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BALBOA PARK PLAZA DE PANAMA PROJECT 
Response to Comments 

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) public review period was January 23, 2012 to 
March 8, 2012.  Several requests to extend the public review were received, and the public 
review period was extended to March 22, 2012.  During this period, 197 comment letters 
were received from agencies, organizations, and individuals. A copy of each comment letter 
is included in the Final EIR along with corresponding responses.   

Letters are arranged by commenter type, with agency comments first, organization 
comments second, and individual comments third.  Within those groups, comment letters 
are arranged alphabetically.  Each comment letter is assigned an alphabetic letter and each 
comment is assigned a number.   

As part of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) process, the City solicited alternatives for 
inclusion in the EIR.  Based on this public input, the EIR fully addressed 13 alternatives and 
considered but rejected an additional 8 alternatives.  Thus, the City provided consideration 
of a reasonable range of alternatives, including those suggested by the public.  In some 
instances, the alternatives suggested by the public did not contain detailed descriptions or 
certain aspects were ambiguous; therefore, certain assumptions were made and identified 
in the alternatives analysis.  In other instances, modifications were made to alternatives 
suggested by the public in order to ensure that the EIR included a reasonable range of 
alternatives. 

During public review of the Draft EIR, several commenters suggested additional alternatives 
or modifications to alternatives.  These new/modified alternatives were reviewed in light of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines to determine how to address 
these alternatives. First it was necessary to determine whether the suggested alternative 
would add to the reasonable range of alternatives already addressed in the EIR.  Factors 
considered in this determination included: 

· Whether the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen or significant impacts of 
the project. 

· Whether the alternative addresses issues that are not addressed by other 
alternatives. 

· Whether the alternative would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project.  

If the new/modified alternative did not meet these criteria, it was determined that it would not 
add to the reasonable range of alternatives already addressed in the EIR and need not be 
addressed in full detail.  However, consideration of the potential impacts of the new/modified 
alternative was given to the extent that it would reduce or increase impacts compared to the 
proposed project in order to provide information for the decision makers and the public.   



 

RTC-2 

 

THIS PAGE IS INTENTIONALLY BLANK. 

 



RTC-3 

BALBOA PARK PLAZA DE PANAMA PROJECT 
Letters of Comment and Responses  

Letters of comment to the Draft EIR were received from the following agencies, 
organizations, and individuals.  Several comment letters received during the Draft EIR 
public review period contained accepted revisions that resulted in changes to the final 
EIR text.  These changes to the text are indicated by strike-out (deleted) and underline 
(inserted) markings. The letters of comment and responses follow. 

State and Federal Agencies 
A State Clearinghouse ......................................................................................... RTC-7 
B Native American Heritage Commission ............................................................ RTC-9 
C California Department of Transportation ........................................................ RTC-12 
D California Department of Fish and Game ....................................................... RTC-14 
E Department of Toxic Substances Control ....................................................... RTC-20 
F Office of Historic Preservation, Department of Parks and Recreation  .......... RTC-22 
 
Organizations 
G Bellefontaine Condominium Association ........................................................ RTC-27 
H Balboa Park Cultural Partnership ................................................................... RTC-28 
I Balboa Park/Morley Field Recreation Council ................................................ RTC-29 
J The Committee of One Hundred .................................................................... RTC-30 
K Citizens Coordinate For Century 3 ................................................................. RTC-31 
L Downtown San Diego Partnership ................................................................. RTC-48 
M Greater Golden Hill Planning Committee ....................................................... RTC-49 
N League of Women Voters of San Diego ......................................................... RTC-50 
O Mingei International Museum ......................................................................... RTC-53 
P Museum of Man .............................................................................................. RTC-54 
Q National Trust Historic Preservation ............................................................... RTC-56 
R North Park Historical Society.......................................................................... RTC-59 
S North Park Planning Committee ..................................................................... RTC-78 
T Plumbing-Heating-Cooling Contractors Association of San Diego ............... RTC-109 
U Reuben H. Fleet Science Center .................................................................. RTC-110 
V San Diego Air Space Museum ................................................................... RTC-112 
W San Diego Convention and Visitors Bureau ............................................... RTC-113 
X San Diego Natural History Museum ........................................................... RTC-114 
Y Save Our Heritage Organization ................................................................ RTC-116 
Z Timken Museum of Art ................................................................................. RTC-126 
AA Zoological Society of San Diego .................................................................. RTC-128 
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Individuals 
AB George Adams ........................................................................................... RTC-133 
AC George Adams ............................................................................................. RTC-134 
AD Plaza de Panama Committee Form Letter Signed by: ................................ RTC-135 

 
Amina Adan 
Leo Alcala 
Machel Allen  
Amy  
John Arvin  
Anthony Baldman  
Susan Barrera  
Paul Beard  
Whitney Benzian  
Karen Berger  
Toni Bloomberg  
Amy Baker Bridge 
Stephen Bushue  
Duke and Yolanda Campbell 
Maria Cortez  
Andy Dillavou  
Lorrain Duffy  
Katherine A.W. Eaton  
Bjorn Endresen  
Tim Erickson  
Jeff Fargo  
Mathieu Gregoire  
William Hamilton  
Bruce Heimburg  
Thomas Hemlock  
Kim Herbstritt  
Barbara L. Hernly  
Kipland Howard  
Eric Johnson  
Donna Jones  
Michael S. Kingsley  
Jeff Larabee  
Stan Lattimore  
Dr. Kristine Hall Laverty  
Marsha Lyon  
Robin Madaffer 

Ahmed A Malinomar  
Jill Maslac  
Sharon Mayer  
William Mayer  
Agnieszka Melfi 
Christopher Mordy  
Larry Murnane  
Christopher Alan Murphy  
Jim Neri  
Paul Nierman  
Leann Ortmann  
Bruce Pastor, Jr.  
Mark and Linda Pennington  
Gary Phillips  
Richard E. Preuss  
Rob Quigley  
Alex Rivera  
Steve Rivera  
Les Romack  
William N. Rowley  
Franklin Roxas  
Chris Ruiz  
William H. Sauls  
Douglas Scott  
Larry Segal  
Jay Shumaker  
John Silcox  
Mike Singleton  
Ronald Sinnen  
Jenna Spagnolo  
Kevin Swanson  
William V. Trask 
Adrienne Turner 
Michael C. Vincent  
Mat Wahlstrom  

 
AE Richard C. Atkinson  .................................................................................... RTC-146 
AF Arthur Ballantyne  ......................................................................................... RTC-147 
AG Richard Bazen  ............................................................................................. RTC-154 
AH Paul Black  ................................................................................................... RTC-196 
AI Peter Bridge  ................................................................................................ RTC-197 
AJ Ron Buckley ................................................................................................. RTC-198 
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AK John and Frances Castle  ............................................................................ RTC-201 
AL William G. “Jay” Coffman  ............................................................................ RTC-203 
AM Kyle Colley  .................................................................................................. RTC-211 
AN Michael Curtis  ............................................................................................. RTC-212 
AO Norm DeWitt  ................................................................................................ RTC-213 
AP Alan Francisco  ............................................................................................ RTC-214 
AQ Sharon Gehl  ................................................................................................ RTC-215 
AR Vance A. Gustafson  .................................................................................... RTC-216 
AS Allen Anthony Hazard .................................................................................. RTC-217 
AT Thomas Hemlock  ........................................................................................ RTC-218 
AU Bernadine King  ............................................................................................ RTC-221 
AV William S. Lewis  .......................................................................................... RTC-224 
AW Dennis Lusis  ................................................................................................ RTC-227 
AX Sylvia Naliboff .............................................................................................. RTC-228 
AY Richard Nelson  ............................................................................................ RTC-229 
AZ Travis Newhouse ......................................................................................... RTC-230 
BA Elvi Olesen  .................................................................................................. RTC-231 
BB Mark and Linda Pennington  ........................................................................ RTC-232 
BC Donna Posin  ................................................................................................ RTC-233 
BD HC Jay Powell  ............................................................................................. RTC-234 
BE Elaine Regan  ............................................................................................... RTC-235 
BF Scott L. Sandel  ............................................................................................ RTC-236 
BG Douglas Scott  .............................................................................................. RTC-242 
BH Larry Segal  .................................................................................................. RTC-243 
BI Jay Shumaker  ............................................................................................. RTC-244 
BJ John Silcox  .................................................................................................. RTC-250 
BK Mike Singleton  ............................................................................................. RTC-251 
BL Ronald Sinnen  ............................................................................................. RTC-258 
BM Jenna Spagnolo  .......................................................................................... RTC-259 
BN Kevin Swanson ............................................................................................ RTC-262 
BO William V. Trask  .......................................................................................... RTC-266 
BP Adrienne Turner  .......................................................................................... RTC-268 
BQ Michael C. Vincent  ...................................................................................... RTC-271 
BR Mat Wahlstrom  ............................................................................................ RTC-272 
BS John Wotzka  ............................................................................................... RTC-275 
BT John Ziebarth  .............................................................................................. RTC-276 
BU Jim Ziegler  ................................................................................................... RTC-292 
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BV Petition Signed by:  ...................................................................................... RTC-293 
 

Charles Adair  
C.J. Anderson-Wu 
Wendy Tinsley Becker 
Kathleen Blavatt 
Ernestine Bonn 
Dionne Carlson 
Glen Carlson 
Ashley Christensen 
David Cohen 
Alana Coons 
Bruce Coons 
Bret Daguio 
Roberto de Biase 
John Eisenhart 
Susan Floyd 
Alan Francisco 
Ann Garwood 
Jesus Gerardo 
James Gilhooly 
Igor Goldking 
Richard Gorin 
Ruth Hayeard 
Amy Hoffman 
Ann Jarmusch 
Marita Johnson 
Irma Jones 

Welton Jones 
David Krimmel 
John Lomac 
Lukas Martinelli 
Adrienne Martinez 
Gregory May 
Ronald May 
Vonn Marie May 
Patrick McArron 
Pamela Miller 
Nancy Moors 
Geoff Page 
Deborah Pettry 
Julia Quinn 
David Raines 
Richard Ross 
Nancy Sands 
Doug Scott 
Dan Soderberg 
Ione Stiegler 
David Swarens 
Ian Trowbridge 
Elizabeth Weems 
Linda Wilson 
Sandra Wilson 
Frances O'Neill Zimmerman 
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A-1 Comment noted.   

Letter A 

A-1 
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B-1 Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B-2 This comment is consistent with Section 4.2 analysis.   

Letter B 

B-1 

B-2 
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B-3 Native American tribes were included on the Notice of Preparation and 

Public Review distribution (see the Conclusions for the distribution list).  
As no response has been received from the Native American tribes 
contacted to date, additional consultation letters were sent to all 16 
tribes per attached list on April 3, 2012.  It is also noted that Clint 
Linton, representing the Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel, consulted with the 
project archaeologist during site surveys (see Appendix B-2).   

 
B-4 See response to comment B-3. As discussed in Section 4.2.3.1 no 

significant resources were identified at the project site. Since there is a 
possibility that unknown subsurface resources could be disturbed 
during grading activities, mitigation measure HR-1 is proposed. The 
individual actions making up HR-1 assure the recording and recovery of 
important historical and/or prehistorical information which may 
otherwise be lost during construction of the proposed project. The 
requirement for an archaeological and a Native American monitor to be 
present for all grading activities, along with specified processes, 
assures that grading would be halted or diverted should any discovery 
be made until appropriate steps to preserve and/or otherwise record the 
discovery has been completed. 

 
B-5 The proposed project does not include a federal action necessitating 

consultation in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). The project is subject to review under California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), which includes all applicable sections in the 
Statutes and Guidelines relating specifically to historical and Native 
American resources. 

 
 Section 4.2 provides the historic context and cultural landscape, and 

discusses the application of the Secretary of the Interior Standards to 
the project.   

 
B-6 Comment noted. 
 
B-7 Should any human remains be encountered during the archaeological 

monitoring program or any other activities, the California Public 
Resources Code (Section 5097.98) and Health and Safety Code 
(Section 7050.5) shall be followed. Mitigation Measure HR-1, as 
detailed in Section 4.2.3.3, provides specific steps which are required to 
assure the appropriate treatment of Native American human remains, if 
discovered during construction activities. 

B-3 

B-4 

B-5 

B-6 

B-7 
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B-8 Comment noted.   See response to comment B-4. B-8 
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C-1 The recommended coordination with Caltrans is ongoing.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C-2 It is acknowledged that an Encroachment Permit will be required for 

construction access from SR-163.  The applicant will coordinate with 
Caltrans to provide all appropriate information through the application 
process.  

Letter C 

C-1 

C-2 
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C-3 Comment noted. C-3 
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D-1 The California Department of Fish and Game’s role is a Trustee 

Agency.  This has been clarified in Final EIR Section 1.2.2.    
 
 By means of clarification, and as expressed in Section 2.1, Balboa Park 

is generally bounded by 28th Street to the east and Sixth Avenue to the 
west. 

Letter D 

D-1 
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D-2 Comment noted. 
 
D-3 Section 4.6.1.2 identifies that sensitive species with potential to occur 

are addressed in the biological technical letter report (see Appendix F). 
The potential to occur analysis in the biological technical letter report 
(see Attachment 4 of Appendix F) was developed based on the 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and included bat 
species.  The following three sensitive bat species were identified in the 
biological technical report letter as having a low potential to occur within 
the project site: Mexican long-tongued bat (Choeronycteris Mexicana), 
pocketed free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops femororsaccus), and big free-
tailed bat (Nyctinomops macrotis).  All three of these species are 
California species of special concern.   

 
 In response to this comment, a RECON biologist, accompanied by 

resident bat (chiropteran) biologist for the San Diego Natural History 
Museum, conducted a second site visit on April 5, 2012 to complete an 
additional bat habitat assessment analysis.  The following is a summary 
of the results of that assessment and consultation. 

 
 It was determined that three areas that required additional bat habitat 

assessment: (1) the eastern portion of the Cabrillo Bridge at the 
expansion joint, (2) bridge abutment and buildings at the east end of 
the bridge, and (3) the palm trees with intact dead palm frond ‘skirts’.  It 
was determined that the eucalyptus and other foliage in the project area 
would not provide suitable roosting habitat for bats. 

 
 The expansion joint in the eastern Cabrillo Bridge arch would potentially 

provide roosting habitat for bats, but this portion of the bridge is outside 
of the project impact area.   

 
 The eastern end of the bridge and associated buildings contained no 

sign of historic or current bat use. Thus, no impact to bats at this 
location is anticipated.   

 
 The palms were visually investigated and anabat was used to record 

echolocation calls adjacent to the skirted palms within the project area 
near the Cabrillo Bridge.  After reviewing the recorded bat calls, it was 
determined that the calls to be that of the hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus), 
a tree/foliage roosting species. While this species may use the palms 
on-site for roosting, it is not considered sensitive.   

D-2 

D-3 
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 D-3 (cont.): 
 
 The pocketed free-tailed bat and big free-tailed bat roosting habitat 

does not exist within the project site.  These species typically roost in 
high cliffs in inland areas.  Thus, the project is not anticipated to impact 
these species. 

 
 While not observed, and based upon CDFG’s comment that the 

western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii) is a State Species of Special 
Concern), there is a potential for the species to roost within the project 
area.  As such, the project has incorporated design features that would 
ensure avoidance; therefore, no impact would result.  The following 
feature would be assured through a condition of the permit.    

 
 1. Prior to the issuance of a grading or construction permit, the 

following measure shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the 
Development Services Department:   Skirted palm tree removal 
shall occur outside of the bat roosting (nesting) season (April to 
September).   

 
 In addition, the Mexican long-tongued bat (Choeronycteris mexicana), a 

State Species of Special Concern), has potential to roost in buildings 
within the project area.  As such, the project has incorporated design 
features that would ensure avoidance; therefore, no impact would 
result.  The following feature would be assured through a condition of 
the permit.     

 
 2. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, the following measure 

shall be implemented to the satisfaction of the Development 
Services Department:  Demolition shall be completed outside of 
the bat roosting (nesting) season (April to September). 

 
 The above information has been added to Final EIR Section 4.6, as 

appropriate.   
 
 Biological resources mitigation measure BR-1 (requiring pre-

construction surveys) is already in place to address the potential for the 
project to result in indirect or direct impacts during construction to 
wildlife species that use the eucalyptus or palm trees as bird nesting 
habitat.     
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D-4 Potential edge effect and indirect impacts to coastal California 

gnatcatcher breeding habitat within the off-site MHPA area in Florida 
Canyon are addressed in Sections 4.1 and 4.6.  Staff inadvertently 
omitted the specific mitigation language for coastal California 
gnatcatcher as part of mitigation measure LU-1.  This language has 
been added to the Final EIR.   

