
and character and enhances the existing community character in
the Scripps Miramar Ranch community.” In addition, in Table 5.1-2,
the EIR finds the project will be consistent with the Scripps Miramar
Ranch Community Plan with respect to open space and architectural
form and character, which includes building materials. Further, the
project will also provide public spaces associated with both the retail
and residential portions of the project. Accordingly, this revision has
not been made.
Please refer to Response No. G-6. The commenter requests that the
DEIR add a new objective. The new objective suggests that the
project will impact community evacuation routes by referencing
“mitigations to avoid or minimize impacts to community egress and
emergency vehicle ingress.” This focus on the potential impacts of a
project instead of on the purpose of the project does not comport
with CEQA Guidelines §15124(b). Furthermore, the seventh project
objective already focuses on developing a project that implements
necessary roadway improvements to improve circulation, which
covers the targeted nature of the project objective proposed by the
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commenter. As presented in EIR Section 5.12, Health and Safety, the
project was not found to result in substantial impacts to an
emergency response plan and/or services. Accordingly, this addition
has not been made.
G-8

Bus Route 964a was not referenced in the Public Review Draft EIR.
It is shown on Figure 3 of the Appendix B, Transportation Impact
Analysis, but that route has since been discontinued. Bus Route 964
was included, with the routing that is currently in effect. Current Bus
Route 964 is described in Tables 5.1-1, General Plan Consistency, and
5.1-2, Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan Consistency, in EIR
Section 5.1, Land Use.

G-9

This is a general recommendation of the Industrial Element of the
Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan. Many of the industrial
parks near the project site, such as Scripps Ranch Technology Park
and Scripps Ranch Business Park, meet this recommendation. As
such, it does not implicitly apply to any specific site. The project
proposes an amendment to the Scripps Miramar Ranch Community
Plan to redesignate the project site for residential development, with
concomitant rezones. Because the project is not developed with
industrial uses, is formally removing the project site from industrial
land use designation and zoning, and does not propose industrial
uses, this general goal does not apply. In addition, the project will
provide amenities that serve and complement existing industrial
park uses in the surrounding area. For example, Section 5.1, Land
Use, of the EIR explains that the project would create additional
multi-family housing and community shopping located in proximity
to employment uses and in an area currently without any housing
opportunities and would create additional community-serving
commercial options that can provide for retail commercial services
in proximity of residents and an employment base, thereby reducing
the need to travel outside the community for these services.