 
D-5 As indicated Section 4.6.3.2, the project impact to non-native 

grasslands at the Arizona Street Landfill would not be permanent and, 
therefore, would not contribute to a cumulative loss of raptor foraging 
habitat.  The existing non-native grassland was established by the 
Arizona Street Landfill as an erosion control measure and the area 
disturbed by the project would be revegetated immediately upon 
completion of earthwork operations via a native, non-invasive 
hydroseed mix.  As indicated in Section 3.0, soil export activities would 
last approximately 40 days.  After revegetation, the Arizona Street 
Landfill would continue to provide raptor foraging habitat.    

 
D-6 As indicated in Section 4.6.3.2, impacts to the non-native grassland 

located on the Arizona Street Landfill are considered less than 
significant.  The non-native grassland habitat located at the Arizona 
Street Landfill was established via placement of mulch as an erosion 
control measure (Section 4.6.3). This area would be temporarily 
impacted by the placement of soil export, but would be hydroseeded 
per erosion control measures required by Order 97-11 Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Post-closure Maintenance of Inactive 
Nonhazardous Waste Landfills in the San Diego Region. Per the City of 
San Diego CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds (City of San 
Diego 2011), habitat mitigation is not required for impacts to areas that 
have been planted for the purpose of erosion control; therefore, no 
mitigation is required.   

 
D-7 See response to comments D-5 and D-6.  Figure 5b of the Biological 

Resources Letter Report (see Appendix F) and Figure 4.6-1b of the EIR 
show the location of non-native grassland habitat and where soil would 
be deposited within the landfill.  As indicated in Section 3.0, soil export 
activities would last approximately 40 days and hydroseeding would 
occur upon the completion.  Project impacts to raptor foraging would be 
temporary and less than significant.    

 

D-4 

D-5 

D-6 

D-7 
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D-8 As indicated in the Biological Resource Survey Letter Report (see 

Appendix F), the hydroseed mix would consist of native non-invasive 
species.  In addition, the project would implement mitigation measure 
LU-1 that requires the following: 

 
 Plant species within 100 feet of the MHPA shall comply with the 

Landscape Regulations (LDC142.0400 and per table 142-04F, 
Revegetation and Irrigation Requirements) and be non-invasive. 
Landscape plans shall include a note that states: The ongoing 
maintenance requirements of the property owner shall prohibit the use 
of any planting that are invasive, per City Regulations, Standards, 
guidelines, etc., within 100 feet of the MHPA. 

 
 Thus, impacts to adjacent MHPA habitat would be less than significant.   
 
 
 
D-9 Comment noted. 
 

D-9 

D-8 
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D-10 It is the City staff and project biologist’s position that the mitigation 

requirements included in the Final EIR are consistent with the City’s 
Biology Guidelines with respect to buffer requirements for raptors.  The 
survey distances identified in the EIR are adequate and no evidence 
has been provided that supports expanding the buffer area from 300 
feet to 500 feet for this site.  

 
 
D-11 See response to comments D-9 and D-10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
D-12 See response to comments D-9 and D-10. 
 
 
 
 
D-13 See response to comments D-9 and D-10. 
 
 
 
 
D-14 Comment noted. 

D-10 

D-11 

D-12 

D-13 

D-14 
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E-1 The City received DTSC letter dated April 19, 2011 providing comments 

on the Notice of Preparation (NOP). This letter is included in Appendix 
A of the EIR. All relevant health and safety/hazardous materials 
comments received on the NOP are addressed in Section 4.10.   

Letter E 

E-1 
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F-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-2 Comment noted. 

Letter F 

F-1 

F-2 
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F-3 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
F-4 Comment noted. The project and 13 alternatives have received 

complete analysis and public review consistent with CEQA Statute and 
Guidelines requirements.   

F-3 

F-4 
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F-5 Comment noted. The EIR concludes that the Area of Potential Effect 

(APE) contains a significant historical resource and that the Centennial 
Bridge component of the project would result in a significant and 
unmitigated impact to this resource. 

 
F-6 Pages 10-15 of the Historical Resources Technical Report (HRTR) (EIR 

Appendix B-1) consider the following historical designations for El 
Prado/Plaza de Panama and Balboa Park: the San Diego Register of 
Historic Landmarks (1967; amended 1988) designation of El Prado as 
Landmark No. 1; the National Register designation for El Prado/Plaza 
de Panama (1975); the separate National Register designation for the 
California Quadrangle (1974); the Balboa Park National Historic 
Landmark designation (1977); and the designation of State Route 163 
as Cabrillo Historic Parkway in a California Register historic district in 
1996. 

 
 Neither the National Register nor the National Historic Landmark 

nominations provide a comprehensive list of contributors or non-
contributors. The determination of which buildings, structures, and 
landscape elements were determined to be contributors and which 
were not is discussed on pages 108-110 of the report. The total tally of 
contributors to the El Prado complex (13) in the technical report 
matches the total mentioned by the commenter. 

 
F-7 By means of clarification of this comment, the reference to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15150 is incorrect. CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 
is the section which provides the quoted material. Notwithstanding the 
correction, the City agrees with the comment’s reiteration of an EIR’s 
standards for adequacy, as well reference to Section 4.2.2.1b. 

 
 Although the HRTR lists The Esplanade, Palm Canyon, Spreckels 

Organ Pavilion and Plaza, and the House of Pacific Relations complex 
as contributors, it does not identify other features within this part of the 
historic district (mostly lawns) as district contributors. In fact, Appendix 
B-1 identifies several non-contributing elements in this area, including 
several of the 1990s-era International Cottages and the Palm Canyon 
restroom. The HRTR did not identify the lawn area bounded by Palm 
Canyon Road to the west, the Alcazar parking lot to the north, and Pan 
American Road East to the east (the area that would mainly be 
physically impacted by Centennial Road) as a historic contributor since 
this area has clearly been changed several times, based on an analysis 
of historic aerial photographs from the 1950s through the 1980s.

F-5 

F-6 

F-7 
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F-7 (cont.) 
 Changes include the construction of a paved asphalt path on the east 

side of Palm Canyon following the destruction of the Honeymoon 
Bridge after 1950 and the construction of the Alcazar parking lot 
driveway through the lawn ca. 1964. This lawn does not appear to be a 
contributor, and is not listed as such in Appendix B-1, because it is not 
a distinct named feature. Appendix B-1 discusses impacts to this area 
in depth on pages 124, 135-37, and 146-47 

 
F-8 The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation are used to 

analyze potential impacts of a project on historic structures as well as 
cultural landscapes, as noted in the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes.  See pages 10-15 
and 108-110 of Appendix B-1 for an inventory of contributors and non-
contributors within the Balboa Park Historic District. 

 
 Refer to Section 4.3. 
 
F-9 During preparation of Appendix B-1, an APE that encompasses all of 

these districts was developed. Appendix B-1 considers the entire 
Central Mesa south of Old Globe Way, Cabrillo Canyon, and a large 
portion of the West Mesa to be the APE and includes everything built, 
planted, or altered before 1936 was a contributor. Appendix B-1 
analyzes the impacts to the APE and determined that the project does 
not comply with the SOI Standards 2 and 9, and that it would have a 
significant and unavoidable impact on Cabrillo Bridge and the California 
Quadrangle, and to a lesser extent, on the Balboa Park Historic District. 
This is discussed on page 150 of the HRTR.  The HRTR also 
concludes on page 150 that the project would not result in the delisting 
of Balboa Park as an National Historic Landmark district (understanding 
that the NR district is a smaller component of the larger National 
Historic Landmark district).  See Section 4.2. 

 
F-10 In response to this comment, preparation of Historic American 

Engineering Record (HAER) documentation for the Cabrillo Bridge has 
been added as conditions of project approval.  The significant impact 
discussed in Section 4.2.2.1(b) of the EIR relative to the inconsistency 
of the Centennial Bridge with SOI Standards 2 and 9 would remain 
significant even after implementation of these conditions of approval.  
This revision to the Final EIR does not add significant new information 
as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

 
F-11 Comment noted.

F-8 

F-9 

F-10 

F-11 
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G-1 Comment noted. 

Letter G 

G-1 
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H-1 Comment noted. 
 

Letter H 

H-1 
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I-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-2 Comment noted. As a condition of the permit, a transportation/parking 

coordinator would be employed as part of the construction staffing that 
would coordinate the tram operation and address issues/concerns 
relative to construction phase parking and transportation during 
construction.  This individual would act as a liaison between the 
Institutions and the construction team, working under the authority of 
the City’s Department of Park and Recreation (Park & Recreation), 
though employed by the Plaza de Panama Committee. 

 
I-3 Comment noted. 
 

I-1 

Letter I 

I-2 

I-3 
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J-1 Comment noted.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
J-2 Comment noted. A tram system is an integral part of the project. As 

stated in Section 3.1, it is the intention of the project to restore 
pedestrian uses throughout the Park and to alleviate 
pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. In order to further accommodate 
pedestrian use, the project would continue to provide and supplement 
tram service linking multiple locations in the Central Mesa.  See Figure 
3-30 for a detail of the proposed tram route.  An expanded tram system 
could be completed in the future but is not a part of the scope of the 
project.    

 
J-3 Comment noted. 

Letter J 

J-1 

J-2 

J-3 
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K-1 A Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 B See response to comment J-1b. 
 
 
 
 C Comment noted.   
 

Letter K 

K-1 

A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B 
 
 
C 
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K-2 Comment noted. 
 
K-3 Comment noted. 
 
K-4 Comment noted. 
 
K-5 The No Project (No Development/Existing Conditions) Alternative is not 

the same as the No Project/Central Mesa Precise Plan Alternative. The 
No Project (No Development/Existing Conditions) Alternative is 
discussed in Section 9.3.1 and the No Project/Central Mesa Precise 
Plan Alternative is discussed and analyzed in detail in Section 9.3.2.  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) provides instruction on the 
analysis of a No Project alternative. Specifically, when the project is the 
revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, policy or ongoing 
operation, the No Project alternative will be the continuation of the 
existing plan, policy, or operation into the future. Alternatively, if the 
project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a 
development project on identifiable property, the No Project alternative 
is the circumstance under which the project does not proceed.   

 
 For the purposes of providing a comprehensive range of alternatives, 

both of these No Project scenarios are included in the EIR. Consistent 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), all alternatives in the EIR 
are given an adequate level of analysis, providing sufficient information 
about each to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison 
with the project. 

 
K-6 See response to comment K-5. 
 
K-7 A Comment noted. The decision makers (City Council) will review 

all alternatives, including the Alternative 2 which compares 
build-out of the CMPP to the project. The CMPP traffic 
management program is included in this alternative and will be 
considered. 

 
 B Using existing traffic volumes and SANDAG forecast models, 

traffic volumes were determined for the future years 2015 and 
2030 for the project and all the project alternatives. 
Alternative 2 would alter the existing traffic patterns since only a 
one-way eastbound traffic would be allowed on the Cabrillo 
Bridge. Due to these changes, traffic would be rerouted to 
nearby streets, increasing the volumes more than No Project 
conditions. The project would not alter traffic volumes on the 
external streets or traffic patterns to the Park. 

 
 

K-2 

K-3 

K-4 

K-5 

K-6 

K-7 
A 
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K-7 (cont.) 
 C See response to comment K-48. 
 
K-8 The 158 non-ADA spaces that would be lost would be a result of 

removing parking from Plaza de Panama and converting the Alcazar 
parking lot into an ADA only/valet stacking/passenger loading/unloading 
area. The project would add additional ADA spaces within the Alcazar 
parking lot and the proposed Organ Pavilion parking structure. Overall, 
the project would increase ADA parking by 12 accessible parking 
spaces.   

 
K-9 Table 9-3 includes a summary of roadway segment impacts and Table 

9-4 shows intersection impacts for all of the alternatives in both years 
2015 and 2030.  As indicated in the legends of each table, the tables 
identify natural growth effects with X (segment operates poorly even 
without construction of the alternative), and identifies impacts caused 
by the alternatives with SM (significant impact as a result of the 
alternative that can be mitigated) and SU (significant impact as a result 
of the alternative that cannot be mitigated). 

 
 As shown, Alternative 3A would impact one segment in year 2015 and 

four in year 2030; these impacts would be unmitigable.  The project 
would not result in any roadway segment impacts in either years 2015 
or 2030.  Alternative 3A would impact two intersections in year 2015, 
both of which would be mitigable; and five intersections in the year 
2030, four of which would be mitigable.  In comparison, the project 
would result in an impact to one intersection in year 2030 which would 
be mitigated.  See Tables 9-3 and 9-4 for the locations of the impacts.   

 
K-10 Comment noted. 
 
K-11 In order to provide a rational comparison of parking options, all 

alternative parking structure locations were considered to have  the 
same number of spaces (unless noted otherwise during the scoping 
exercise) included under the project. 

 
K-12 As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR 

considers and discusses multiple alternatives to the project. As required 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these alternatives 
were selected to provide a reasonable range of possible project designs 

K-8 

K-9 

K-10 

K-11 

K-12 

C 
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K-12 (cont.) 
 which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project 

but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project. 
Specifically, the factors considered in the selection of alternative 
included: 

 
 Whether the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen or 

significant impacts of the project. 
 Whether the alternative addresses solutions that are not addressed 

by other alternatives. 
 Whether the alternative would feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project. 
 
 The modification to the Inspiration Point Parking Structure Alternative 

suggested by this comment would not further meet these criteria. 
Therefore, it would not add to the reasonable range of alternatives 
already addressed in the EIR and need not be addressed.   

 
K-13 This response relates to Alternative 3D.   See response to comment K-

11. 
 
K-14 The northern section of Inspiration Point currently has approximately 

386 standard spaces and 22 ADA spaces. 
 
K-15 Even with the loss of the 376 spaces from the north lot, there are 888 

spaces available in the southern section of Inspiration Point parking lot. 
To allow for an equitable comparison of impacts, the parking structures 
under all applicable alternatives were assumed to have an equal 
number of spaces.   

 
K-16 In selecting the reasonable range of alternatives, the EIR attempted to 

evaluate equivalent levels of service/cost. Overall, the intent of the 
proposed tram is to be as flexible/expandable as possible depending on 
future needs and requirements. It is possible that the current Park tram 
would continue to function as it does today, with the proposed tram 
providing supplemental services. 

 
K-17 A See response to comment K-12. 
 
 B Comment noted.  

K-13 

K-14 

K-15 

K-16 

K-17 
A 
 

B 
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K-18 See response to comment K-12. 
 
K-19 Comment noted.  See response to comment K-16. 
 
K-20 Sections S.5.3.1(a) and 9.3.4Ai.1 have been clarified to explain that 

under the Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative, the Cabrillo Bridge 
would be open to vehicular traffic up to the newly constructed 
Centennial Bridge. 

 
K-21 Park Road would differ from Centennial Road mainly in that it would be 

at-grade with the reclaimed parkland behind the Organ Pavilion, 
whereas Centennial Road would traverse below the pedestrian 
promenade.  Additionally, Park Road would connect to Park Boulevard 
at a new signalized intersection.  Centennial Road would wrap around 
the eastern perimeter of the Organ Pavilion Parking Structure and 
connect to Presidents Way.   

 
K-22 This reference to the potential impact has been deleted in the EIR.  It is 

recognized that the Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative 
realignment of Park Boulevard and Inspiration Point Way with the new 
access road to Gold Gulch Parking Structure could impact an existing 
structure that is part of Centro Cultural de la Raza located immediately 
south of Centro Cultural the building where the street extension is 
proposed. For the extension east of Park Boulevard the roadway 
realignment and proposed grading/cut-slope shown could impact the 
Veterans Memorial site. However, it is acknowledged that these 
constraints could possibly be addressed through actual engineering of 
the alternative. 

K-19 

K-20 

K-21 

K-22 

K-18 
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K-23 Approximately 6.3 total acres of parkland would be regained with this 

alternative as analyzed, including the plazas, pedestrian promenades, 
and usable parkland regained in the Organ Pavilion parking lot.  See 
response to comment BT-32. 

 
 
K-24 As described in Section 9.3.4Aii, the No Paid Parking Alternative would 

contain all of the same features as the project except that parking in the 
Organ Pavilion parking structure would be free of charge. Under the 
No-paid Parking Alternative, it is estimated that 10 percent more (on a 
typical Saturday peak hour) patrons would park in the structure 
compared to the proposed paid parking option. 

 
K-25 While certain elements would be different, the EIR concludes that both 

the Tunnel Alternative and the project (as it relates to the Centennial 
Bridge) would have significant and unmitigable impacts to the National 
Historic Landmark District (NHLD). 

 
 
K-26 See response to comment K-25. The EIR concludes that both the 

Tunnel Alternative and the project (as it relates to the Centennial 
Bridge) would be inconsistent with SOI Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 
9. 

 
K-27 Tables 4.1-2 and 4.1-3 disclose the inconsistencies of the project with 

both the adopted Balboa Park Master Plan and Central Mesa Precise 
Plan.  