G-10 This General Plan Policy (EP-E.1) is part of a subset of policies relative
to City actions related to preserving, investing, encouraging, and
supporting middle-income employment, under the category of
Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use Project
Final Environmental Impact Report
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Employment Development, which contains goals of a broad
distribution of economic opportunities through the City, higher
standard of living through self-sufficient wages, and increase in
citywide real median income per capita, and a city with an increase
in the number of quality jobs for local residents. This section does
not apply to any specific site or area, but rather is a broadly
applicable strategy for the City at a government level. This policy is
not relevant to a specific project; rather, this policy is a guiding policy
for City middle-income employment. Because the project is not
developed with industrial uses, is formally removing the project site
from industrial land use designation and zoning, and does not
propose industrial uses, this general goal does not apply.
G-11 This General Plan policy (EP-E.3) is within the category of
Employment Development, which contains goals of a broad
distribution of economic opportunities throughout the City, higher
standard of living through self-sufficient wages, and increase in
citywide real median income per capita, and a city with an increase
in the number of quality jobs for local residents. This section does
not apply to any specific site or area, but rather is a broadly
applicable strategy for the City at a government level. This policy is
not relevant to a specific project; rather, this policy is a guiding policy
for City middle-income employment. Because the project is not
developed with industrial uses, is formally removing the project site
from industrial land use designation and zoning, and does not
propose industrial uses, this general goal does not apply.
G-12 This General Plan policy (EP-G.2) is within the category of
Community and Infrastructure Investment, which contains
information relative to community revitalization through enhanced
access to regional and national sources of private and public
funding and private and public infrastructure that supports
economic prosperity. The proposed project would enhance
community investment through the inclusion of new private funding
and infrastructure within the community. Additionally, the project
would meet this policy intention by directly inducing investment in
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local business through the inclusion of small-scale commercial retail
spaces that may act as catalysts for local businesses.
G-13 Relative to the removal of industrial land, this impact was analyzed
within the Collocation/Conversion Suitability Factors Analysis,
discussed in Section 5.1 and noted as being completed and on-file
with the City of San Diego’s Development Services Department (pg.
5.1-21). As is discussed in the EIR:
“Justification for the proposed land use change (from Industrial
Employment to Multiple Use) must be supported by an evaluation of
the collocation/conversion suitability factors in Appendix C, EP-2 of
the General Plan. A Collocation/Conversion Suitability Factors Analysis
has been completed for the Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use project and is
on-file with the City of San Diego’s Development Services Department.
The Collocation/Conversion Suitability Factors Analysis examines
the impact of the proposed conversion of industrial land to a mix of
residential, small shops, and restaurants. This analysis discusses
how industrial lands and Prime Industrial Lands are impacted if a
property is converted. The results of the Collocation/Conversion
Suitability Factors Analysis conclude that the project’s conversion to
a mixed-use is suitable.” (Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report, January 2017, pg. 5.1-21.) The
Collocation/Conversion Suitability Factors Analysis is available for
review at the City of San Diego Development Services Department.
The Collocation/Conversion Suitability Factors Analysis provides
detailed discussion of project suitability for conversion, which
includes such determining factors as area characteristics,
encroachment of non-industrial uses, proximity to transit,
attractiveness to industrial uses (manufacturing, research and
development, wholesale distribution, and warehousing uses),
impact
on
Prime
Industrial
land,
significance
of
residential/employment component, residential support facilities,
airport land use compatibility, public health, public facilities, and
separation of uses. The City accepted the Collocation/Conversion
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Suitability Factors Analysis, determining the project conversion of
industrial to mixed-use land uses would not result in an adverse
impact on industrial land and the employment uses housed within
these areas.
The Collocation/Conversion Suitability Analysis recognized that the
project site, as well as parcels to the east, is identified as Other
Industrial Lands in the City’s General Plan and is not identified as
Prime Industrial Lands. Prime Industrial Lands are located to the
south and north/northeast of the project site. The project area –
including the Prime Industrial Lands located to the south and
north/northeast of the site – has developed with a mix of office,
commercial retail, light industrial, high technology, research and
development, distribution, and educational uses. The Analysis
concluded that the project area is attractive to the development of
smaller scale and start-up light industrial uses, smaller independent
companies and offices, and support services based on the types of
uses currently located in the project area. In addition, the project
area is attractive to larger base sector businesses, including
corporate regional headquarters, larger manufacturers, technology
companies and R&D companies. However, the project does not
propose uses that would result in land use conflicts with nearby and
adjacent light industrial uses.
A field survey and Air Pollution Control District (APCD) permit
records search were conducted for the project to determine if there
are any sources of toxic or hazardous air contaminants/substances
within ¼-mile of proposed residential uses. There are no Permits to
Operate within ¼-mile of the project site and the project site is not
located within ¼-mile of any identified sources of toxic or
hazardous air contaminants/substances. There are five permitted
businesses in the project area beyond ¼-mile, none of which would
result in the release of toxic chemicals.
Thus, there are no foreseeable impacts to Other Industrial Land and
Prime Industrial Land businesses located in or that may locate in the
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future from the proposed Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use project's
development and occupancy. The proposed Carroll Canyon MixedUse project would blend into this existing development pattern by
offering commercial uses within an area developed with existing
commercial uses and by offering housing adjacent to existing
employment use and lifestyle amenities. The proposed project
would provide uses (including multi-family residential units, retail
shops, and restaurants) that support the employment base created
by light industrial land uses in a manner encouraged by the General
Plan. Additionally, there are no uses in the project area that
generate odors that are not characteristic of urban commercial
office, retail, light industrial, and residential developments. There
are no other known external environmental effects that would have
an adverse impact on the project.
Additionally, in accordance with the General Plan’s goals for
Balanced Communities and Equitable Development, the proposed
project includes the provision of up to 260 for rent multi-family
housing units within an established community. The project
includes one-, two-, and three-bedroom units. Such a development
would add to the diversity of housing type and price in the
community. (See Section 5.1, Land Use, of the EIR.)
The proposed project would also provide community-serving
commercial retail space in the forms of shops and restaurants with
pad space ranging in size from 3,100 square feet to 5,800 square
feet. These would contribute to the smaller scale commercial stock
of the community, adding to the balance of commercial
development, as called for in the General Plan’s Balanced
Communities and Equitable Development Policy. By providing housing
and employment uses within the same development, the project
would provide a direct linkage between housing and jobs.
Additionally, due to the project’s location within an existing
employment node and the extension of the existing pedestrian
facilities along the project frontage, the project links residents living
within the residential component of the project with employment
sites via the established pedestrian and bicycle network.
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Retail sector jobs created by the project will add to the many layers
of employment opportunities within the community to allow for
greater employment of residents regardless of educational
background or work experience. In addition, the relative small size
of the commercial retail pads would allow for the potential inclusion
of local businesses within the project, which directly supports the
local economy and may provide a wider range of income
opportunities.
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G-14 The draft EIR was provided to Caltrans for review and comments, as
noted in the Caltrans response letter. See Caltrans letter D and
responses above.
The City of San Diego has specific land use definitions and trip
generation rates for projects in the City of San Diego, which were
developed based on data from projects within the City and are
generally consistent with SANDAG’s trip generation rates. The City
of San Diego’s Trip Generation Manual includes trip generation rates
for all of the project uses that include Fast Food Restaurant, Quality
Restaurant, Retail, and Apartments; therefore City of San Diego trip
generation rates were used.

G-14

G-15

G-16

G-17

G-18

G-15 Caltrans reviewed and commented on the report (please see
Caltrans letter D and Response No. G-14, above). See Response No.
G-14 with respect to how trip generation rates were determined.
G-16 Appropriate baseline data was collected based on City of San Diego
requirements that included daily freeway volumes, daily segment
volumes, morning commuter peak volumes (7-9 AM), evening
commuter peak volumes (4-6 PM), on-ramp meter rates and
volumes, and on-ramp queuing observations. Additionally,
Interstate-15 was appropriately analyzed based on City of San Diego
requirements.
G-17

G-19
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The traffic study area including I-15 did not have any construction
activities when the traffic counts were collected. Documentation of
no construction activity can be seen using Google Earth and
selecting a historical imagery date. For I-15, the latest available 2013
Caltrans data was used in the traffic study to which the imagery date
of 10/27/2012 shows no construction on I-15. For the study
intersections, traffic counts were collected on 11/5/2014 to which
the Google Earth imagery date of 10/26/2014 also showed no
construction at the study intersections.
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Therefore, the traffic data was collected without construction
activity and is a reliable estimate of current conditions.
Additionally, I-15 had open travel lanes in both directions (it
continued to provide vital N-S travel) and the ramps at Carroll
Canyon Road were open and operational. Accordingly, the traffic
patterns in the study area were representative of baseline traffic.
G-18 The Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) found that the project’s
contribution to I-15 during the AM and PM peak hour commuter
periods would be below the City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study
Manual’s threshold for analyzing impacts to the freeway mainline.
Nevertheless, the TIA analyzed whether the project would have a
significant impact on the freeway mainline, and whether there
would be a significant impact to the SB and NB I-15 metered onramps during the AM and PM peak hour commuter periods. The TIA
found that the project would have no significant impact to either the
I-15 freeway mainline or the SB or NB I-15 metered on-ramps at
Carroll Canyon Road during the AM and PM peak hour commuter
periods. For example, during the AM peak hour commuter peak
(7:15 – 8:15 AM), there are approximately 1,003 vehicles entering SB
I-15 from Carroll Canyon Road, and the project is calculated to add
29 vehicles to the on-ramp during this hour, or about 2.9 percent
(29/1,003). During the PM peak hour commuter peak (4:45 – 5:45
PM), there are approximately 1,015 vehicles entering SB I-15 from
Carroll Canyon Road, and the project is calculated to add 24 vehicles
to the on-ramp during this hour, or about 2.4 percent
(24/1,015). Accordingly, the project’s less than significant impact to
the I-15 freeway mainline and the SB metered on-ramp at Carroll
Canyon Road was appropriately analyzed based on City of San Diego
requirements.
G-19 Interstate 15 was appropriately analyzed based on City of San Diego
requirements. The study area for the project’s traffic analysis was
determined by the limits or extent of where 50 peak hour directional
project trips would travel to or from the site and where 20 peak hour
trips would use metered freeway on-ramps. The study area was
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defined as set forth in the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual, July
1998. See DEIR Appendix B, page 4.
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G-23
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G-20 As discussed in Response No. G-18, the study area was based on the
City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual criteria. The study area
also matches the 50 peak hour trip criteria documented by the San
Diego Traffic Engineers’ Council (SANTEC/ITE Regional Guidelines).
G-21 The applicant has offered to provide a dedicated on-site storage
area accessible to emergency personnel to quickly obtain signs,
cones, or other emergency devices to help during evacuation. While
Carroll Canyon Road is an identified evacuation route from the
Scripps Ranch Community, construction and operation of the
project would not obstruct the road or otherwise diminish its
effectiveness as an evacuation route. Emergency personnel have
reviewed emergency vehicle access elements.
G-22 The traffic study has identified mitigation measures for direct
impacts and fair share percentages for horizon year cumulative
impacts. As stated in the EIR (see Section 5.2, Transportation/ Traffic
Circulation/Parking) and as a requirement of the project, the project
owner/permittee will be required to pay a fair share of 9.4 percent
toward the construction of an eastbound to southbound right turn
lane addition to the I-15/Carroll Canyon Road southbound ramp.
The CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a)(3) identify fair share mitigation
measures as an effective way to allow a project to mitigate its
contribution to a cumulative impact. CEQA Guidelines §
15126.4(a)(4) prohibits mitigation that would require the project to
mitigate impacts that exceed the project’s impacts. Other funding
sources for this improvement have not been identified and the
timing for its full construction cannot be guaranteed. Therefore, as
concluded in the EIR, the impact remains significant and
unmitigated, requiring that the decision-maker adopt a Statement
of Overriding Considerations specifically stating that the project’s
overall benefits override the significant and unmitigated impact. It is
the intention of City staff that the Mira Mesa Public Facilities
Financing Plan will be updated to include this improvement (known
as T7-A.)
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G-23 The proposed project does support commercial uses with an auto
orientation, as the project site is located within suburban Scripps
Miramar Ranch. However, as part of the Climate Action Plan and as
part of general sustainable design practices, the project also
supports the use of non-carbon-emitting and non-motorized modes
of transportation. The project provides pedestrian circulation and
linkage elements, including a non-contiguous sidewalk along Carroll
Canyon Road and direct access to project uses from this sidewalk,
as well as a clearly demarcated internal circulation network. A bike
lane exists along Carroll Canyon Road and bicycle parking facilities
are provided on-site for residents, employees, and visitors. Due to
the project’s location within an existing employment node and the
extension of the existing pedestrian facilities along the project
frontage, the project links residents living within the residential
component of the project with employment sites via the established
pedestrian and bicycle network.
Consistent with Climate Action Plan Strategies, the project will
provide three percent of the total parking spaces required for
residential use with a listed cabinet, box, or enclosure connected to
a conduit linking the parking spaces with the electrical service. Of
the total listed cabinets, boxes, or enclosures provided, 50 percent
will have the necessary electric vehicle supply equipment installed
to provide active electric vehicle charging stations ready for use by
residents. The project will also provide short-term bicycle parking
spaces in excess of those required in the City’s Municipal Code.
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G-24 This correction has been made.
G-25 This correction has been made.
G-26 See Response No. C-2.

G-24
G-25

G-26

G-27
G-28

G-29
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G-27 The project site’s parcel and the parcel for the Scripps Ranch High
School share a common border – the northern border of the project
site’s parcel and the southern border of the High School’s parcel.
However, the High School is not located immediately proximate to
the project site. A drainage channel, ravine, and open areas
separate the two uses. Residential structures proposed for
construction on the project site will be approximately 750 feet from
the nearest building on the High School site. Furthermore,
commercial and residential uses are compatible uses. There are no
special considerations that result from locating the proposed
commercial and residential uses near a high school.
G-28 As presented in Section 5.13, Public Services and Facilities, and based
on estimates provided by the San Diego Unified School District, the
project could generate 23 – 47 high school aged students, which
could increase automobile trips accessing Scripps Ranch High
School. However, there are no identified safety or security issues
related to project traffic at school crossings and parking lots.
Furthermore, even though the project shares a property boundary
with Scripps Ranch High School, there is no direct pedestrian
connection across that property boundary between the project and
the High School. This is because the High School and the project are
separated by a fence at the high school boundary and a substantial
drainage ravine that runs between the two properties.
G-29 The proposed project would not result in any greater concerns
relative to criminal activity than any other existing commercial or
residential use. Per CEQA, there is no logical nexus to analyze such
a relationship, as residential and commercial uses are common –
and often promoted – near schools. To the extent that the
commenter is requesting an analysis of the impact of criminal
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activity on the project due to its proximity to the High School, CEQA
does not require an analysis of the existing environment’s impact on
the project’s future residents except in certain circumstances not
applicable here. See California Building Industry Ass’n v. Bay Area Air
Quality Management Dist. (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369.
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G-30

The study area was based on the City of San Diego Traffic Impact
Study Manual criteria. Please see Response Nos. G-18 and G-19.
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H-1 The commenter has been added to the public notice list for the
project.
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H-2 Comments noted. These paragraphs restate project details as
outlined in Section 3.0 of the EIR, Project Description.