 
 The alternatives analyzed in Section 9.0 are comprised of City and 

applicant proposed alternatives, as well as some submitted by the 
public for incorporation into the EIR.  As disclosed in Section 9.1.1, a 
few of the publicly submitted alternatives were fairly comprehensive in 
nature and were included in Section 9.1.  Other alternatives, identified 
during the scoping process, lacked sufficient detail to complete a 
thorough analysis in this EIR or were similar in nature in to other 
proposals.  Therefore, for these alternatives, it was necessary for City 
staff to develop a set of assumptions concerning the missing 
components from each alternative.  The rationale, or assumptions, 
guiding the development of each alternative is described in greater 
detail in Section 9.3.     

K-23 

K-24 

K-25 

K-26 
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K-28 Comment noted. 
 
K-29 Comment noted. 
 
 
K-30 No roadway width specifications for the El Cid Island loop road were 

identified in this alternative’s description; however, this one-way, one-
lane loop roadway would be narrowed to 12 feet.  The existing Mall 
roadway is approximately 27 feet wide. 

 
 

K-28 

K-29 

K-30 
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K-31 Improvements under both Alternative 4.Biv and the project could be 
reversed.   

 
K-32 A As explained under Section 9.3.4Biv.2.c, although the El Cid 

Island component would change public views within a 
designated view corridor, the visual impact was deemed less 
than significant, as is true for the project and other alternatives 
which convert the Plaza de Panama to pedestrian open space. 

 
  Both the project and the Half-Plaza Alternative would result in 

significant impacts associated with changes in spatial 
relationships of the NHLD and inconsistencies with SOI 
Rehabilitation Standards.  These changes for both the project 
(as it relates to Centennial Bridge) and this alternative (El Cid 
Island component) would result in not only historic impacts, but 
impacts to the historic architectural character of the project 
area. 

 
 B Significant and unmitigable impacts are disclosed for the 

project, as well as the alternatives. 
 
K-33 As discussed in Section 4.4.1.3, existing traffic counts were conducted 

to obtain volumes within the Park and surrounding streets on a 
weekday 7–9 a.m. and 4–6 p.m. and on Saturday 11 a.m.–1 p.m. and 
3–5 p.m. Another traffic count within the Park including pedestrian 
counts was conducted from 10 a.m.–8 p.m. on a Saturday. Based on 
the result of the counts, the intersection of El Prado/Plaza de Panama 
operates acceptably during the week; however, on Saturdays due to 
the increased number of vehicles and pedestrians, it operates at LOS F 
between the hours of 11 a.m.–6 p.m.  See Tables 4.4-2 and 4.4-3, and 
also Appendix D-1. 

 
 

K-31 

K-32 
 
 
A 
 
B 
 

K-33 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-39 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
K-34 This statement from the EIR is specifically referring to Alternatives 4Biii 

(Modified Precise Plaza without Parking Structure) and 4Biv (Half 
Plaza). These alternatives would introduce new tram and valet drop-off 
areas just south of El Prado/Plaza de Panama intersection while still 
maintaining the same number of vehicles and pedestrians as existing 
conditions which already operates at LOS F. With the project, the 
reconfigured Alcazar parking lot would have a designated valet 
operation area in the south and southeast portion of the parking lot 
which would be separated from the through traffic on Centennial Road. 
The passenger drop-off/pick-up area would also be in its own 
designated space in the northern portion of the lot, away from through 
traffic where the passengers would not encounter the through traffic on 
Centennial Road. Overall, implementation of the project would result in 
fewer pedestrians crossing the road from these drop-off locations, than 
currently exists at the El Prado/Plaza de Panama. The total combined 
pedestrians crossing at the proposed Alcazar location could be 230 
during a peak hour on a typical Saturday. Under existing conditions, a 
combined total of 780 pedestrians could be crossing at the Plaza during 
a peak hour on a typical Saturday. 

 
K-35 Comment noted. 
 
 
K-36 Comment noted. 
 

K-34 

K-35 

K-36 
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K-37 As part of the NOP process, the City solicited alternatives for inclusion 
in the EIR.  Based on this public input, the EIR fully addressed 13 
alternatives and considered but rejected an additional 8 alternatives.  
Thus, the City provided consideration of a reasonable range of 
alternatives, including those suggested by the public.  In some 
instances, the alternatives suggested by the public did not contain 
detailed descriptions or certain aspects were ambiguous; therefore, 
certain assumptions were made and identified in the alternatives 
analysis.   

 
K-38 A All simulations contained within the Centennial Bridge 

Photographic Survey show the solid concrete barrier. In the 
simulations that are taken from below the bridge level the 
concrete barrier (which is setback 8 feet from the see-through 
railing) would not be visible from those locations. This would 
explain the differences identified in this comment. 

 
 B For clarification purposes, Light Standards have been added to 

all simulations. 
 
K-39 The existing Palm Canyon walkway would remain in its current location 

between the Alcazar Garden and the proposed Centennial Roadway. 
The deck surface would be re-furbished and adjusted as necessary to 
make it comply with all ADA requirements. In addition, the Palm 
Canyon Walkway would be extended to the International Cottages and 
would be similar in design and appearance to the existing walkway. The 
proposed overlook would be located just north of intersection of Pan 
American Place and Pan American Road West. Currently this location 
has been previously disturbed to accommodate an attached concrete 
stairway adjacent to the roadway and a dirt pathway leading down into 
Palm Canyon. 

 
 The proposed layout of the Palm Canyon walk extension has been 

designed to minimize the impact on the underlying vegetation and 
existing trees. During construction, minor adjustment to the alignment 
may result to further minimize impacts on existing vegetation. 

 
K-40 The Historic Bridge Abutment refers to the stone stair remnants of the 

former 1935 Honeymoon Bridge that once spanned the center of Palm 
Canyon. There is a similar abutment on the other side of Palm Canyon, 
south of the restrooms. The bridge is mentioned in the Historic 
Resources Technical Report. This feature is not being impacted by the 
project. 

K-37 

K-38 
A 
 
 
 
B 

K-39 
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K-41 Valet service is currently provided during limited hours/days based on 

demand.  Prior to initiation of valet services in the new Alcazar parking 
lot final operational plans must be reviewed and approved through the 
City’s permitting process. 

 
K-42 For clarification purposes, Figure 3-19 has been revised to show the 

Plaza de California as an accessible plaza and to illustrate an 
uninterrupted ADA accessible path of travel from the western end of the 
Cabrillo Bridge through the Plaza de California. This revision to the 
Final EIR provides clarification and consistency between text and 
graphics. 

 
K-43 Under the project, an annex to the existing visitor center is proposed on 

the rooftop park. This location is centrally located in the Palisades area. 
The benefits of providing a second visitor center would be to provide 
services to visitors in this centralized portion of the Park. Moreover, the 
location of the proposed center conforms to the CMPP which includes a 
Palisades visitor center. 

 
K-44 The Site Development Permit Plans provide details of the visitors 

center including elevations of all the buildings. It was determined that 
while the visitor center would be described in the EIR, site plan figures 
would not be included. This decision was based on the fact that these 
plans were not necessary to determine visual or historical impacts 
because they are proposed to be located in areas that do not contribute 
to the NHLD. Final designs of the visitor center will be reviewed by the 
Balboa Park Committee for comment, and construction plans will be 
approved by City staff prior to issuance of construction permits.  The 
Site Development Plans are available for review at the City Department 
of Development Services.  

 
K-45 The proposed visitor center would provide a similar level of service as 

the existing center. Specifically, the extent of food service is intended to 
consist of pre-packaged items (snacks and beverages).  Removable 
tables and chairs may also be provided. Operational details will be 
reviewed and approved by City staff prior to issuance of appropriate 
permits. 

 
  

K-41 

K-42 

K-43 

K-44 
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K-46 The proposed restroom is 1,385 square feet (sf) compared to the 

current restroom which is 1,340 sf. The number of toilets/urinals would 
increase from 23 to 26. The number of sinks would increase from 11 to 
12.  In addition, the new facility would have two diaper changing 
stations whereas the current facility has none. 

 
 The distance from the west entrance of the Organ Pavilion to the 

entrance of the proposed restroom would be 185 feet compared to the 
current distance of 120 feet. The distance from the entrance of the 
House of Pacific Relations to the entrance of the proposed restroom 
would be 290 feet compared to the current distance of 241 feet.  The 
pedestrian path of travel to the existing restroom crosses vehicular 
traffic, whereas the path of travel to the proposed restroom would not, 
from either of the above reference points. 

K-46 
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K-47 Electrical powered trams would be unable to satisfy operational 
demands of duration of usage and power requirements, as needed to 
successfully run throughout the proposed tram route.  The vehicle 
examples offered in this comment are for limited capacity shuttle buses. 
The proposed tram vehicle would need to offer efficient 
loading/unloading and be high occupancy based on the proposed 
operation.  The vehicle proposed by the project would meet its 
anticipated needs for high-occupancy operational demands over 
differential terrain while utilizing liquid propane. While a petroleum-
based product, liquid propane is one of the cleanest burning of all fossil 
fuels. 

 
 As concluded in Section 4.9.2.2 the net increase in greenhouse gas 

emissions due to operation of the project would not exceed the 
screening criteria and impacts associated with increased greenhouse 
gas emissions would be less than significant. 

 
K-48 A The level of details provided in the CMPP regarding the parking 

structure is very limited, so a side-by-side comparison of costs 
is not feasible.  Generally speaking, construction of an 
underground mechanically ventilated parking structure would 
cost on average $30K - $35K per stall. The parking structure 
construction cost for the project is estimated at $19K per stall, 
to meet the project’s objective to build a financially self-
sustaining parking structure that would not be encumbered by 
the need for mechanical ventilation. The parking count was 
based partly on cost, but mostly on-site logistics including 
attainable footprint, site constraints, and maximum efficient stall 
capacity determined per level. Also the number of parking 
levels was based on surrounding grade limits that would allow 
for an open elevation on the East without impacting required 
access. 

 
 B Expanded parking opportunities at various Park locations would 

not be precluded by the project, but are beyond its scope.   
 
K-49 The relevance of the comparison between the project and the 

underground parking in Golden Gate Park is based on the project’s 
parking structure location in the same location as the Organ Pavilion 
parking lot, which is the closest and largest parking lot to the central 
core of museums. 

 
 In addition, the Organ Pavilion parking lot is currently one of the most 

highly occupied lots within the Central Mesa. 

K-47 

K-48 
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K-50 Sheets 5, 26, and 27 of Site Development Permit Plans show 

elevations, profiles, and perspective views of the Centennial Bridge, 
Alcazar parking lot, and Centennial Road, respectively. Plans are 
available at the City’s Department of Development Services for public 
review. 

 
 
 
 
K-51 The project objectives identified in Section 3.1 do not necessarily relate 

to the environment and instead relate to the underlying purpose of the 
project.  In particular, project objectives are not intended to comprise 
criteria for evaluation of environmental impacts.  As a result, completing 
a project by a specific date is a permissible project objective. 

 
 
K-52 A Comment noted. 
 
 B See response to comment S-7. 
 
 C A slight reduction in retaining wall heights and grading 

operations would result if Quince Street access was reduced to 
a one-way road width; however, the landform alterations and 
visual impacts would still result in a significant impact. 

K-50 

K-51 

K-52 
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K-53 Due to the physical constraints of the Park in this alternative’s location, 

there would be no exclusive turn lanes for the Old Globe Way parking 
structure, as is provided with the project’s Centennial Road, thereby 
limiting in/out traffic movements which would result in queuing/stacking 
of vehicle impacts. 

 
 
K-54 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) alternatives 

considered but rejected as infeasible require only a brief explanation of 
the reasons for the alternative’s rejection.   

 
K-55 The CMPP, adopted in 2001, is the existing plan governing 

development and operations within the Central Mesa portion of Balboa 
Park.  A Supplemental EIR was certified for the CMPP. The EIR found 
that the CMPP was inconsistent with a primary goal of the Balboa Park 
Master Plan, adopted in 1989, and the overarching policy document 
governing the development, use and operations within the Park.  This 
inconsistency is discussed in detail in Section 9.3.2.2, Issue a(2). 

 
 
K-56 The EIR does not suggest that this alternative would be inconsistent 

with the SDIA ALUCP. Section 9.3.3A.2 finds impacts associated with 
this issue less than significant. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
K-57 Under Alternative 3A, Cabrillo Bridge Pedestrianized, there would be 

two intersections (Presidents Way/Federal parking lot and Presidents 
Way/Organ Pavilion parking lot) and one road segment (Presidents 
Way west of Park Boulevard) within the Park which would be 
significantly impacted in year 2030 in addition to locations outside 
Balboa Park which would be impacted.    

K-53 

K-54 
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K-58 See response to comment K-11. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
K-59 Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
K-60 The closed bridge alternatives would include travel patterns of drivers 

approaching from I-5 as well as reroutes on the local surrounding 
streets; however, a very small percentage would continue to approach 
from Laurel Street and turn right or left onto Sixth Avenue with the 
exception of the West Mesa Parking Structure Alternative which would 
be accessed on Balboa Drive via Sixth Avenue.  See trip distribution 
exhibits in the TIA for these alternatives (Exhibits 32, 40, 48, and 56). 

 

K-58 

K-59 
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K-61 Comment noted. 
 
K-62 Based on existing parking occupancy counts, the Federal/Aerospace 

and Inspiration Point parking lots would have parking spaces available 
to accommodate the spaces lost at the Organ Pavilion parking lot 
during construction. 

 
 The proposed parking structure would be completed and operational 

before Phase III begins. Parking eliminated from the Alcazar parking lot 
during Phase III would be accommodated in the new parking structure 
or existing free lots.  

 
K-63 It is standard when preparing a traffic study to analyze the area 

potentially impacted by a project, including surrounding streets, to 
understand existing conditions and forecast future scenarios. This also 
allows a comparison with other alternatives that would impact 
surrounding streets.   

 
K-64 Because the project would not generate additional traffic, increased 

traffic projections for the year 2030 would occur with or without the 
project. See also response to comment K-63. 

 
K-65 As discussed in Section 4.3.2.1, the bridge’s features would be 

consistent with the bulk and scale of the large concrete abutment of the 
Cabrillo Bridge. The analysis in Section 4.3.3.1 concludes that impacts 
associated with neighborhood character/architecture would be 
significant as it relates to the Centennial Bridge because it would 
introduce elements of modern architecture. Traffic implications are 
discussed in Section 4.4.3.1 and determined to be less than significant.   

 
 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093 the decision maker (City 

Council) is required to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other benefits, of a project against its 
unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve 
a project. 

 
K-66 The project would not add any traffic to external streets that would 

require roadway improvements or intersection changes. There are no 
external/off-site roadway improvements or intersection changes 
required by the project 
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L-1 Comment noted. 
 

Letter L 

L-1 
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M-1 Comment noted. 

Letter M 

M-1 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-50 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
N-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
N-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
N-3 A The EIR fully discloses the significant impacts associated with 

the NHLD and SOI standards, as well as inconsistencies with 
existing policies within the City’s land use plans. A Statement of 
Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15093, has been prepared for the consideration of the 
decision-making body (City Council) and left to its discretion to 
determine whether project benefits would outweigh remaining 
impacts. 

 
 B The project would relieve pedestrian/vehicular conflicts and 

restore safe pedestrian corridors as originally envisioned at the 
time of the Park’s creation as identified in the Historical 
Resources Technical Report. 

Letter N 
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N-4 A Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 B Comment noted. 
 
 
 C Comment noted. 
 D Comment noted. 
 
 
 E Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 F The SANDAG 2050 RTP proposes a streetcar route from 

downtown, looping around the Central Mesa of Balboa Park via 
Park Boulevard, University Avenue and Sixth/Fifth avenues 
back downtown.  The proposed streetcar route was not 
included in the TIA because it is speculative at this time to 
address the specific location of the streetcar stops.   

 
 
 G Comment noted. 
 
 
 H Comment noted. 
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N-5 A Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 B Comment noted. 

N-5 
 
A 
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O-1 Comment noted. 

Letter O 

O-1 
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P-1 Comment noted. 

Letter P 

P-1 
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Q-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Q-3 Comment noted. 

Letter Q 

Q-1 

Q-2 

Q-3 
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Q-4 Comment noted.  Balboa Park is not owned or stewarded by a federal 

agency. 
 
 
Q-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
Q-6 Comment noted. The Cabrillo Bridge was designed as the ceremonial 

entrance for the 1915 exposition. However, as discussed in the TIA and 
Section 4.4, approximately 55 percent of visitors to the Central Mesa 
now arrive via Park Boulevard. 

 
Q-7 See response to comment letter F. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Q-8 Comment noted. 
 
 

Q-4 

Q-5 

Q-6 
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Q-9 A In accordance with CEQA, the EIR addresses a range of 

alternatives that would avoid significant impacts of the 
proposed project.  The EIR discloses the impacts of these 
alternatives in comparison with the project and identifies how 
each would meet the project objectives.  The EIR does not 
reject any of these alternatives.  Based on the information 
disclosed in the EIR, the decision-making body may choose to 
approve the proposed project or any of the alternatives, or a 
combination of alternatives.   

 
 B Traffic impacts relative to Alternative 4biii are discussed in 

detail on page 291 of the TIA, Appendix D-1. 
 
 
 
 
Q-10 Comment noted. 
 
 

Q-9 
A 
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R-1 Comment noted. 
 

Letter R 

R-1 
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R-2 Comment noted. 
 

R-2 
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R-3 The July 19, 2011 Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the 

City and the Plaza de Panama Committee has had no influence on the 
City's preparation of the EIR, including its role as the Lead Agency and 
its assessment in the EIR of potential adverse impacts of the project, 
mitigation for those impacts, and alternatives to the project.  The City 
has complied with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines in all respects as it 
has prepared the EIR.  Moreover, on March 9, 2012, Judge Hayes 
signed and entered an Order and Stipulation to Stay Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU Stay) in the lawsuit brought by Save Our Heritage 
Organization (SOHO) against the City and the Plaza de Panama 
Committee challenging the MOU (Super. Ct. No. 37-2011-95579).  In 
the MOU Stay, the parties stipulated and the Court ordered that the 
operation and effectiveness of the MOU is stayed pending the City's 
certification of the Project EIR, or approval of another environmental 
document appropriate for a revised Project, and the City's approval of 
Project entitlements.  In addition, the MOU Stay states that this stay of 
the operation and effectiveness of the MOU fully cures the City's 
precommitment to the project, as alleged by SOHO and ruled by this 
Court in its Order of January 19, 2012, so that the City's approval of the 
MOU in July 2011 and the circumstances surrounding that approval can 
no longer prejudice the City's compliance with CEQA during the EIR 
review process and during the City's consideration of Project 
entitlements.  This stipulation among the parties and order by the Court 
conclusively establishes that the MOU has not improperly affected the 
City's preparation of the EIR. 

 
R-4 See response to comment R-3. 

R-3 

R-4 
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R-5 See response to comment R-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-6 See response to comment R-3. 
 
 
 
 
R-7 See response to comment R-3. 
 
 

R-5 

R-6 

R-7 
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R-8 The project does not include recreational facilities, or require the 

construction of recreational facilities as referenced in the CEQA 
Appendix G Checklist.  There are no recreational facility impacts that 
are not already included as part of the project.  Section 8.6 has been 
revised to include a discussion of recreational resources.    

 
 
 
R-9 The project does not preclude the opportunity for these events to occur 

during construction as staging of the project is intended to allow the 
ongoing use and enjoyment of the Park facilities during construction.   

 
 
R-10 Access to amenities at Morley Field could be temporarily limited during 

construction.  These temporary impacts would be less than significant. 
The Final EIR has been revised to add Section 8.6, providing a 
discussion of temporary access issues.  See response to comment R-3. 

 
 
R-11 See response to comments R-8 and R-10.   
 
 
 
 
R-12 Comment noted. 

R-8 

R-9 

R-10 

R-11 

R-12 
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R-13 Section 3.1 contains a statement of the project's objectives.  Neither 
CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines require an analysis of whether and 
how the project will attain the objectives; such analysis is outside the 
scope of an EIR.  The decision makers (City Council) will assess 
whether the project would meet its objectives as they consider whether 
to approve the project, an alternative to the project or no project at all.  
A financial feasibility study, entitled Parking Structure and 
Transportation System Financial Projections (January 11, 2012), of the 
proposed parking structure has been prepared and is included as 
Appendix D-3. 

 
R-14 Section 3.4.6.4, Figure 3-31 (haul route), and Figure 3-41d (grading 

plan), provide a full description of this project component. See response 
to comment R-15. 

 
R-15 Project effects on the Arizona Street Landfill are addressed throughout 

the EIR. Each issue is adequately addressed and compliant with CEQA 
Guidelines. Refer to: 
 Figure 3-31 and page 3-89 for a discussion and illustration of the 

proposed haul route; 
 Section 4.4.2.1a for the analysis of project-related traffic impacts 

(see also TIA, Appendix D-1); 
 Section 3.5.6 for the project’s inclusion of landscaping and storm 

water control measures; 
 Section 4.16.2.1 for construction Best Management Practices 

required to provide erosion control during all phases of construction; 
 Section 4.5, specifically Table 4.5-4, for discussion of construction 

activities associated with the soil export disposal; 
 Section 4.10 for discussion of the gas collection system located 

within the boundary of the Arizona Street Landfill site; and 
 Section 4.10.2.1 for Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) requirements. 

 
R-16 The EIR provides information to assess the foreseeable impacts 

associated with implementation of the project. The preparation of a 
project-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and Health and 
Safety Plan as a condition of approval would ensure that the related 
project impacts would be less than significant.   

 
 

R-13 

R-14 

R-15 

R-16 
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R-17 The EIR considers the centrally located parking lots as the Plaza de 

Panama, Alcazar Garden, Organ Pavilion, and Pan American parking 
lots. Pursuant to the current CMPP there are 1,155 parking spaces 
available within these lots.   

 
 Early arriving staff and employees utilize parking spaces that are most 

convenient to their place of employment.  For many of these 
employees, it is these central lots.  However, other employees utilize 
other lots including Pan American, Federal/Aerospace, and Casa de 
Balboa parking lots, all of which are located proximate to their particular 
places of employment.   

R-17 
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R-18 See response to comment R-17. 
 
R-19 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
R-20 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-21 Implementing an employee parking management plan is not one of the 

stated project objectives and, therefore, not a component of the project.  
For the most part, Park employees are not employed by the City, but 
rather by the Park institutions. There is no requirement for the City to 
implement an employee parking management plan for employees of 
other institutions within the Park. 

 
 
 
 
R-22 Revenue projections have been prepared by the parking consultant and 

included in a Parking Structure Financial Projections, which has been 
included in the EIR as Appendix D-3. The study supports that the new 
structure would be able to offset the costs of bond repayment, 
maintenance, and operations of the tram system.   

 
 
R-23 See response to comment R-22.   

R-18 

R-19 

R-20 

R-21 

R-22 

R-23 
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R-24 The construction cost estimate for the Plaza de Panama parking 

structure has been determined to be $15 million.  This cost estimate 
has been based on the details of the proposed design, as well as, the 
site specific conditions which have been determined through the design 
process.   

R-24 
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R-25 Comment noted.  
 
 
 
R-26 Comment noted. See response to comment R-22. 
 
 
 
R-27 Comment noted. See response to comment R-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
R-28 Comment noted. See individual responses, below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-29 Potential edge effect and indirect impacts to coastal California 

gnatcatcher breeding habitat within the off-site MHPA area in Florida 
Canyon are addressed in Sections 4.6 and 4.1.  While the general 
coastal California gnatcatcher mitigation is identified in LU-1, staff 
inadvertently omitted the specific mitigation language for coastal 
California gnatcatcher.  This language has been added to measure LU-
1 in the Final EIR. 

R-25 

R-26 

R-27 

R-28 

R-29 
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R-30 Prime parking spaces for purposes of the EIR generally refer to the 

centrally located parking lots that include Plaza de Panama, Alcazar, 
Organ Pavilion, Pan American, Fleet Space Theatre, and the Casa de 
Balboa lots. 

 
R-31 The project’s objectives include removing vehicles from the Plaza de 

Panama and proving additional convenient visitor parking close to the 
central core. See response to comment R-21. 

 
R-32 See response to comment R-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
R-33 A The comparison to Golden Gate Park in San Francisco is made 

due to its similarities to Balboa Park’s regional park status, 
including a number of major cultural institutions and a very 
large visitor component.  The project’s parking structure is also 
the closest parking supply to these institutions, as is the case in 
Golden Gate Park.  The parking structure located in North Park 
does not serve the same type of parking demand generators. 

 
 B Comment noted. 

R-30 

R-31 

R-32 

R-33 
A 
 
B 
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R-34 See response to comment R-22. 
 
R-35 Issues relating to the project’s effects on Zoo parking is speculative and 

beyond the scope of this EIR. 
 
R-36 See response to comment R-29. See also response to comment letter 

D. 
 
R-37 As discussed in Section 4.8.2.1, the additional weight of soils would not 

be an impact to the impervious cap, and the gas recovery system would 
function as it does today.  The project would raise the gas monitoring 
wells in compliance and under the direction of the City’s Environmental 
Services Department (ESD)/LEA and in compliance with state and local 
regulations. Therefore, people using this area would not be exposed to 
geotechnical risks. 

 
R-38 Residential uses are located more than 1,000 feet from the main haul 

route. As discussed in the EIR, truck hauling noise levels at these 
homes would be less than significant. There is an extended haul route 
on Jacaranda Place and residences located as close as 275 feet north 
of this haul route on Upas Street and as close as 250 feet east of this 
haul route on 28th Street. Not all of the truck trips analyzed in the EIR 
and noise study would utilize this extended route. A maximum of 167 
trucks would use this route in a 12-hour period. This would result in 
maximum noise levels of 37.3 dB(A) Leq(12) at 275 feet and 38.1 dB(A) 
Leq(12) at 250 feet. Noise levels at residences located adjacent to this 
extended haul route would not exceed the construction noise limit of 75 
dB(A) Leq(12). Additionally, noise levels would not exceed the nighttime 
noise ordinance limit of 40 dB(A) Leq. Noise Impacts due to truck 
hauling would be less than significant. 

 
 As described in Section 3.8.2, certain construction activities would 

occur outside typical working hours and such activities would occur in 
coordination and with the authorization of City Development Services 
Department (DSD)/Park and Recreation Department staff approval. In 
accordance with Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404, the project would 
obtain a construction noise permit for construction activities between 
7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.   

R-34 

R-35 

R-36 

R-37 

R-38 
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R-39 Section 4.12 has been revised to reference Figure 3-31 as showing the 
truck haul route. 

 
R-40 Figure 3-31 shows the proposed truck haul route and Figure 4.6-1b 

identifies the location of the adjacent MHPA lands. Additionally, Section 
4.12.6.1b identifies the Naval Medical Hospital as a land use adjacent 
to the truck haul route.  

 
 In response to the comment, Section 4.12.6.1b has been clarified to 

provide consistency between the description of the adjacent Naval 
Medical Hospital use and the analysis. Specifically, a Naval Medical 
Center construction hauling noise impact analysis was added.  This 
analysis determined construction hauling noise would not exceed the 
construction noise limit or exceed the nighttime noise ordinance limit, 
and therefore would be less than significant.  Refer to Section 4.12.6.1b 
for additional information.   

 
 Indirect construction noise impacts to the MHPA are addressed in EIR 

Sections 4.1.3 and 4.6.6.  As detailed in those sections, construction 
noise impacts to the MHPA are potentially significant.  Mitigation 
measure LU-1 would be implemented to reduce potential MHPA 
impacts to below a level of significance. 

 
R-41 In response to this comment, Section 4.12.6.1b has been clarified to 

state that there are residential uses located as close as 275 feet north 
of this haul route on Upas Street and as close as 250 feet east of this 
haul route on 28th Street. Based on a worst-case scenario, using 
typical noise levels associated with truck pass-bys of 90 dB(A), noise 
levels at residences and receptors located adjacent to the truck haul 
route would not exceed allowable construction noise limits and would 
therefore be considered less than significant. 

 
R-42 See response to comment R-22. 
 
R-43 See response to comment R-22 with respect to the proposed parking 

structure. With regards to other proposed improvements, any new 
construction would be required to comply with current standards and 
regulations including, but not limited to, implementation of storm water 
BMPs, air quality emission levels, and traffic. 

 
R-44 As a standard condition of project approval, the project would be 

required to repair any haul routes roads physically damaged as a result 
of the project.

R-39 

R-40 

R-41 

R-42 

R-43 

R-44 
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R-45 With implementation of the project, the external streets would operate 

similar to the No Project conditions, thus there would be no significant 
impacts to the intersection of Park Boulevard/Space Theatre Way in 
year 2015 and 2030 conditions. Under the No New Parking Structure 
Alternative, prohibiting left-turn movements out of Space Theatre Way 
could mitigate the significant impact at Park Boulevard/Space Theatre 
Way in 2030. 

 
R-46 Significant and unmitigated temporary construction noise impacts 

associated with interior noise levels, for the project, and most of the 
other alternatives are related to construction activities that would occur 
within the Plaza de Panama.  Construction activities would occur in 
proximity to noise-sensitive uses around the Plaza including museums 
and theaters. Since this alternative would include similar restoration as 
the project, both the project and this alternative would result in 
significant and unmitigated temporary construction interior noise 
impacts. 

 
R-47 As stated in Table 9-1, project impacts associated with public facilities 

would be similar to those under this alternative.  Although this 
alternative would preclude the construction of a parking structure, the 
project would not incur maintenance obligations. See response to 
comments R-22 and R-44.   

 
R-48 The conclusions stated in Section 9.3.3A.3 relating to the No New 

Parking Structure Alternative correctly states that this alternative would 
not provide the additional parking sought by Project Objective 3. This is 
primarily due to the fact that the project offers a greater number of 
parking spaces under its implementation.  

 
 It is correct that an overall loss of 158 parking spaces was determined 

to be less than significant in the parking analysis of the alternative. 
However, unlike impacts, a conclusion relating to an alternative’s ability 
to meet project objectives is not measured in significance. No revision 
is required as a result of this comment. 

 
R-49 This comment correctly states the text of Objective 4, as provided 

throughout the EIR. 
 
 The conclusions for the No New Parking Structure Alternative, Section 

9.3.3A.3, along with Table 9-2, have been revised to reflect the fact that 
this alternative partially meets Objective 4 of the project.  

R-45 

R-46 

R-47 

R-48 

R-49 
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R-50 Objective 5 identifies a vehicle for funding as a means to ensure the 

City is not burdened by the operation and maintenance of a proposed 
parking garage and tram system. This alternative, while eliminating the 
parking structure, would include a tram service.  The No New Parking 
Structure Alternative would not have the means to fund the tram service 
and, therefore, would fail to fully meet Objective 5. 

 
R-51 Comment noted. 
 
R-52 CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states, if the environmentally 

superior alternative is the no project alternative, the EIR shall also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other 
alternatives. The EIR identified the Half-Plaza Alternative as the 
environmentally superior alternative. 

 
 
R-53 Comment noted. 
 
 
R-54 The Phased Alternative provides a different approach to 

implementation of the project and is therefore considered part of a 
reasonable range of alternatives. While ultimate build out of the 
alternative may result in similar impacts as the project, it should not be 
excluded from consideration as the environmentally superior 
alternative. It is, however, not identified as the environmentally superior 
alternative.   

 
R-55 As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) the EIR 

identifies an environmentally superior alternative. Section 9.4 provides 
a reasoned assessment of the alternative impact analysis discussed 
throughout Section 9.3, and as additionally summarized in Table 9-1. 
The conclusion reached—that the Half-Plaza Alternative would be the 
environmentally superior alternative—is supported by the alternative’s 
avoidance of historic, land use, and visual resources impacts 
associated with the project’s construction of the Centennial Bridge, as 
well as a reduction in the number of impacts to roadways and 
intersections in year 2030.   

R-50 

R-51 

R-52 

R-53 

R-54 

R-55 
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R-56 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 
R-57 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 
R-58 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 
R-59 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 
 
R-60 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 
 
R-61 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 
 
 
R-62 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 
 
R-63 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 

R-56 

R-57 

R-58 

R-59 

R-60 

R-61 

R-62 

R-63 
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R-64 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 
 
R-65 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
R-66 Although the Centennial Bridge would be a new segment of roadway 

created by the project, the amount of vehicles traveling southeast on 
the bridge would be the same amount as would have continued to 
travel eastbound under No Project conditions. From the stated 
candidate alternatives in year 2030, the No New Parking Structure 
Alternative is projected to have greater traffic impacts at six total 
locations, two of which can be mitigated. The Inspiration Point 
Alternative would have significant impacts at five total locations, of 
which one can be mitigated. The Traffic Signal One-Way Alternative 
would have significant impacts at eight total locations, of which three 
can be mitigated. The Modified Precise Plan without Parking Structure 
Alternative would have significant impacts at one location that cannot 
be mitigated 

 
R-67 In year 2030, the No New Parking Structure alternative is projected to 

have significant impacts at five total intersection locations, of which four 
can be mitigated. The Inspiration Point alternative is also projected to 
have significant impacts at five intersection locations, of which three 
can be mitigated. The Traffic Signal One-Way alternative would have 
significant impacts at three intersection locations that can all be 
mitigated. The Modified Precise Plan without Parking Structure 
Alternative would have significant impacts at one intersection location 
that cannot be mitigated. 

 
R-68 Circulation and access would be impacted for the No New Parking 

Structure and the Inspiration Point Alternatives as they would close the 
Cabrillo Bridge to vehicular access thus impacting the surrounding 
streets and freeways by rerouting traffic access into the Park.   

 
R-69 Comment noted. 