H-2

H-3

H-3 Figure 2-5, Surrounding Land Uses, has been revised to clearly identify
Scripps Ranch High School as located north of the project site. Section
2.5 of the EIR, Surrounding Land Uses, identifies land uses north of the
project site to include a natural drainage corridor and Scripps Ranch
High School.
H-4 In accordance with CEQA section 15125(a), Section 2.0 of the EIR,
Environmental Setting, contains a description of physical
environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, and is no
longer than necessary to establish an understanding of the
significant effects of the proposed project and its alternatives. Figure
2-6 is a reproduction of Figure LU-2 in the City’s General Plan Land
Use and Community Planning Element, which is available at:
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/lu2_gplanduse_streets
ystem_feb2016.pdf.

H-4
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An updated version of Figure LU-2 dated January 12, 2016, is
available, and this version has been used for Figure 2-6 of the EIR.
The canyon north of the project is not designated Park, Open Space
& Recreation.
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H-5
H-6

H-6

All proposed setback deviations are labeled on Figure 3-8, Site Plan,
including the 8’0” proposed setback on the east side of the property.

H-7

As described in Deviation No. 3 on Table 3-2, Project Deviations, the
project proposes a height deviation of ten feet applicable to all
buildings within the RM-3-7 zoned portion of the property.

H-8

It is not a requirement of the City of San Diego Municipal Code to
label all buildings with proposed height deviations. The
environmental analysis addresses building heights. During building
permit review, City staff determines if the proposed building permit
plans substantially conform to the conceptual development plans
approved as part of the discretionary application. If it is determined
that the building permit plans do not substantially conform, an
amendment to the discretionary permit will be required.

H-9

There is no restriction on the number of lots indicated on a single
parcel of a Vesting Tentative Map. The fact that it will be held as six
separate lots has no effect on the environmental analysis. NOTE:
The project does not include a Vesting Tract Map, as noted in the
comment letter, but rather a Vesting Tentative Map.

H-7
H-8

H-9

H-10

H-11

H-12

RESPONSE
Lots are clearly shown in Figure 3-7, Project Grading Plan, which
immediately precedes Table 3-2, Project Deviations, as well as within
the Project Exhibits available for review at the City of San Diego.

H-10 Straddling the RM-3-7 and CC-2-3 zones is not uncommon and is not
an environmental issue. As described in Section 3.2.2 of the EIR,
Proposed Zoning, the project proposes to rezone the project site to
include both RM-3-7 and CC-2-3 zones to ensure that development
along Carroll Canyon Road occurs as retail and commercial, while
also buffering development of residential uses on the northern
portion of the site.
H-11 For the commercial space located in the residentially zoned (RM-37) portion of the project site, the intent is that signage would comply
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with what is allowed in the CC-2-3 zone, including allowing internally
illuminated signs for commercial businesses.
H-12 CEQA Section 15124 outlines the information to be included within
the EIR Project Description, including project features. Mitigation
measures MM 5.2-1 through MM 5.2-4, discussed in Section 5.2,
Transportation/Traffic Circulation/Parking, are not considered project
features, as they are mitigation. Therefore, they are not required to
be included within the project description and exclusion of these
measures does not render the project description inaccurate or
incomplete. MM 5.2-1 and MM 5.2-2 involve improvements along
the project frontage and up to the northbound on-ramp for I-15,
which are shown in Figure 3-7. Physical changes associated with
those impacts are included in the evaluation of impacts associated
with the project Vesting Tentative Map and Grading Plan. MM 5.2-3
and MM 5.2-4 involve the fair share to future roadway
improvements, all of which would occur within the rights of way
and/or adjoining disturbed areas of Carroll Canyon Road and Carroll
Canyon Road/I-15 intersections.
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H-14