R-64 

R-65 

R-66 

R-67 

R-68 

R-69 
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R-70 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
R-71 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
R-72 Per CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6 a reasonable range of 

alternatives to the project shall be included in the EIR. These are 
presented throughout Section 9.3 with a brief description of the 
rationale for why these alternatives were selected for their inclusion in 
the EIR. The EIR provides a meaningful evaluation of each alternative, 
including a comparison with the project. Table 9-1 provides a matrix 
which may be used to summarize the comparison. As required under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), a single environmentally 
superior alternative was selected, the Half-Plaza Alternative. As 
discussed in the EIR, this alternative is selected as such because it 
would avoid some significant and unmitigable impacts and reduce the 
extent of other significant impacts, while attaining most project 
objectives. 

 
 A Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15093, has been prepared for the consideration of 
the decision makers (City Council) to balance the benefits of the project 
with the remaining impacts. 

 
R-73 Comment noted. 
 
 

R-70 

R-71 

R-72 

R-73 
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S-1 Noise impacts associated with construction activities were analyzed in 
Section 4.12.6.1.a acknowledging that construction noise could 
interfere with Park uses. With respect to the Organ Pavilion, the EIR 
concludes that the loudest noise levels at this location would be 72.8 
dB(A) Leq(12) during Phase II and 73.8 dB(A) Leq(12) during Phase III. 
These noise impacts would be less than significant. 

 
 It is also noted, that typical working hours for construction would be 

from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday. As a condition of 
project approval, the timeframe of “after hours work” would be 
responsive to the schedule of a particular evening’s event and shall be 
timed to be least impactful.   

 
S-2 A Barriers in Policy RE-D.1 refer to physical, not financial 

barriers, and encourage the application of Universal Design 
principles in development of recreational facilities – especially 
in lower income communities.  The project would provide 
disabled paths of access, parking spaces, and tram cars.  
Therefore, the project was found to be in compliance with 
Policy RE-ID.1. 

 
 B The project would be in compliance with BPMP policy (p. 172), 

which states, while allowing consideration of paid parking to 
cover parking structure construction and maintenance, and 
operation of the parking structure and tram system from the 
Palisades to the Plaza de Panama.  The project proposes a 
paid parking fee to cover such costs.    

 
 C Comment noted.  See response to comment R-22.   
 
 D The Urban Land Institute (ULI) Level of Service Conditions for 

Walking Distance from Parking Tables, as referenced 
throughout Section 9.3, determined that 2,000 feet is generally 
considered the maximum walking distance from a parking 
facility for an average person. Because neighborhood parking 
is further than 2,000 feet from all alternative parking lots, it is 
reasonably determined that park visitors will not park in the 
neighborhoods over use of the parking facilities. 

 
S-3 As expressed in the EIR, the increased parking capacity would not 

result in increased ADT. The parking structure itself is not considered a 
traffic generator.  A park-and-ride lot is a destination for drivers who use 
the lot to make a transfer from single occupant vehicle mode (typically) 
to a carpool, vanpool, or transit mode.    

S-1 

S-2 
A 
 
B 
 
 
 
C 
 
 
 
D 

S-3 
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S-4 See response to comment S-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-5 See response to comment S-3. 
 
 
 
 
S-6 See response to comment S-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-7 A The proposed roads are park roads which would have a posted 

speed of 15 mph.  The proposed roads would have two 14-foot 
travel lanes and deviations from the commercial street section 
have been reviewed and approved by City’s Development 
Services Department. 

 
 B The roads within the Park are park roads, not residential local 

streets or rural local roads. 
 

S-4 

S-5 

S-6 

S-7 
 
A 
 
 
B 
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S-7 (cont.) 
 C The roads analyzed within the Park are park roads considered 

to have similar capacities as a Collector street (10,000 ADT). 
 
 D The TIA did not include a table for Saturday/Weekend for 

Existing + Project table because the worst-case scenario was 
reported for the roadway segments. Based on existing counts, 
the roadway segments had higher overall ADTs on weekdays 
than Saturdays. Although not shown in a tabular format, 
exhibits show the volumes and ADTs for both weekdays and 
Saturdays (see TIA Exhibits 17 and 18). 

 
S-8 The intent of the project is to restore pedestrian areas to the Park safe 

from vehicular conflicts. Although the project includes the construction 
of a new road, no new trips would be generated. The newly constructed 
road would result in a redistribution of vehicular traffic away from areas 
in order to dedicate them as pedestrian only areas. The new road 
would also serve to reduce the amount of pedestrian/vehicular conflicts 
identified in BPMP and CMPP. The project would not encourage the 
use of automobiles but rather would assure proximate vehicular access 
to the Park institutions, while bypassing the newly claimed pedestrian 
areas. Overall, the project would reduce the number of feet of roadway 
by 400 feet and eliminate 14 existing vehicle/pedestrian conflict areas. 

 
S-9 See response to comment S-8. 

 Mobility Element Policy M.E.B.1 is under the heading of Regional 
Agency Collaboration. It would therefore not apply to individual projects, 
such as the Balboa Park Plaza de Panama project.  Notwithstanding its 
inapplicability, the project would comply with the intent of the policy to 
provide transit service accessibility. The Park would remain accessible 
by transit with existing MTS stops along two main bus lines (Route 120 
and Route 7). Bus parking/drop-off has been provided on Presidents 
Way near the intersection of Presidents Way and the proposed 
pedestrian/tram promenade. 

 
S-10 See response to comment S-8. Mobility Element Policy ME.B.2 does 

not apply to the project. The project does not seek to provide any of the 
land uses identified in this policy. 

S-8 

S-9 

S-10 

C 
 
 
 
 
D 
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S-11 See response to comment S-8. Implementation of the project would 
result in safe pedestrian/bicycle areas removed from vehicular traffic. 
Specifically, the project would provide both pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation plans as illustrated in Figures 3-32 and 3-33, respectively. 
Additionally, in the City Master Bicycle Plan, April 2011, the designated 
Class III bike path is along Laurel Street and El Prado, down Pan 
American Road East to Presidents Way.  Bicyclists would have the 
option of riding in the plazas and promenade, which would be the 
preferred route for cyclists looking for a slow Park experience or may 
use bicycle lanes along the Centennial Bridge. Overall, the intent of the 
project is to provide relevant benefits as described in Mobility Element 
Policy M.E.B.6.  

 
 Additionally, the project would include amenities such as bike lockers, 

and on-site food services. 
 
S-12 See response to comment S-8.  The project would include amenities 

such as bike lockers within the parking structure and on-site food 
services. 

 
S-13 See response to comments S-8 and R-21. 
 
S-14 See response to comment S-8. Policy ME.G.2 strives to reduce the 

amount of land devoted to parking through such measures as parking 
structures. 

 
S-15 See response to comment S-8. The project provides centralized 

parking. The location of the parking structure could reduce the time 
devoted to searching for parking space as well as individuals moving 
their cars throughout their visit to be closer to locations. Overall, the 
project would be compliant with this policy. 

 
 

S-11 

S-12 

S-13 

S-14 

S-15 
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S-16 A See response to comment S-8. The overall vision of the project is 

to allow bicycle use into and throughout the Park free of vehicular 
conflict. This would be achieved by routing vehicular traffic around 
newly claimed vehicle-free areas. 

 
  The project would also support bicycle circulation. Bicycle routes 

are detailed in Figure 3-33.  The bicycle circulation route would 
include bicycles accessing the Park via the Centennial Bridge and 
Road with accommodations for a shared bike/vehicle travel way.   

 
  Overall, the project would accommodate multi-modal traffic 

throughout the Central Mesa, including pedestrian, bicycle and 
tram usage. 

 
 B Comment noted. 

S-16 
A 
 
B 
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S-17 This comment references Section 8.5. See response to comment R-9. 
 
 
 
 
S-18 See response to comment R-10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-19 See response to comment S-13. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-20 See response to comment R-21.  Any future parking management plan 

implemented by the City would support the project objectives, not 
diminish the benefits of the project. 

 
 See response to comment S-13. 

S-17 

S-18 

S-19 

S-20 
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S-21 See response to comment R-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-22 See response to comments R-21 and R-31. 
 
 
 
 
S-23 See response to comment R-22. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-24 See response to comment K-49. 

S-21 

S-22 

S-23 

S-24 
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S-25 See response to comment R-22. 
 
 
 
 
S-26 See response to comment R-35. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-27 See response to comment R-47. 
 
 
 
 
 
S-28 See response to comments R-52 and R-55. 
 
 
S-29 The selection of the environmentally superior alternative is discussed in 

Section 9.4. 
 
 
S-30 See response to comments R-52 and R-55. 
 
 
S-31 See response to comments R-52 and R-55. 
 
 
S-32 See response to comment R-66. 
 
 

S-25 

S-26 

S-27 

S-28 

S-29 

S-30 

S-31 
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S-33 See response to comment R-67. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-34 See response to comment R-55. 
 
 
 
S-35 See response to comments R-55 and R-72. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-36 See response to comments K-11 and K-12. 
 

S-33 

S-34 

S-35 

S-36 
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S-37 The requirement for the analysis of each alternative was two-fold.  First, 

the impacts of each alternative was disclosed, similar to those of the 
project in the body of the EIR, but in lesser detail; and second, to 
determine whether the alternative meets the project objectives.  Both 
requirements have been met in evaluating each alternative.  Citing 
advantages or disadvantages are outside the objective scope of the 
analysis pursuant to CEQA.   

 
S-38 A The project does not include anything that would prevent or 

restrict the alteration or modification of the Centennial Bridge or 
Cabrillo Bridge in the future.   

 
 B The comment calls for speculation beyond the scope of the 

EIR. Comment noted. 
 
 
S-39 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
S-40 Comment noted. 

S-37 

S-38 
A 
 
 
B 

S-39 

S-40 
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S-41 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
S-42 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
S-43 Comment noted. As discussed in Section 4.3.2.1, the bridge’s features 

would be consistent with the bulk and scale of the large concrete 
abutment of the Cabrillo Bridge. 

 
 
 
 
S-44 The project’s consistency with relevant portions of the City’s General 

Plan, BPMP, and CMPP are discussed in Sections 4.1.3.1a, b, and c, 
respectively. The EIR acknowledges the project’s inconsistencies with 
these plans which result in significant and unmitigable impacts. A 
Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
15093 has been prepared and will be presented to the decision makers 
(City Council). 

 
 The other plans and studies identified here are not adopted land use 

plans or policy documents governing the development, use or 
operations within Balboa Park.  Consistency of the project with these 
plans or studies may be considered by the approving bodies for the 
project, but is outside the scope of review of this EIR.   

 
 The SANDAG 2050 RTP pertains to regional transportation planning 

needs; the scope of the project’s traffic impacts is limited to the Park 
and its immediate environs.   

 

S-41 

S-42 

S-43 

S-44 
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S-45 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
S-46 This comment refers to an email from State Historic Preservation 

Officer to National Park Service which was not submitted in response to 
the Draft EIR.  For the formal comment letter submitted by the State 
Historic Preservation Officer on behalf of the Office of Historic 
Preservation – Department of Parks and Recreation, see Letter F. 

 
 Section 4.2 concluded that the project would result in significant and 

unmitigated impacts to the Balboa Park NHLD. The analysis further 
determined that the project would not result in any impacts to the 
Cabrillo Freeway Historic District (Section 4.2.2.1b).   

 
 
S-47 As disclosed in Section 4.2, construction of the Centennial Bridge 

would have a significant and unmitigable impact on the Balboa Park 
NHLD. A Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines 15093 has been prepared and presented to the decision 
makers (City Council). 

 
 Other than the Centennial Bridge and aspects of Centennial Road, the 

project would fully comply with SOI Standards for Rehabilitation. 
Rehabilitation is an accepted treatment for historical resources in 
Balboa Park and has been used, along with reconstruction, on many 
approved projects in the Park including, the Casa de Balboa 
Reconstruction, House of Charm Reconstruction, the Air and Space 
Museum Courtyard Cover, and the House of Hospitality Reconstruction. 

 
S-48 See response to comment S-8 regarding encouragement of automobile 

use and reduction of pedestrian/vehicular conflicts.  
 
 See response to comment S-2d regarding a discussion of 

neighborhood parking. 
 

S-45 

S-46 

S-47 

S-48 
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S-49 A See response to comment S-61. The placement of the parking 

structure is in a location already occupied by a parking lot. 
Therefore, the current natural setting for the new structure is 
already disturbed. Additionally, the proposed park located atop 
the structure would enhance the existing condition through 
reclamation of parkland for recreational use furthering the intent 
of this General Plan Element. 

 
 B Fencing proposed around the rooftop park is discussed in the 

EIR. Figures 3-26 and 3-27 show conceptual renderings of the 
parking structure and rooftop park. As stated in Section 3.5.6, a 
nine-foot-wide walkway and decorative railing would form the 
eastern edge of the rooftop park. The design would allow a 
natural connection between the necessary fencing and the 
natural landscape. A trellis system would also be attached to 
the exterior façade of the parking structure and over time, the 
vegetation would fill in the entire trellis system, resulting in a 
living green wall.  See Figure 3-39a and 3-39b for details of the 
proposed native garden plantings. 

 
S-50 A The project would result in no net increase in traffic. As 

discussed in Section 4.9 the net increase in greenhouse gas 
emissions due to construction and operation of the project 
would not exceed screening criteria.  

 
 B It is disclosed in Section 4.2 that implementation of the project 

would result in significant impacts to historical resources.  
 
 C As discussed in Section 4.3.4.1 excavation of the Organ 

Pavilion parking lot would create manufactured slopes of up to 
40 percent gradient and up to 22 feet in height along its entire 
eastern elevation and up to 25 percent gradient and 7 feet in 
height near the structure’s southern entrance.  Manufactured 
slopes created in conjunction with construction of the Organ 
Pavilion parking structure would exceed the City threshold. 
However, the existing landform condition has already been 
substantially altered through grading and development of the 
Central Mesa to accommodate the existing on-site land use 
and circulation patterns. Therefore, the project would not result 
in impact to any natural landform or steep slopes and impacts 
would be considered less than significant. 

S-49 
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S-51 The transportation systems outside of the Park are not intended to be 

affected by the project. A discussion regarding existing and future 
transit and bicycle accessibility based on the City Master Bicycle Plan is 
referenced in the TIA under he heading of Transit and Bicycle 
Accessibility. 

 
 
S-52 As discussed in Section 4.12.3.1 the project would not increase traffic-

generated noise. Noise levels at the northern edge of the Alcazar 
Garden would decrease as a result of the removal of vehicular traffic 
from El Prado. Noise levels at the middle of the garden would also 
decrease. While noise levels at the southern edge of the garden were 
calculated to increase approximately 1 dB, this is an increase 
imperceptible to the human ear. The forecasted noise level at the future 
southern edge of the garden would be less than the current noise level 
at the existing northern level. Overall, noise levels would decrease in 
the Alcazar Garden.  Section 4.12.6(c) has been supplemented with 
more detail about potential traffic impacts to the International 
Cottages/House of Pacific Relations during construction.  Post project, 
noise impacts relative to the International Cottages/House of Pacific 
Relations would be less than significant. 

 
S-53 A See response to comment S-47.    

 

S-51 

S-52 
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S-53 (cont.) 
 
 B See response to comment S-52. There is a proposed loading 

zone for larger vehicles located south of the Centennial Road 
that would allow for freight deliveries.  Like today, large freight 
deliveries are anticipated to only occur during off-peak hours 
and access would be managed on a case by case basis by the 
receiving institution and coordinated to limit disruptions similar 
to how large deliveries are managed today. 

 
S-54 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-55 Comment noted.  The BPMP and CMPP are planning documents for 

the future of the Park and were not intended to be implemented all at 
one time.  The project would be considered one phase of implementing 
these two plans.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-56 Comment noted. 

S-54 

S-55 

S-56 

B 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-94 

 
 
S-57 The proposed tram service is intended to support the project’s parking 

structure.  The proposed tram route service is shown in Figure 3-30. 
This new tram service would supplement the existing tram service (Red 
Trolley) that would continue to provide transportation from Inspiration 
Point and the West Mesa. 

 
 The City may choose in the future to expand the new tram service to 

incorporate routes currently served by the existing trolley service; 
however, that proposal is not part of this project. 

 
S-58 ADA accessible parking is located in the Alcazar parking lot.  In 

addition, ADA parking would be available in the parking structure and 
transportation s provided by the tram service. As shown in Figures 3-19 
and 3-30, raised, controlled ADA/pedestrian crossings would provide 
for ADA compliant access from the Alcazar parking lot north to the 
Alcazar Garden and El Prado areas as well as eastward along the rear 
of the Mingei Museum to the southern portion of the Plaza de Panama. 
The proposed tram route would provide service from the Pan American 
Plaza parking lot to the Plaza de Panama with potential expansion to 
the Plaza de California and to the Inspiration Point parking lot.   Note 
that such an expansion of the new tram service and any changes to the 
trolley service are outside of the scope of the project and are at the 
discretion of the City’s Park and Recreation Department. 