H-15

H-16
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The Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan was adopted in 1978
with the language quoted in the comment letter relative to
envisioned density at that time (1978). In 1985, the Scripps Miramar
Ranch Community Plan was amended for the Scripps Westview II
project, redesignating medium-density residential to high-medium
residential, clearly setting precedent for continued use of this
residential density, in spite of the 1978 text. At the time the Scripps
Miramar Ranch Community Plan was adopted, the housing
demands and overall vision for the City of San Diego was vastly
different from what exists today. Furthermore, the community plan
was adopted prior to the incorporation of the City of San Diego’s City
of Villages Strategy, the Climate Action Plan, and the Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Plan. Since the adoption of the
Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan in 1978, the City of Villages
Strategy was incorporated into the City of San Diego General Plan.
The City of Villages strategy focuses growth into mixed-use activity
centers that are pedestrian-friendly districts linked to an improved
regional transit system. A “village” is defined as the mixed-use heart
of a community where residential, commercial, employment, and
civic uses are all present and integrated. Each village will be unique
to the community in which it is located. All villages will be
pedestrian-friendly and characterized by inviting, accessible and
attractive streets and public spaces. Public spaces will vary from
village to village, consisting of well-designed public parks or plazas
that bring people together. Individual villages will offer a variety of
housing types affordable for people with different incomes and
needs. Over time, villages will connect to each other via an
expanded regional transit system.
There are a variety of identified village propensities located to the
north and west of the project site, such as high village propensity
along I-15, particularly at Mira Mesa Boulevard, which reduces in
intensity away from I-15. The proposed uses of the project fit with
and support these surrounding villages. The project site is partially
within a Transit Priority Area of the City’s Climate Action Plan.
Additionally, the project creates the potential for a walkable village
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extension where one previously was not anticipated due to the
industrial land use designation.
Additionally, since adoption of the Scripps Miramar Ranch
Community Plan in 1978, the projected housing needs of the region
have dramatically changed. Per the RHNA Plan, the forecast housing
needs for the San Diego region is 435,171 dwelling units. Of those
435,171 dwelling units, the City of San Diego’s housing burden is
233,805 dwelling units. The proposed project allows for Scripps
Miramar Ranch to contribute positively to addressing the housing
crisis in a manner that fits within established densities of the
community, without proposing a density in excess of those
identified in the Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan.
Since adoption of the Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan in
1978, global climate change has become a paramount concern on
the local, national, and global scale. California’s landmark global
climate change legislation, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006
(AB 32), established the State’s goal of substantially reducing its GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Subsequent legislation, namely
Senate Bill (SB) 97, adopted in 2007, addresses climate change by
requiring lead agencies to analyze greenhouse gases (GHGs) under
CEQA. Additionally, the Sustainable Communities and Climate
Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375) requires each Metropolitan Planning
Organization to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy as part
of its Regional Transportation Plan that includes land use,
transportation, and housing policies to reduce regional GHG
emissions.
Based on the 2011 California Air Resources Board’s (ARB) Scoping
Plan, the City of San Diego’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) is a proactive
step toward addressing the City’s GHG emissions. The CAP provides
a road map for the City to collaborate with communities in assessing
vulnerability to future climate change, developing overarching
adaptation strategies and implementing measures to enhance
resilience. Compliance with the CAP is determined via the CAP
Consistency Checklist, which evaluates such factors as land use
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consistency, energy and water efficiency of buildings; clean and
renewable energy; and bicycling, walking, transit, and land use. The
proposed project is consistent with the CAP and facilitates San
Diego’s goals of addressing climate change by providing for an
interconnected (internally and regionally) mix of uses that allows
residents, employees, and visitors to limit their impact on the
environment, in spite of the 1970s planning of the Scripps Miramar
Ranch Community Plan that in no way could have anticipated the
impacts of global climate change on all of humanity.
Finally, the location of the proposed project at the edge of the
community prevents disruption to the single-family character
prevalent on the interior of the community. Multi-family
development of condominiums and townhomes tends to be on the
periphery of the community. The proposed project keeps with the
established community-wide land use pattern of providing multifamily housing along the I-15 corridor, leaving single-family homes
internal to the community undisturbed. The proposed project
contributes to the spectrum of housing choices in the Scripps
Miramar Ranch community that the community plan calls to be
completed, by providing both new multi-family housing and rental
housing, where the majority of housing is either single-family or forsale product.
H-14 One of the discretionary actions of the proposed project is an
Amendment to the Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan, which
includes removal of the project site from industrial land use
designation and instead proposes it for residential and commercial
retail uses. Thus, the Residential and Commercial Elements of the
Community Plan have been reviewed and the proposed project is
evaluated in context with those elements. The project’s proposed
change in land use is shown in the Community Plan Amendment
(CPA) Figure 9, Industrial Element, and is reproduced in the EIR as
Figure 3-4, Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan Industrial
Element. As shown in Figure 3, Residential Element, of the CPA and
reproduced in the EIR as Figure 3-2, Scripps Miramar Ranch
Community Plan Residential Element, the project site is proposed
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for residential development within new Neighborhood Concept Plan
Area F. Because the project removes the industrial land use
designation from the site within the Scripps Miramar Ranch
Community Plan, and the project site is proposed to be designated
as residential with the CPA, industrial goals, policies, and objectives
of the Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan and the City of San
Diego General Plan would no longer be applicable.
Furthermore, in order to remove the industrial land use designation
from the project site, a Collocation/Conversion Suitability Factors
Analysis was prepared for the proposed project. The
Collocation/Conversion Suitability Factors Analysis examines the
impact of the proposed conversion of industrial land to a mix of
residential, small shops, and restaurants. This analysis discusses
how industrial lands and Prime Industrial Lands are impacted if a
property is converted. The results of the Collocation/Conversion
Suitability Factors Analysis conclude that the project’s conversion to
a mixed-use is desirable (Carroll Canyon Mixed-Use Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report, January 2017, pg. 5.1-21).
General Plan Economic Prosperity Policy EP-A.17 states:
Analyze the collocation and conversion suitability factors listed in
Appendix C, EP-2, when considering residential conversion or
collocation in non-prime industrial land areas.
With regards to a change in non-prime industrial land uses to
residential use, among the General Plan Collocation/Conversion
Suitability Factors that should be considered is the following:
The significance of the proposed residential density to justify a change
in land use.
The project proposes a residential density of 15-29 dwellings per
acre, which is the highest density allowed in the Community Plan.
Therefore, the project would support this Collocation/Conversion
Suitability Factor.
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H-15 The creation of Neighborhood Concept Plan Area F is discussed in
Section 3.2.1, Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan/General Plan
Amendment, of the EIR. Area F includes a maximum of 260 dwelling
units at a density of 15 to 29 du/ac for the entire project site. This
section includes a summary of the features of Area F, as well as
other CPA revisions. Area F is shown on Figure 3-2. Additionally, Area
F and its development criteria relative to residential, community
shopping, mobility, urban design, and sustainability are clearly
discussed in the CPA on pages 23 and 23a and throughout the
document. The proposed land use designation revisions and
associated rezone are cohesively integrated into the Scripps
Miramar Ranch Community Plan; these project elements are
addressed in the EIR within the Project Description, as well as
Section 5.1, Land Use.
H-16 Section 5.2 of the EIR, Transportation/Traffic Circulation/Parking,
clearly states the potential that mitigation measure MM 5.2-2 may
not be completed by the study horizon year, resulting in Impact 5.22 remaining significant and unmitigated. Project approval will
require that the decision-maker adopt all findings and a Statement
of Overriding Considerations, which will address this potential
unmitigated impact. Refer to Response No. G-22 for a discussion of
fair share mitigation.
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H-17. The construction schedule was based on estimates from the project
applicant and assumed an 18-month duration. The California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) was used to calculate
emissions from project construction, taking into account the overlap
of building construction, paving, and architectural coatings
application. As shown in both Table 5 of the Air Quality Technical
Report, Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions, and
discussed under Issue 1 within Section 5.4.2 of the EIR, Impact
Analysis, construction does not require mitigation because
emissions are well below the City’s significance thresholds.
Construction activities are based on the current model and the best
available information. The analysis provides an evaluation of the
maximum daily emissions versus the significance thresholds, which
takes into account simultaneous operation of construction
equipment and construction vehicles. There is no need to require
the project to be completed in the number of days assumed, nor
would faster construction necessarily result in higher emissions,
because construction would still be limited to a certain number of
hours and thus a daily maximum emissions. The analysis is
therefore reasonable, and no further revisions are warranted.
H-18. CalEEMod is the industry standard for calculating construction and
operational air quality emissions, and is accepted by the City of San
Diego, San Diego Air Pollution Control District, and widely
throughout the State of California. CalEEMod was developed for the
California Air Pollution Officers Association (CAPCOA) in
collaboration with California air districts, and the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District “recommends use of the latest version of
CalEEMod for estimating emissions from proposed land use
development projects.”
(http://www.sdapcd.org/content/sdc/apcd/en/air-qualityplanning/ceqa.html)
The CalEEMod model assumes that most construction activities
would occur within an 8-hour period. This period does not include
safety meetings, lunch breaks, or other times during the day when
all construction equipment is not operating. Rather, the model
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assumes that all construction equipment would be operational
within the 8-hour period of maximum activity. The analysis is
therefore reasonable and provides a reasonable estimate of
maximum daily emissions. Accordingly, the City’s Municipal Code
permitting construction between 7 AM and 7 PM, Monday –
Saturday, does not make the CalEEMod assumptions unreasonable.
Also, the Air Quality Technical Report’s use of an 8-hour period to
calculate daily emissions does not affect its calculation of the
project’s total construction emissions. This is because the project
will require a finite amount of construction activity to build, which
the Air Quality Technical Report accurately calculates. Even if the
project is constructed more quickly than estimated, the total volume
of air quality emissions would not be expected to change. No
revisions to the study are warranted.
Nevertheless, to address the comment, the construction scenario
was re-run within the CalEEMod assuming that equipment would
have the potential to operate 12 hours per day. The model was also
re-run assuming that coatings would be compliant with SDAPCD
Rule 67.0.1, which went into effect on January 1, 2017. The results
of the analysis indicate that emissions from construction would
remain well below the City of San Diego’s significance threshold. The
tables are included below.
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Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
Carroll Canyon Mixed Use Project – 8 hrs/day construction
Construction
Activity/Time
Demolition
Fugitive Dust

ROG

NOx

CO

SO 2

PM 10
Dust

PM 10
Exhaust

PM 10
Total

PM 2.5
Dust

PM 2.5
Exhaust

PM 2.5
Total

-

-

-

-

0.45

0.00

0.45

0.07

0.00

0.07

Off-Road Diesel

4.51

48.36

36.07

0.04

-

2.45

2.45

-

2.29

2.29

On-Road Diesel

0.12

1.72

1.15

0.00

0.09

0.03

0.12

0.03

0.02

0.05

0.06
4.69

0.07
50.15

0.74
37.96

0.00
0.04

0.12
0.66

0.001
2.481

0.12
3.14

0.03
0.13

0.00
2.31

0.03
2.44

3.83

40.42

26.67

0.03

2.44
-

0.00
2.33

2.44
2.33

1.30
-

0.00
2.14

1.30
2.14

0.06
3.89

0.07
40.49

0.74
27.41

0.00
0.03

0.12
2.56

0.00
2.33

0.12
4.89

0.03
1.33

0.00
2.14

0.03
3.47

Building Off
Road Diesel

3.66

30.03

18.74

0.03

-

2.12

2.12

-

1.99

1.99

Building Vendor
Trips

0.41

3.82

4.25

0.00

0.23

0.06

0.29

0.07

0.06

0.12

Building Worker
Trips

0.78

0.92

10.09

0.02

1.68

0.01

1.69

0.44

0.01

0.46

TOTAL
Paving

4.85

34.77

33.08

0.05

1.91

2.19

4.10

0.51

2.06

2.57

Worker Trips
TOTAL
Site Grading
Fugitive Dust
Off-Road Diesel
Worker Trips
TOTAL
Building
Construction

Paving Off-Gas

0.02

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

Paving Off Road
Diesel

2.09

22.39

14.82

0.02

-

1.26

1.26

-

1.16

1.16

Paving Worker
Trips

0.05

0.06

0.67

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.12

0.03

0

0.03

TOTAL
Architectural
Coatings

2.16

22.45

15.49

0.02

0.12

1.26

1.38

0.03

1.16

1.19

47.12
0.37

2.37

1.88

0.00

-

0.20

0.20

-

0.20

0.20

0.14

0.17

1.83

0.00

0.34

0.00

0.34

0.09

0.00

0.09

Architectural
Coatings Off-Gas
Architectural
Coating Off Road
Diesel
Architectural
Coating Worker
Trips
TOTAL

47.63

2.54

3.71

0.00

0.34

0.20

0.54

0.09

0.20

0.29

MAXIMUM DAILY
EMISSIONS1

54.27

57.65

50.73

0.09

2.37

3.49

5.86

0.63

3.27

3.90

137

250

550

250

Significance
Criteria

100

55

Significant?
No
No
No
No
No
No
Maximum ROG, CO, and SOx emissions during simultaneous building construction, paving, and architectural coatings application. Maximum
NOx and PM emissions during grading.
1
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Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Emissions
Carroll Canyon Mixed Use Project – 12 hrs/day construction
Construction
Activity/Time
Demolition
Fugitive Dust