 
S-59 See response to comment R-22. 
 
 
 
S-60 See response to comment S-48. 

S-57 

S-58 

S-59 

S-60 
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S-60 (cont.) 
 A See response to comments S-8. 
 
 B As discussed in Section 4.4.3.1a, the removal of vehicular 

traffic from the internal plaza areas, would reduce the majority 
of existing pedestrian/vehicular conflicts in the Park.   

 
 C See response to comment S-70. 
 
 D Comment noted. 
 
S-61 A The EIR discloses the unmitigable historic impacts resulting 

from construction of the Centennial Bridge. These impacts are 
specifically associated with the bridge’s inconsistency with SOI 
Standards due to an alteration to historic spatial characteristics 
of the NHLD. 

 
 B The project includes the removal of 142,000 cubic yards of soils 

for construction of the underground lot. As discussed in Section 
4.3.4.2, the excavation would not impact any natural landform 
and, therefore, would not require a deviation from the City’s 
ESL Regulations. Impacts associated with retaining walls are 
discussed in Section 4.3.5.1. Table 4.3-2 identifies the 
maximum heights and lengths of all proposed retaining walls, 
the locations of which are illustrated on Figure 4.3-28. With 
respect to the Palm Canyon and elsewhere, the majority of 
walls would be located below, and be least visible from, 
restored pedestrian areas, including the Mall, Pan American 
Road East/the Pan American Promenade, and the rooftop park.  
All walls would be screened by appropriate landscape 
treatments for the area of the Park in which the walls would be 
located. Therefore, with incorporation of these design 
treatments, visual impacts associated with retaining walls would 
be less than significant. 

 
 C The project construction and phasing plan is disclosed in 

Section 3.8. Project construction would result in loss of the use 
of Park facilities.   
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S-62 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
S-63 Over 80 percent of the Balboa Park parking spaces (not including the 

Zoo parking lot) would continue to be free of charge. The project does 
not anticipate the loss of visitors. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
S-64 The project would not affect the historic designation of the Park. The 

APE considered in Historic Resources Technical Report (HRTR) 
(Appendix B-1) includes the entire Central Mesa south of Old Globe 
Way, Cabrillo Canyon, and a large portion of the West Mesa and 
includes everything built, planted, or altered before 1936. As disclosed 
in Section 4.2, the HRTR analyzes the impacts to the APE and 
determined that the project would not comply with the SOI 
Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9, and that it would have a significant 
and unavoidable impact on Cabrillo Bridge and the California 
Quadrangle, and to a lesser extent, on the Balboa Park Historic District.  
Notwithstanding this conclusion, the HRTR concludes that the project 
would not result in the de-listing of Balboa Park as an NHL district. 
(HRTR page 150).   

 
S-65 See response to comment R-21. 
 
S-66 See response to comment S-9. 

S-62 

S-63 

S-64 

S-65 

S-66 
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S-67 The project parking structure demand projections are based on the 

assumption that a majority of Balboa Park visitors would park in free 
lots. 

 
 Adequate free parking would be available for visitors, staff, employees, 

and volunteers not choosing to utilize the project parking structure. See 
response to comment S-2. 

 
S-68 The proposed tram service addresses the limitations noted in the 2006 

Civitas Action Plan. For information relating to shuttle system or 
linkages with other transportation modalities, see response to comment 
S-9. 

 
 
 
 
 
S-69 See response to comments R-21 and S-13. 
 
 
 
 
 
S-70 See response to comments N-4f and S-57.     
 
 
 

S-67 

S-68 

S-69 
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S-71 See response to comment R-22.   S-71 
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S-72 A See response to comment R-3.   
 
 B Comment noted.    
 
 C Pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(c), the City is 

required only to include a reasonable range of alternatives in 
the EIR.  The EIR provides consideration of a reasonable range 
of alternatives and in many instances relies on suggestions by 
the public for the identification of alternatives.   

 
S-73 A See response to comment S-8. 
 
 B The project would eliminate 14 out of the 20 identified locations 

of existing vehicular/pedestrian conflict within the Park. 
 
 C The project includes amendments to the BPMP and CMPP 

requiring revisions to these documents. The project is 
consistent with City and state regulations relating to storm 
water and GHG. These subjects are discussed in Sections 4.16 
and 4.9, respectively. The EIR concludes that through 
conformance with regulations, impacts associated with storm 
water runoff would be less than significant. With respect to 
GHG emissions, a GHG analysis was conducted concluding 
that the project would be consistent with the goals and 
strategies of local and state plans, policies, and regulations 
aimed at reducing GHG emissions. As stated in Section 
4.9.3.2, net increase in GHG emissions due to construction and 
operation of the project would not exceed relevant screening 
criteria and impacts would be less than significant.   

 
 D The Jones and Jones Study is not an adopted Plan for the 

Park.  See response to S-44. 
 
 E See response to comment J-1b. 
 
 F See response to comment S-9. 
 
 G Comment noted.  See response to comment R-22. 
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 S-73 (cont.) 
 H The General Plan Conservation Element calls for a city-wide 

reduction in greenhouse gases over time.  However, projects 
are required to reduce greenhouse gas emissions on an 
individual basis.  The GHG emissions associated with the 
project would be below the City’s screening threshold of 900 
MTCO2E per year for purposes of the CEQA analysis.   

 
 I See response to comment S-8. 
 
 J Comment noted. 
 
 
 K See response to comment S-8. 
 
 L Impacts to historic resources are disclosed in Section 4.2 
 
 M Comment noted. 
 
 N Comment noted. 
 
 O Comment noted. 
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S-73 (cont.) 
 P Comment noted. Previous planning documents were reviewed 

and studied throughout the initial planning of the project.  These 
included the Balboa Park Master Plan, Central Mesa Precise 
Plan, subsequent amendments to the referenced documents, 
the 2004 Jones and Jones Study and the 2006 Tilghman 
Parking Management Study. 

 
  Special events that close the bridge for a period of time, usually 

carry regional detour plans that would alter collection of traffic 
data. Furthermore, traffic studies do not use special events as a 
basis for traffic analysis and design.  The impacts to 
surrounding communities have been adequately studied, using 
approved SANDAG forecast models, which is the standard for 
such analysis.  It should also be noted that the Cabrillo Bridge 
Seismic Retro has not yet occurred and Caltrans is not 
currently scheduled to begin their work until mid 2013.  Bridge 
closure for the seismic retro fit will not occur until the first 
quarter of 2014, but is being coordinated with the project. 

 
 
 Q Comment noted.  
 
 R Comment noted. 
 
 S Comment noted. 
 
 T Comment noted. 
 
 U Comment noted. Although it is part of the BPMP and the CMPP 

to restore this area to pedestrian/park use, there is currently no 
proposal to close the Palisades parking lot. 

 
 V See response to comment R-22. 
 
 W See response to comment R-22. 
 
 X Comment noted. 
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S-73 (cont.) 
 Y Comment noted. 
 
 Z Comment noted. 
 
 
 
S-74 A The project includes the adoption of an amendment to the 

CMPP. The CMPP Amendment would revise the overall 
circulation concept of the project to allow two-way traffic on the 
Cabrillo Bridge while closing El Prado to through traffic.  

 
 B Comment noted. 
 
 C Comment noted; 
 
 D The project would provide automobile access that would pass 

under the promenade, consistent with the BPMP.  See Figure 
3-2.   

 
 E CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) states that an EIR shall 

describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or the 
location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 
the comparative merits of the alternatives.  An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative to a project.  Rather it 
must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible 
alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public 
participation. Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(c) states that an EIR should identify any alternatives 
that were considered by the Lead Agency, but were rejected as 
infeasible. Section 9.2 identifies the Quince Street Access 
Alternative as one considered but rejected due to the increased 
scope of improvements and extent of grading operations and 
landform alteration required for its implementation. 
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S-75 A Comment noted. 
 
 B Comment noted. 
 
 C Comment noted. 
 
 D Comment noted. 
 
 E See response to comment S-74(e). 
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S-76 
 A Comment noted. The amount of soil export generated is 

necessitated by excavation for the subterranean parking 
structure and has been minimized to the extent possible.  The 
proposed export site is the Arizona Street Landfill, which could 
receive the project export without resulting in any unmitigated 
significant impacts. 

 
 B Comment noted.  The heights of the proposed walls have been 

reduced to maximum extent possible, and the walls supporting 
the roadway as it approaches the pedestrian overpass would 
be tiered to reduce visual impacts.  Wall locations, height and 
wall finishes are shown on Sheet 24 of the Site Development 
Permit Plans and Figures 4.3-28 and Figure 4.3-29 of the EIR. 

 
 C Comment noted. Location and type of safety hand rails and 

guardrails, where required, are shown on the Site Development 
Permit Plans, sheet 25. 

 
 D The proposed use of the loading zone would accommodate 

large freight deliveries for off-peak deliveries, similar to how 
large deliveries are accommodated today.  Deliveries would be 
managed and coordinated similar to today.  The loading zone is 
not proposed for buses. 

 
 E ADA parking is primarily planned for the Alcazar parking lot. As 

discussed in Section 4.4.3.1a, the existing pedestrian/vehicular 
conflicts within the Alcazar parking lot would be reduced by 
providing designated raised pedestrian crossings and a 
designated pick-up/drop-off lane (see Figures 3-18 and 3-21).    

 
 F See response to comment K-34. The proposed design 

incorporates raised, table top cross walks, illuminated and 
advanced pedestrian crosswalk warnings, giving pedestrians’ 
priority.   

 
 G-J The proposed roads are park roads with a design speed of 15 

mph.  The proposed roads would be two 14-foot travel lanes 
and deviations from the commercial street section have been 
reviewed and approved by the City Development Services 
Department. 
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S-76 
 
 K Comment noted.  The proposed Centennial Road (Bypass) 

would not include sidewalks on either side of the road.  The 
project separates pedestrian circulation from the Centennial 
Road vehicular circulation. 

 
 L The project would provide 14-foot travel lanes similar to the 

existing Cabrillo Bridge and Pan American Road within the 
Park where both provide 12-foot roadways with no shoulders. 
The proposed Cabrillo/Centennial Bridge intersection would be 
a two-way stop sign controlled intersection, per design and 
standards.  The turning movement would operate at an 
acceptable level of service. No traffic jams are anticipated to 
occur. 

 
 M See response to comment K-34. The proposed reconfigured 

Alcazar parking lot would be a designated valet operation area 
south and southeast of the lot which is separated from the 
through traffic on Centennial Road. The passenger drop-
off/pick-up area would also be in its own designated space 
north of the lot, away from through traffic where the passengers 
never encounter the through traffic on Centennial Road. The 
only pedestrians crossing the road from Alcazar parking lot 
would be those who park at the ADA parking, tram passengers 
and those who drop-off/pick-up at valet, a combined estimate of 
230 pedestrians compared to the existing configuration which 
could result in a combined estimate of 780 pedestrians crossing 
at the Plaza during a peak hour on a typical Saturday. 
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S-77 
 
 A See response to comment S-8. 
 
 B See response to comment S-53. 
 
 C See response to comment R-22. 
 
 D As indicated in Section 4.4.4, the project would have a less 

than significant impact on parking. The Parking Demand Study 
(see Appendix D-2) found the proposed parking spaces to be 
adequate to meet the parking demand. 

 
 E See response to comment R-22. 
 
 F Comment noted. 
 
 G See response to comment R-3. 
 
 H Comment noted. 
 
 I See response to comment N-4. 
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T-1 Comment noted. 
 
T-2 Comment noted. See response to comment T-3, below. 
 
 
 
 
T-3 The applicant completed a Water Demand Analysis to project the 

increase in irrigation usage and to determine if a Water Supply 
Assessment (WSA) would be triggered by adopted City policies and 
thresholds. Toilets and other features will be per City Parks and 
Recreation Design Guidelines.  The increase in water usage did not 
trigger a WSA. 

 
 The increase in water usage for public spaces and plaza is not 

anticipated to be a significant impact on the existing water supply.  Two 
existing restrooms would be relocated on-site, with similar water usage.  
The proposed Visitors Center would not have any food serving/water 
demand, and the proposed two-stall restroom in the maintenance 
building would not exceed the WSA. 

 
T-4 See response to comment T-3. 
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U-1 Comment noted. 
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V-1 Comment noted. 

Letter V 
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W-1 Comment noted. 
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X-1 Comment noted. 
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Y-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
Y-2 Section 3.1 provides a statement of objectives sought by the applicant 

for the project. Taken together, these objectives serve to meet the 
underlying purpose of the project to restore pedestrian and park uses to 
the Central Mesa and alleviate pedestrian/vehicular conflicts. 

 
Y-3 Section 4.2.2.1b provides a comprehensive analysis if the project’s 

impacts to the entirety of the NHLD, including a breakdown of each 
contributing feature. This does not constitute segmenting, but rather 
provides an overview of the structural contents of the NHLD. The EIR 
concludes that impacts the project would result in significant and 
unmitigated impacts to on the Balboa Park NHLD.    

 
 
Y-4 See response to comment Y-3. 
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Y-5 See response to comment Y-3. 
 
Y-6 The period of significance is related to restoration projects, but is not a 

requirement for the proposed rehabilitation. Following the Park’s original 
design is not a requirement for work in Balboa Park. Except where 
acknowledged in the EIR, the project would be compatible with the 
Standards. 

 
Y-7 The design of the Centennial Bridge would preserve as many of the 

existing trees as possible.  For example, Figure 3-15 shows partial 
screening of the bridge in the proposed condition, but this rendering 
conservatively shows only one (out of fourteen total) of the trees 
proposed in the landscaping plan (shown in Figure 3-37) along the 
western portion of the Centennial Bridge.  With regard to the 
permanence of the tree canopy and screening, the selected species 
have been vetted and will be approved by City staff who have an 
ongoing program of tree renewal within the Park in order to ensure the 
future of the next generation of trees within the Park.   

 
Y-8 Other restored items include the reintroduction of curbs and lawns 

around the Plaza de Panama, the main portion of the steps in front of 
the Museum of Art, the configuration of the Esplanade and West El 
Prado, and the recreation of the tree boxes in the Plaza de California. 
The 1915 lampposts were temporary and made out of painted cast-
plaster. For this reason, none of the original fixtures survived. The 
recreated lampposts would be painted cast aluminum. Per the SOI 
Standards, latitude is given in the Standards for Rehabilitation to 
replace extensively deteriorated, damaged, or missing features using 
either traditional or substitute materials. Regarding the lamppost 
locations; they would be in areas that had lampposts in 1915. The 
spacing would be slightly adjusted to accommodate new trees, and 
previously changed building and walkway layouts. 

 
Y-9 The SOI Rehabilitation Standards are listed in Section 4.2.1.2.d. For 

each of the six major components of the project, Section 4.2.2.1.b, 
provides an evaluation of the project’s compliance with individual SOI 
Rehabilitation Standards. 
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Y-10 There are no requirements to exclusively follow the SOI Rehabilitation 

Standards for Restoration or Preservation per the Balboa Park Master 
Plan, Central Mesa Precise Plan, or the City’s historic guidelines. 

 
 Other than Centennial Bridge and aspects of Centennial Road, the project 

would fully comply with the SOI Rehabilitation Standards. Rehabilitation is 
an accepted treatment for historical resources in Balboa Park and has 
been used, along with Reconstruction, on many approved projects in the 
Park. 

Y-10 
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Y-11 A As identified in Section 4.2.1.1.b, an archaeological survey and 

testing program was conducted encompassing the project area 
in accordance with City Historic Resources Guidelines and 
accepted archaeological practices. . Since the presence, 
absence, and composition of such buried resources are 
unknown, a research design and testing plan cannot be 
developed to address unknown cultural resources.  Random 
testing of areas that may or may not contain subsurface 
archaeological resources is not standard procedure in current 
archaeological practice. This is especially true in areas such as 
Balboa Park that have been subjected to extensive 
disturbances from successive construction projects.    

 
 B The archeological evaluation did not identify significant 

archeological resources within the project APE. Therefore, 
redesign of the project would not be required.  

 
 C See response to comments S-11a and S-11b. 
 
 D The evaluations were conducted in accordance with the 

Historical Resources Guidelines and no significant resources 
were identified. Therefore, there is no conflict with the City 
General Plan. 

 
Y-12 The siting of the Spreckels Organ Pavilion today does not reflect the 

way it was in 1915. The non-historic parking lot was excavated in the 
1950s. The project would restore this area similar to the 1915 period 
and would not create a significant impact. The parking structure would 
be built underground, not level with the Organ Pavilion.  

 
 As analyzed in Section 4.12.5.1, source noise levels from vehicles on 

Centennial Road passing by the Organ Pavilion would be similar to 
existing noise levels from vehicles on the existing Pan American East 
Road as the project would not result in an increase in traffic. The edge 
of the existing Pan American Road is 100 feet from the west most 
seating at the Organ Pavilion. The newly constructed roadway would be 
150 feet from this area. Therefore, roadway through traffic would be 
less than the existing condition and noise would thereby be reduced. 