ROG

NOx

CO

SO 2

PM 10
Dust

PM 10
Exhaust

PM 10
Total

PM 2.5
Dust

PM 2.5
Exhaust

PM 2.5
Total

-

-

-

-

0.45

0.00

0.45

0.07

0.00

0.07

6.76
0.12
0.06

72.54
1.72
0.07

54.11
1.15
0.74

0.06
0.00
0.00

0.09
0.12

3.68
0.03
0.001

3.68
0.12
0.12

0.03
0.03

3.43
0.02
0.00

3.43
0.05
0.03

6.94

74.33

56.00

0.06

0.66

3.71

4.37

0.13

3.45

3.58

5.75

60.62

40.01

0.04

2.44

0.00

2.44

1.30

0.00

1.30

-

3.49

3.49

-

3.21

3.21

Worker Trips
TOTAL
Building
Construction

0.06
5.81

0.07
60.69

0.74
40.75

0.00
0.04

0.12
2.56

0.00
3.49

0.12
6.05

0.03
1.33

0.00
3.21

0.03
4.54

Building Off Road
Diesel
Building Vendor
Trips

5.83

48.63

30.06

0.04

-

3.40

3.40

-

3.19

3.19

0.41

3.82

4.25

0.00

0.23

0.06

0.29

0.07

0.06

0.12

Off-Road Diesel
On-Road Diesel
Worker Trips
TOTAL
Site Grading
Fugitive Dust
Off-Road Diesel

Building Worker
Trips
TOTAL
Paving

0.78

0.92

10.09

0.02

1.68

0.01

1.69

0.44

0.01

0.46

7.02

53.37

44.40

0.06

1.91

3.47

5.38

0.51

3.26

3.77

Paving Off-Gas
Paving Off Road
Diesel

0.02
3.13

33.58

22.23

0.03

-

1.89

1.89

-

1.74

1.74

Paving
Worker
Trips
TOTAL
Architectural
Coatings
Architectural
Coatings Off-Gas
Architectural
Coating Off Road
Diesel
Architectural
Coating
Worker
Trips

0.05

0.06

0.67

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.12

0.03

0.00

0.03

3.20

33.64

22.90

0.03

0.12

1.89

2.01

0.03

1.74

1.77

26.18
0.74

4.74

3.77

0.01

-

0.39

0.39

-

0.39

0.39

0.14

0.17

1.83

0.00

0.34

0.00

0.34

0.09

0.00

0.09

27.06
36.77

4.91
88.90

5.60
71.20

0.01
0.12

0.34
2.37

0.39
5.52

0.73
7.88

0.09
0.63

0.39
5.16

0.48
5.80

137

250

550

250

TOTAL
MAXIMUM DAILY
EMISSIONS1
Significance
Criteria

100

55

Significant?
No
No
No
No
No
No
Maximum ROG, CO, and SOx emissions during simultaneous building construction, paving, and architectural coatings
application. Maximum NOx and PM emissions during grading.
1

H-19. As discussed in Section 4.4 of the Air Quality Technical Report,
Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations,
Air Quality Technical Report
2
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and under Issue 3 within Section 5.4.2 of the EIR, Impact Analysis,
emissions of toxic air contaminants (TACs) are attributable to
temporary emissions from construction activities and to minor
amount of emissions from delivery vehicles during operation.
Construction activities are temporary and do not warrant
preparation of a health risk assessment. The main TAC emitted
during construction is diesel particulate matter. The Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) has not
identified a short-term reference exposure level for diesel
particulate and considers this pollutant to be of concern only for
long-term (i.e., lifetime) exposure. Therefore, no health risk
assessment is warranted for construction activities due to their
short duration and the low level of on-site emissions. It is not
standard practice to conduct health risk assessments for shortterm, temporary activities such as construction. With regard to
operational emissions, as discussed in Section 4.4 of the Air Quality
Technical Report, Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Substantial
Pollutant Concentrations, and under Issue 3 within Section 5.4.2 of
the EIR, Impact Analysis, residential mixed-use projects do not attract
a disproportionate amount of diesel truck traffic and are not
considered to be a source of TACs that would warrant a health risk
assessment.
H-20. Because no health risk assessment is warranted, it is not necessary
to identify specific receptors such as the Scripps Ranch High School
for analysis for exposure. As discussed in Response No. H-19 above,
no risk assessment is warranted.
H-21. According to the South Coast Air Quality Management’s Air Quality
CEQA Handbook, the types of land uses that would generate odors
include agriculture, wastewater treatment plants, food processing
plants, chemical plants, composting activities, refineries, landfills,
dairies, and fiberglass molding activities. None of these activities
would occur at the project site. As stated in Section 4.5 of the Air
Quality Technical Report, Objectionable Odors, and under Issue 5
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within Section 5.4.2 of the EIR, Impact Analysis, any odor compounds
emitted during construction would be minor, and would be
associated with diesel exhaust. Odors would dissipate quickly
offsite and would not result in significant impacts. No odor modeling
is warranted for minor construction related, temporary impacts.
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cont.

H-22

H-23

H-24

RESPONSE
H-22. The Air Quality Technical Report and the EIR fully evaluate the
impact from construction air emissions from the project and
associated construction of roadway improvements as shown on the
grading plan for the project associated with traffic mitigation
measures. The CalEEMod Model provides default assumptions
regarding horsepower rating, load factors for heavy equipment, and
hours of operation per day. Default assumptions within the
CalEEMod Model and assumptions for similar projects were used to
represent operation of heavy construction equipment. Mitigation
required for traffic impacts involve adding a westbound right-turn
lane from the project’s signalized entrance westerly to the
northbound freeway on-ramp to I-15 – an improvement along the
project frontage which will occur as part of project construction –
and the contribution of fair share toward right turn lane at the I15/Carroll Canyon southbound ramp. Fair share contribution does
not involve construction. Future construction of the improvement at
the I-15/Carroll Canyon southbound ramp will require City and
Caltrans review, as well as environmental review under CEQA which
will include an evaluation of air quality impacts.
H-23 As presented in Section 5.1, Land Use, of the EIR, the project site is
located within Review Area 1 of the MCAS Miramar Airport Influence
Area (AIA), which encompasses locations exposed to noise levels of
community noise level equivalent (CNEL) 60 decibels (dB) or greater.
The project site is located within the 60 to 65 a-weighted dB CNEL,
as shown in Figure 5.1-5, MCAS Miramar Compatibility Policy Map:
Noise. Furthermore, the project has been submitted to the San
Diego County Regional Airport Authority and has been determined
to be consistent with the MCAS Miramar Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), as presented in Appendix J, Federal
Aviation Regulation Regulations Part 77 Letters on Non-Obstruction and
ALUCP Consistency Letter.
As presented in Section 5.7, Noise, and as shown in Figure 5.1-4,
MCAS Miramar Compatibility Policy Map: Noise, the project site is
within the 60 to 65 dB CNEL Noise Exposure Contour for MCAS
Miramar. The project site is outside of the 65 dBA CNEL noise
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contour due to infrequent aircraft over flights and the altitude at
which the aircraft are operating when passing near the site. Noise
from MCAS Miramar would not be expected to exceed 65 dBA CNEL
and therefore no mitigation to any structures or sensitive land uses
due to aircraft are required. The City of San Diego as part of its noise
guidelines also states, consistent with Title 24 of the California Code
of Regulations (CCR), a project is required to perform an interior
assessment on the portions of a project site where building façade
noise levels are above the normally compatible noise level in order
to ensure that acceptable interior noise levels can be achieved. The
City of San Diego’s Noise Compatibility Guidelines require interior
noise levels in residential structures to be reduced to 45 dBA CNEL.
In accordance with Title 24 and the General Plan, once the final
architectural plans are prepared, the proposed project site will
require an interior noise study be prepared prior to the issuance of
building permits to determine the detailed components to reduce
interior noise to 45 dBA CNEL.
H-24 The project proposes to rezone the existing IP-2-1 zone to RM-3-7
which, according to San Diego Municipal Code §131.0406(b)(3), is
intended for medium density multiple dwelling units with limited
commercial uses and not as high-medium density as noted in the
comment letter. Please see discussions relative to villages in
Response Nos. H-13 and H-14. The EIR adequately addresses the
potential for environmental effects resulting from the proposed
density for the project.
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H-25

H-26

H-27

H-28
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H-25 Figure 2-8, Existing Zoning, shows that with exception of the
Eucalyptus Square Commercial Center south of the project site,
areas surrounding the project site are zoned IP-2-1. The IP-2-1 zone
is an Industrial--Park zone, intended for development of high quality
science and business park uses with very limited supporting
commercial uses. The IP-2-1 zone is not designed to accommodate
the type of retail uses that the project is intended to provide.
H-26 Project Objective 5 states, “In keeping with the City of Villages and
Smart Growth policies, provide for efficient use of the project site
with a viable mix of residential and commercial uses as an in-fill
development of an underutilized site within an urban area where
amenities and services are available and easily accessed via
alternative modes of travel, including transit, bike, and pedestrian.”
Objective 5 also identifies bike and pedestrian access as alternative
modes of transit, in addition to mass transit. The project provides
this accessibility. See Response No. F-2.
H-27 Project Objectives 5 and 8 on page 10-1 were combined into a single
Project Objective. See page 3-2. The Project Objectives set forth at
page 10-1 have been updated to match the Project Objectives on
page 3-2. Public facilities and services are addressed in Section 5.12
of the EIR. The location of public facilities and services is shown in
Figure 5.13-1.
H-28 Per CEQA Section 15126.6(a), “an EIR shall describe a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the competitive
merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster
informed decision making and public participation.” As discussed in
Section 10.1.1, Alternative Location Alternative, of the EIR, this
alternative location has been evaluated and is already approved for
a mixed-use commercial retail and office development. Accordingly,
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the Alternative Location Alternative is not a feasible alternative
because another project has already been approved for the site.
The Business-Light Industrial Park alternative would not meet any of
the project objectives. Accordingly, it cannot be selected for further
evaluation because project alternatives must be able to “feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project.” CEQA Guidelines
§ 15126.6(a).
A detailed discussion of the Business-Light Industrial Park alternative
is included in the EIR to satisfy the requirements in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6€, which states:
When the project is the revision of an existing land use or
regulatory plan, policy, or on-going operation, the “No
Project” alternative will be the continuation of the existing
plan, policy, or operation into the future.
Because the project site is currently designated Industrial Park and
zoned IP-2-1, a No Project alternative could be developed with
business/light industrial uses consistent with the Community Plan
and current zoning. Thus, both the Alternate Location alternative and
Business-Light Industrial Park alternative were rejected because they
did not meet the CEQA Guidelines requirements that they satisfy
most basic project objectives, and avoid or substantially lessen one
or more of the significant effects of the project.
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H-30

RESPONSE

H-29 CEQA requires that a project analyze a “No Project” alternative.
CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(e). Here, the DEIR analyzes two “no
project” alternatives—one that assumes no change to the project
site (Alternative 1) and another that assumes densification of the
project site under current zoning. (See also Response No. H-28.) As
discussed in detail in Section 10.3.2, Alternative 2, of the EIR, the No
Project/Development Under Existing Land Use Designation and
Zoning Alternative would not require amendments to the
community plan and General Plan and would not require a rezone.
However, it would result in greater impacts to traffic, air quality, and
greenhouse gas emission and would not meet the objectives of the
project. A full comparison of all impacts in each alternative is
outlined on pages 10-12 through 10-50 within Section 10.0,
Alternatives of the EIR. This same level of detailed analysis has been
paid to all of the alternatives analyzed within the EIR.
H-30 Comment noted. Please refer to Response H-1.
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