 

Y-11 
A 
B 
C 
D 

Y-12 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-121 

 
Y-13 The EIR relies upon the HRTR (see Appendix B-1) to support the 

conclusion that the changes proposed by the project are reversible.  As 
discussed in the HRTR, Rehabilitation Standard 10 does not deal with 
cost or with degrees of feasibility in reversing an improvement, but 
rather is focused on minimizing harm to historic fabric.  Retention of the 
historic fabric is what makes it possible to return a building or 
landscape to its original condition. 

 
 As stated in Appendix B-1, pages 149-150, although unlikely, it would 

be possible to remove each of the elements of the project and restore 
the existing conditions.  In summarizing the HRTR, the proposed 
Centennial Bridge would be structurally and seismically separate from 
the Cabrillo Bridge and connected only with an expansion joint.  Thus 
the Cabrillo Bridge’s historic fabric would be intact and reversibility 
would require only repair of the balustrade and sidewalk.  Centennial 
Road does not alter any historic fabric and could be reversed through 
removal of the asphalt and regrading the topography; activities that 
require no special craftsmanship. 

 
 The Organ Pavilion parking lot is not a contributing feature of the 

Balboa Park Historic District and does not physically touch any other 
historic district contributors.  Therefore, there is no historic fabric being 
damaged and removal of the proposed Organ Pavilion parking structure 
would be possible; albeit expensive and impractical.   

 
Y-14 There are no known plans to restore the historic district to its period of 

significance in either 1915–16 or 1935–36. To do so would require 
demolition of significant buildings and amenities within the Park and the 
reconstruction of 10–20 missing buildings. The project would not 
prevent future restoration of the NHLD. The EIR adequately discloses 
the project’s impacts to the NHLD. 

 
Y-15 Although Section 4.2 identifies significant and unmitigated impacts 

associated with the Centennial Bridge, there is no expectation of 
diminished tourism. No additional impacts to Park features would occur. 
See response to comment F-9. 

 
Y-16 See response to comment F-9. 

Y-13 

Y-14 

Y-15 

Y-16 
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Y-17 Please see response to comment F-9.  Additionally, as discussed in the 

HRTR, the Park is not in danger of losing its National Historic Landmark 
designation; it would also not be at risk of losing priority for grant 
funding. 

 
 
Y-18 See response to comment S-63. 
 
 
Y-19 Comment noted. 

Y-17 

Y-18 

Y-19 
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Y-20 The project would not preclude residents and visitors from entering the 
Park on foot or bicycle through the arch. 

 
Y-21 Per the HRTR, the archery range was not considered a historic 

resource. Its features are non-permanent and are able to be moved to 
alternative locations as any point in time. This is evidenced by CMPP 
(page 287) which specifies that the archery range be relocated.  This 
area is intended to be restored to a public, non-restricted use once the 
archery range is relocated. 

 
Y-22 The footprints of these missing 1915 buildings are no longer intact, 

having been regraded in 1935. Later buildings, such as the Japanese 
Friendship Garden structures and the Organ Pavilion restroom have 
also compromised these areas. There are no plans to reconstruct those 
1915 buildings. No further analysis is necessary. 

 
Y-23 The lengthening of the Palm Canyon Bridge would not result in 

limitations on pedestrian access. The renovated bridge would 
accommodate ADA compliance and provide a greater amount of safer 
pedestrian access. 

 
Y-24 Access from the Palisades to the Plaza de Panama would not restrict 

pedestrian access during large events but would improve it with 
implementation of the Pan American Promenade as part of the project.   

 
Y-25 See response to comment S-7a. 
 
Y-26 The EIR analyzes the closing the Cabrillo Bridge based on SANDAG 

forecast models. This analysis includes a redistribution of trips on the I-
5, SR-163, and local surrounding streets including Park Boulevard. 
Increase in parking demand and circulation in the Uptown area would 
also be expected for these alternatives as patrons would park in the 
West Mesa to walk across the Cabrillo Bridge. 

 
Y-27 As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), the EIR 

identifies an environmentally superior alternative. Section 9.4 provides 
a reasoned assessment of the alternative impact analysis discussed 
throughout Section 9.3, and as additionally summarized in Table 9-1. 

 
 

Y-20 

Y-21 

Y-22 

Y-23 

Y-24 

Y-25 

Y-26 

Y-27 
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Y-28  
 A Comment noted. 
 
 B Comment noted. 
 
 C The managed traffic proposed by this alternative would result in 

traffic impacts to the external roadways especially during a 
peak hour. When closing the bridge, circulation of traffic would 
be affected due to rerouting of vehicles that would normally 
access from the Cabrillo Bridge. These rerouted vehicles would 
cause significant impacts to the surrounding roadways (Park 
Boulevard, Presidents Way, Robinson Avenue, A Street and 
Sixth Avenue), most of which would not be mitigable.    

 
 

Y-28 
A 
 
B 
 
C
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Y-28 (cont.) 
 
 D The public review version of the TIA shows 19 conflict areas for 

Alternative 4Biii, but the final TIA has been revised to 16 
conflict areas. 12 out of the 16 conflict areas are the same as 
the No Project Alternative. The managed traffic component of 
Alternative 4Biii (meaning the bridge is closed) would reduce 
the pedestrian/vehicle conflicts to 11.  This alternative would 
not eliminate more conflict areas than the proposed project.   

 
 E The project would not create a dangerous pedestrian/vehicular 

conflict at the intersection of Cabrillo Bridge and the Centennial 
Bridge. This intersection would be an all way stop controlled 
intersection with designated pedestrian crossings. The number 
of pedestrians expected to be crossing at this location is less 
than one-third of the number of pedestrians crossing at the 
Plaza. 

 
 F Comment noted. 
 
 G Comment noted. 
 
 H Comment noted. 
 
 I Comment noted. 
 
 J Comment noted.   
 
 
Y-29 See response to comment R-55. 

Y-29 

D 
 
E 
 
F 
G 
H 
 
I 
 
J 
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Z-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Z-2 The EIR does not disclose that the project would have any significant 

environmental impacts associated with the Timken Museum of Art 
aside from temporary construction noise.   

 
 
 
Z-3 Comment noted. See also response to comment Z-2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Z-4 Comment noted. 

Letter Z 

Z-1 

Z-2 

Z-3 

Z-4 
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AA-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
AA-2 Taking a pedestrian route, the distance from the closest Zoo parking 

space to the center of the Plaza de Panama would be approximately 
2,300 feet and not 1,600 feet as mentioned in the comment. The Zoo 
parking lot is further from the Plaza de Panama than other free parking 
lots.  These include the Pan American, Federal Building, and the 
Inspiration Point parking lots which are all either closer to the Plaza de 
Panama or are served by a free tram service. 

 
 The trip distribution analysis for the project took into consideration a 

paid parking structure. The displaced 125 patrons would be expected to 
park at the Federal/Aerospace and/or at Inspiration Point parking lots 
which are both currently underutilized and closer to the core of the Park 
and are served by a free tram service. 

Letter AA 

AA-1 

AA-2 
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AA-3 See response to comment AA-2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AA-4 The proposed parking fees are based on market surveys and recognize 

the existing and projected demand in Balboa Park. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AA-5 The project would not be expected to generate additional parking 

demand in Balboa Park.  Visitor growth in the demand models and 
financial projections are based on information provided by SANDAG as 
referenced in the 2006 Civitas study. 

 
AA-6 See response to comments R-21 and S-13. 

AA-3 

AA-4 

AA-5 

AA-6 
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AA-7 Volunteers would be able to park in the parking structure or any of the 

free parking lots, including the Inspiration Point lot that is served by free 
transportation to the core of the Central Mesa. 

 
AA-8 A market study was not conducted.  Anticipated Park growth was 

accounted for in the traffic forecasts and analyses.   
 
AA-9 The trips distributed and assigned within the Park were analyzed taking 

paid parking into consideration. An estimated 30 percent (Saturday 
peak hour) of patrons are expected to park at the paid structure versus 
estimated 40 percent (Saturday peak hour) with a free parking 
structure. 

 
AA-10 As discussed in Sections 4.4.2.1 and 4.12.6.1, the majority of the soil 

export operation would occur after hours and be restricted during peak 
daily traffic periods in order to minimize impacts to Park traffic along 
Park Boulevard, Zoo Place, and Pershing Drive. 

 
 The intersections and segments analyzed for the haul routes, including 

Zoo Place, would operate at an acceptable LOS C, as shown in 
Appendix M of the TIA. Zoo Drive roadway segment would not be 
affected by the construction route as the construction traffic would stay 
on Park Boulevard. 

 
AA-11 The Construction Phase Employee Parking Management Plan would 

be temporary, since the impact of displaced parking resulting from 
construction would be temporary until completion of the parking 
structure. A proper Employee Parking Management Plan would be a 
park-wide program which is beyond the scope limits of the project. 

 
 See response to comment K-62. 
 
 

AA-7 

AA-8 

AA-9 

AA-10 

AA-11 
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AA-12 Parking demand would not change during the construction phase of the 

project.  Parking supply would be sufficient during each phase.   
 
 During Phase I construction, 70 parking spaces would be lost in Organ 

Pavilion parking lot. During Phase II construction, the remainder 297 
parking spots would be lost in the Organ Pavilion parking lot. The 
Federal and Inspiration Point parking lots would be able to 
accommodate these displaced visitors, employees and volunteers as 
there would be a surplus of over 480 spaces available during a 
weekday peak time and over 1,300 open spaces during a typical 
Saturday. The project construction times are standard working hours 
Monday – Friday and all construction personnel parking during Phases 
I and II (maximum 135) would be required to park at the lower 
Inspiration Point parking lot and shuttled to the site separate from visitor 
shuttle/trolley. 

 
 During Phase III, the new parking structure would be operational and 

no impact to parking capacity is expected. The Alcazar parking lot 
would be closed and the 143 displaced patrons would be dispersed to 
the Federal, Inspiration Point and Pan American parking lots and ADA 
spots would be available at the Plaza.  Construction personnel during 
this phase (maximum of 100) would again be required to park at the 
lower Inspiration Point parking lot. 

 
 During Phase IV, the new parking structure along with Alcazar parking 

lot would be operational and there would be no impact to the parking 
capacity from construction. The construction personnel (maximum of 
50) would continue to park at lower Inspiration Point parking lot. 

AA-12 
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AA-13 Based on Urban Land Institutes (ULI) Level of Service Conditions for 

Walking Distances from Parking Table, 2,000 feet (LOS D) is generally 
considered the maximum walking distance from a parking facility.  The 
Jones and Jones Alternative proposes three parking structures. The 
Inspiration Point parking structure would exceed this maximum walking 
distance,; the Zoo Promenade parking structure would be 
approximately 1800 feet to the core of the Plaza de Panama, and a 
structure at the Archery Range would be approximately 1100 feet. 

 
AA-14 No traffic analysis was applied to the Jones and Jones study.  

However, it is reasonable to assume greater impacts based on the 
significantly larger scale and scope of this alternative compared to the 
project.  For example, the project would encompass approximately 15.4 
acres and one parking structure while the Jones and Jones Alternative 
would encompass over 150 acres and three parking structures.     

 
AA-15 As discussed in Section 9.2.3, the significant traffic impacts on SR-163 

were one of three main reasons the Zoo Parking Alternative was 
considered but rejected; the other two reasons being similarity to other 
alternatives analyzed in full, and not meeting any of the project 
objectives.   

 
AA-16 Comment noted. 

AA-13 

AA-14 

AA-15 

AA-16 
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AB-1 Comment noted. 

Letter AB 

AB-1 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-134 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AC-1 Comment noted. 

Letter AC 

AC-1 
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AD-1 Comment noted. 

Letter AD 

AD-1 
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Below is a list of persons who signed the letter (AD).  

 Amina Adan  Robin Madaffer, San Diego 
 Leo Alcala  Ahmed A Malinomar, San Diego  
 Machel Allen   Jill Maslac  
 Amy   Sharon Mayer  
 John Arvin, Manhattan Beach   William Mayer, San Diego  
 Anthony Baldman, San Diego   Agnieszka Melfi, San Diego 
 Susan Barrera   Christopher Mordy, San Diego  
 Paul Beard   Larry Murnane, San Diego  
 Whitney Benzian, San Diego   Christopher Alan Murphy, San 

Diego  
 Karen Berger, Solana Beach   Jim Neri  
 Toni Bloomberg, La Jolla   Paul Nierman, San Diego  
 Amy Baker Bridge  Leann Ortmann, San Diego  
 Stephen Bushue   Bruce Pastor, Jr.  
 Duke and Yolanda Campbell  Mark and Linda Pennington, San 

Diego  
 Maria Cortez, San Diego   Gary Phillips, Poway  
 Andy Dillavou, San Diego   Richard E. Preuss  
 Lorrain Duffy, La Jolla   Rob Quigley, San Diego  
 Katherine A.W. Eaton, San Diego   Alex Rivera, Escondido  
 Bjorn Endresen, San Diego   Steve Rivera  
 Tim Erickson, San Diego   Les Romack  
 Jeff Fargo, La Jolla   William N. Rowley, Palos Verdes  
 Mathieu Gregoire   Franklin Roxas  
 William Hamilton, San Diego   Chris Ruiz, San Diego  
 Bruce Heimburg, Lakeside   William H. Sauls, San Diego  
 Thomas Hemlock, San Diego   Carolyn Savage, Santee 
 Kim Herbstritt   Martin Schmidt, San Diego 
 Barbara L. Hernly, San Diego  Anne Sipes 
 Kipland Howard, San Diego   Scott Sugarman, San Diego 
 Eric Johnson   James L. Tanner, La Mesa 
 Donna Jones, San Diego   James R. Taylor, San Diego 
 Michael S. Kingsley, San Diego   Braden Wasserman, San Diego 
 Jeff Larabee, La Mesa   Lorrie Webb 
 Stan Lattimore   Robert Wilson 
 Dr. Kristine Hall Laverty, La Jolla   
 Marsha Lyon, San Diego   
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AD-2 Comment noted. AD-2 
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AD-3 Comment noted. AD-3 
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AD-4 Comment noted. AD-4 
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AD-5 Comment noted. AD-5 
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AD-6 Comment noted. 

AD-6 
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AD-7 Comment noted. AD-7 
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AD-8 Comment noted. AD-8 
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AD-9 Comment noted. 

AD-9 
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AD-10 Comment noted. AD-10 
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AE-1 Comment noted. AE-1 

Letter AE 
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AF-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
AF-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
AF-3 Comment noted. 
 

Letter AF 

AF-1 

AF-2 

AF-3 
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AG-1 Comment noted.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(b), the discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to 
the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially 
lessening any significant effects of the project. The EIR need not 
address every conceivable alternative and rather it must consider a 
reasonable range of feasible alternatives per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a).  The analysis in Section 9.0, including the Gold Gulch 
Parking Structure Alternative (EIR Alternative 4Ai) analysis, adequately 
provides a reasonable range of alternatives to allow for a meaningful 
discussion of project alternatives that avoid or substantially lessen 
significant impacts of the project.  Many of the suggested alternative 
modifications provided in this comment letter would not further reduce 
the project’s significant environmental impacts or meet additional 
project objectives not achieved by the Gold Gulch Parking Structure 
Alternative, and were thus not incorporated into the Final EIR.   

 
 For further information, see the individual responses provided below.    
 
 
AG-2 Comment noted.   The Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative 

provided herein, although similar, is not identical to the EIR Alternative 
4Ai Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative (see Section 9.3.4Ai.1). 

 
 
AG-3 See response to comment AG-1.  As indicated in Section 9.3.4Ai.1, the 

Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative analyzed in the EIR consists 
of a 797-stall structure and would require 51,500 cubic yards of export 
soil. To allow for an equitable comparison of impacts, the parking 
structures under all applicable alternatives were assumed to have an 
equal number of spaces.  The revision of the EIR Gold Gulch Parking 
Structure Alternative to include additional parking is not necessary per 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), as the inclusion of additional 
spaces would not further reduce a significant project impact or meet 
additional project objectives not already obtained by the alternative.   

Letter AG 

AG-1 

AG-2 

AG-3 
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AG-4 It is noted that approximately 6.3 acres of parkland would be reclaimed 

under this alternative. The project would also reclaim a total of 6.3 
acres of parkland including the plazas, pedestrian promenades, and 
usable parkland regained in the organ pavilion lot.  See response to 
comment BT-32.  Within this context, this alternative would reclaim a 
total of 7.0 acres.  This is 0.7 acre more than the proposed project.  The 
potential for an increase in usable parkland provided by the Gold Gulch 
Alternative compared to the project is not significant information for the 
alternatives impact analysis, as the inclusion of additional spaces would 
not further reduce a significant project impact or meet additional project 
objectives.  In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), 
the focus of the alternatives analysis is to identify alternatives that 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 
project. 

 
 It is noted that reconstruction of historic buildings would not further 

meet project objectives, is not recommended by the Balboa Park 
Master Plan or Central Mesa Precise Plan, and may result in additional 
historic impacts, and, therefore, would not be appropriate to include in 
this alternative.  The EIR Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative does 
not include uses beyond those identified in Section 9.3.4Ai.1.   

 
 The remainder of this comment does not comment on the adequacy or 

accuracy of the environmental document.  Comment noted. 

AG-4 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-156 

AG-5 As concluded in Section 9.3.4Ai, the Gold Gulch Alternative would 
result in lesser impacts associated with Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions – both of which are attributed to less soil export than 
required under the project.   

 
 The project would not result in a significant impact at the Park 

Boulevard/Presidents Way intersection in the year 2030 (Section 
4.4.2.2d).  As with the project, the Gold Gulch Parking Structure 
Alternative would also not cause a significant impact at this intersection.  
Similar to No Project conditions, the intersection of Presidents Way and 
Park Boulevard in the year 2030 would operate at a level of service E 
(AM Peak Hour and LOS F (PM Peak Hour) under both the year 2030 
plus project condition and the year 2030 plus Gold Gulch Parking 
Structure Alternative condition. 

 
AG-6 This quote provided is from the Conclusions regarding the Gold Gulch 

Parking Structure Alternative EIR Section 9.3.4i.3.  This section is 
meant to provide a summary of the Gold Gulch Parking Structure 
Alternative analysis. It is also noted that the sentence indicates that the 
potentially unmitigated impacts of the project would not be avoided. 
See the analysis in Section 9.3.4Ai.2 for the detailed analysis of the 
significant and unmitigated impacts.    

 
AG-7 This reference to the potential impact has been deleted in the EIR 

Section 9.3.4Ai.3.  It is recognized that the Gold Gulch Parking 
Structure Alternative realignment of Park Boulevard and Inspiration 
Point Way with the new access road to Gold Gulch Parking Structure 
could impact an existing structure that is part of Centro Cultural de la 
Raza located immediately south of Centro Cultural the building where 
the street extension is proposed. For the extension east of Park 
Boulevard the roadway realignment, and proposed grading/cut-slope 
shown could impact the Veterans Memorial site. However, it is 
acknowledged that these constraints could possibly be addressed 
through detailed engineering. 

 
AG-8 See response to comment AG-15. 
 
AG-9 See response to comment AG-15. 
 
 

AG-5 

AG-6 

AG-7 

AG-8 

AG-9 
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AG-10 It is acknowledged that the alternative structure would export less soil 

than the project and may decrease or eliminate the time parking is 
temporarily reduced; however, the project’s soil export and temporary 
parking effects would not result in significant project impacts. 

 
 See response to comment AG-5. 
 
AG-11 It is acknowledged that the Gold Gulch Alternative would only have an 

increased distance of 132 feet.   
 
 The Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative in the EIR would include 

the same number of parking spaces as the proposed project (Section 
9.3.4Ai.1). The Parking Demand Study (Appendix D-2) found the 
proposed parking spaces to be adequate to meet the parking demand.  
Thus, a further increase in parking spaces would not reduce a 
significant project impact, or meet additional project objectives. 
Additionally, to allow for an equitable comparison of impacts, the 
parking structures under all applicable alternatives were assumed to 
have an equal number of spaces.  It is acknowledged that additional 
parking spaces may be provided with the Gold Gulch alternative. 

 
AG-12 The reduction of pedestrian/vehicular conflicts is a BPMP goal and is 

an underlying purpose of the project.  The pedestrian/vehicle conflict 
information was determined by a qualified traffic engineer (Appendix D-
1) and is included in the alternatives analysis (Section 9.0) to provide a 
comparison with the project and the ability of the alternative to meet 
most of the project objectives in compliance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(f). To clarify, the existing pedestrian/vehicular conflicts 
are not considered impacts of the project or the alternatives.   

 
 The Gold Gulch Alternative includes a grade-separated pedestrian 

bridge connecting the new park area unencumbered to the rear of the 
Organ Pavilion, thus removing a total of 11 pedestrian-vehicular 
conflicts, compared to the 14 resolved by the project.  Because neither 
the project nor the Gold Gulch Alternative would increase the number of 
pedestrian/vehicular conflicts over the existing condition, impacts 
associated with traffic hazards would remain less than significant for 
both.      

AG-10 

AG-11 

AG-12 
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AG-13 The Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative is not described in 

Section 3.0, Project Description, which describes the project.  This 
quotation is provided from the Conclusions.   

 
 Impacts to key views associated with this alternative are identified as 

potentially significant; but not significant and unmitigable in Section 
9.3.4Ai.2 and in the conclusions.  However, Section 9.3.4Ai.3 misstates 
that the public view impact would be significant and unmitigated.  This 
error has been corrected in the Final EIR.  

 
 The EIR acknowledges that landscaping and project design features 

relating to screening could partially mitigate impacts to public views.  
Without project-level detail, the EIR defers a conclusion regarding the 
ultimate level of significance (except for alternative components 
identical to those of the project, e.g., the Centennial Bridge).  Therefore, 
impacts associated with public views are identified as potentially 
significant in Section 9.0, along with the Summary and Conclusions.     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AG-14 It is acknowledged that the Gold Gulch Alternative would result in one 

significant, mitigable traffic impact to the intersection of Presidents 
Way/Federal-Aerospace parking lot.  This information is disclosed in 
Section 9.3.4Ai and Table 9-4. 

 
 

AG-13 

AG-14 
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AG-15 The percent distribution of trips to the parking lots for the project 

(including the Existing + Proposed scenario,) and for the Gold Gulch 
Alternative is essentially the same. For the peak hour analyzed on a 
typical Saturday, approximately 25-30 percent was assigned to the 
parking structure, 30 percent to the Federal parking lot, 25 percent to 
the Palisades parking lot and 15–20 percent through traffic for both the 
proposed project and the Gold Gulch Alternative. However, because 
the travel paths differ between the project and Gold Gulch Alternative, 
the intersections within the Park would operate differently and produce 
different results.  The results are disclosed in the TIA (see 
Appendix D-1).   

 
 The roadway segments are analyzed based on their average daily trips 

(ADT) and separate from intersection analysis which is done on a peak 
hour basis. The traffic analysis methodology for the Gold Gulch 
Alternative is reasonable based on the trip distributions. 

 
 
AG-16 The trip distribution used in the TIA (see Appendix D-1) along Park 

Boulevard at the entrances of Presidents Way and Inspiration Point 
Way were split following the existing trend, which is that the majority of 
traffic arrives from the south on Park Boulevard. With the current design 
of 20 percent entering at Inspiration Point, the internal intersection of 
the new Inspiration Point Way and Park Road would operate at a level 
of service D for a typical Saturday peak hour in 2030. 

 
 

AG-15 

AG-16 
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AG-17 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
AG-18 Although a second access on Park Boulevard would give options to 

drivers, it would not fully mitigate internal circulation. The vehicles may 
have different travel paths but their destinations (parking lots, garage 
etc.) would remain the same. 

 
 
AG-19 See response to comment AG-12.  Based on the provided Exhibit 8, 

there is only one grade separated pedestrian crossing, still leaving 11 
conflict areas compared to 6 with the project. 

 
 
AG-20 It is acknowledged that the alternative structure would export less soil 

than the project and that the corresponding impacts would be 
incrementally reduced. However, the EIR concluded the project would 
not result in a significant impact for noise (construction phase hauling), 
air pollution, and traffic related to hauling.  The noise level generated by 
the hauling trucks would be less; however, the significant project impact 
related to construction equipment noise would not be substantially 
lessened by reduced soil export, as the same equipment would be 
required to construct the parking structure, and interior noise levels at 
Park uses due to this equipment would exceed the 45-decibel (db) 
interior noise threshold. 

AG-17 

AG-18 

AG-19 

AG-20 
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AG-21 The proposed parking structure would provide open areas on two sides, 

and would thus meet the open area and aggregate length requirements 
of the 2010 California Building Code to provide natural ventilation and 
to be considered an open parking structure.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AG-22 The proposed solar collectors would be photo voltaic (PV) panels. They 

are specifically designed to be installed at a 5 percent angle. The 
number of PV panels is not based on the electrical needs of the parking 
structure, but rather the roof/trellis area available to install them. The 
PV panels are intended to lessen the electrical demand of the parking 
structure, not eliminate that demand.  The proposed solar panels would 
be incorporated into the roof/trellises so they would not be highly visible 
to the public or impact the character of the area. 

 
 
 
AG-23 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AG-24 The existing and proposed speed limit for the Park roads is 15 mph.  It 

is acknowledged that the Park roads for the project would deviate from 
the standard commercial street due to the road widths and curvatures, 
but have been approved by the City Development Services Engineering 
Department. The roadway geometry would naturally calm traffic speed, 
due to the curves; however, 14-foot travel lanes would be provided to 
allow for safer turning movements and vehicular passage. The lanes 
travelling under the pedestrian overpass would be 14-foot travel lanes. 

AG-21 

AG-22 

AG-23 

AG-24 
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AG-25 Comment noted.  Per the City of San Diego Master Bicycle Plan, April 

2011, the designated Class III bike path is along Laurel Street and El 
Prado, down Pan American Road East to Presidents Way.  Bicyclists 
would have the option of riding bikes in the plazas and promenade, 
which would be the preferred route for cyclists looking for a slow Park 
experience.   

 
AG-26 Comment noted. As indicated in the EIR and the Traffic Impact Analysis 

(see Appendix D-1), Balboa Park parking is adequate and expansion of 
the proposed parking structure is not anticipated to be necessary. It is 
acknowledged that a parking structure at the Gold Gulch location could 
be expanded in the future if desired. 

 
AG-27 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
AG-28 Section 3.4.6.4 has been revised to indicate the proposed haul route is 

2.5 miles. To confirm the feasibility of the proposed haul route, the 
applicant has consulted a professional hauling company who has 
utilized double bottom dump trucks, and has driven the exact route with 
previous Balboa Park projects.  The contractor has made the right turn 
without impacts to adjacent travel lanes, using a double bottom dump.  
See Attachment A. 

 
 
 
AG-29 See response to comment AG-28.  The proposed haul route is feasible 

and would most likely be used at night to reduce impacts. The alternate 
route suggested would not be used. 

AG-25 

AG-26 

AG-27 

AG-28 

AG-29 
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Attachment A 
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AG-30 As indicated in response to comment AG-28, the use of Zoo Place as a 

part of the haul route would not result in a traffic safety hazard.  It is 
acknowledged that the reduced amount of soil hauling associated with 
this alternative would reduce air quality, noise, and greenhouse gas 
emissions.  See response to comments AG-5 and AG-10. 

 
 
 
 
AG-31 As indicated in the EIR, the Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative 

would reduce soil export disposal at the Arizona Street Landfill.  The 
soil export disposal area within the southern portion of the Arizona 
Street Landfill would be similar to the project due to the need to deposit 
soil export uniformly to retain existing drainage patterns.  The fill depth 
at the Arizona Street Landfill would be reduced by approximately half.  
Soil export deposited at the casting pond and archery range would be 
eliminated.  Similarly, this alternative would reduce the soil export 
depth, and the archery range and casting pond sites would not be 
needed. 

 
AG-32 As addressed in the EIR, the Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative 

in Section 9.3.4Ai would include the same number of parking stalls as 
the project.  See response to comment AG-11.   

 
 
AG-33 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
AG-34 Comment noted. 
 
 

AG-30 

AG-31 

AG-32 

AG-33 

AG-34 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-165 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AG-35 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AG-36 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AG-37 1)  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 2)  The quoted text has been removed from Section 9.0 of the EIR. 

AG-35 

AG-36 

AG-37 
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AG-37 (cont.) 
 
 
 
 3)  Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 4)  The fig tree is identified as moveable by the CMPP; impacts to this 

tree would be less than significant.  This has been clarified in 
Section 9.0. 

 
 
 
 5)  Section 9.0 has been revised accordingly to clarify that the 15 sugar 

gum, eucalyptus cladocalyx, 4 newly planted pines are not rare 
trees and impacts would be less than significant. 

 
AG-38 As described in Section 4.3, Issue 3, the majority of the existing 

landform affected by the Centennial Road and the Organ Pavilion 
Parking Structure is not natural, but is a result of grading that occurred 
in conjunction with the development of the Park.  Retaining walls are 
utilized to reduce grading and allow for the protection of natural 
landforms and ESL slopes located within Palm Canyon.   

 
AG-39 See response to comment AG-16.  The traffic analysis methodology for 

the Gold Gulch Alternative is reasonable and correct based on the trip 
distribution.  

 
 As indicated in Section 9.3.4Ai.2d, five intersections would operate 

poorly under the year 2015 plus Gold Gulch Parking Structure 
Alternative conditions and the Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative 
would have a significant but mitigable impact at one of these locations.  
Not noted in this comment is the additional significant and unmitigable 
impact that may occur at Park Boulevard/Inspiration Way if the 
constraints posed by the existing buildings make the Gold Gulch 
Parking Structure Alternative entrance improvements infeasible (see 
Section 9.3.4Ai.2d).  As noted previously, Section 3.0 discussed the 
project and not this alternative. 

AG-38 

AG-39 
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AG-40 See response to comments AG-7, AG-15, and AG-16. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AG-41 See response to comments AG-16 and AG-39. 
 
 
AG-42 See response to comment AG-18.  The internal intersections of the new 

park road for this alternative (Inspiration Point Way extension)/ 
Centennial Road, Presidents Way/Centennial Road, El Prado/ 
Centennial Bridge would all operate at a LOS D in year 2030 and 
Presidents Way/Federal parking lot at LOS F. With the proposed 
project only one intersection would operate at LOS D (El 
Prado/Centennial Bridge) and one intersection at LOS F (Presidents 
Way/Centennial Road) in the year 2030.   

 
 
AG-43 The project is designed based on a 15 mph design speed since it is 

expected to have a 15 mph posted speed limit. Based on a 15 mph 
design, the stopping sight distance is 80 feet per Table 3.1 of A Policy 
on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, AASHTO 2011.  Similar 
to the Gold Gulch Alternative, the project would meet the minimum 
design requirements for the 15 mph speed limit. 

 

AG-40 

AG-41 

AG-42 

AG-43 
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AG-44 The existing access driveway into Gold Gulch carries very minor traffic 

volumes and would carry minor traffic volumes, less than 10 vehicles, 
during a Saturday peak hour with the proposed project. No conflict 
would occur with opposing left turn lanes, as both driveways from Gold 
Gulch and parking structure would be stop controlled. 

 
 
 
AG-45 Queuing analyses along Centennial Way show that exiting movements 

at the proposed parking structure’s southerly driveway would not 
conflict with the northerly driveway. No traffic conflict or hazard is 
anticipated to occur as a result of the project.     

 
 Depending on the size and attendance of a major special event, 

additional traffic control measures may be a condition of the event 
permit and implemented like existing special events are managed 
today.   

 
 The Gold Gulch access driveway carries minor traffic volumes, less 

than 10 vehicles during a Saturday peak hour. No conflict would occur 
with opposing left-turn lanes, as both driveways from Gold Gulch and 
the proposed parking structure would be stop controlled.  

 
 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
AG-46 As indicated in Section 4.4.5 and 9.3.4Ai, both the project and the Gold 

Gulch Parking Structure Alternative would have a less than significant 
impact related to traffic hazards.  To clarify, the intent of the quoted text 
was to discuss the extent to which this alternative would meet the 
objective of reducing pedestrian/vehicular conflicts compared to the 
project.  See response to comment AG-12. 

AG-44 

AG-45 

AG-46 
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AG-47 As concluded in Section 9.3.4Ai, the Gold Gulch Alternative would 

result in lesser construction impacts associated with air quality which is 
attributed to the lesser extent of soil export than under the proposed 
project.   

 
 The intersection of Park Boulevard and Presidents Way would still 

operate at LOS F in the year 2030 for this alternative as analyzed. 
 
 
AG-48 See response to comments AG-21 and AG-22. 

AG-47 

AG-48 
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AG-49 As indicated in response to comments AG-16, AG-39, and AG-47, this 

alternative would have the same traffic impacts as the proposed project 
and greenhouse gas emissions related to traffic would be the same as 
the proposed project.   

 
 
AG-50 Noise due to the Gold Gulch parking structure was analyzed (Section 

9.3.4.Ai) and it was concluded that noise/land use compatibility impacts 
would be less than significant. 

 
 
 
 
AG-51 
 
 
a See response to comment AG-13. 
 
 
 
 
b See response to comments AG-7, AG-18, and AG-42. The proposed 

realignment and second entrance at Park Boulevard and Inspiration 
Point Way are design measures associated with this alternatives 
access issues 

AG-49 

AG-50 

AG-51 

a 

b 
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c See response to comments AG-18 and AG-42. 
 
 
d Comment noted.  See response to comments AG-20 and AG-49 with 

respect to construction noise, traffic, and greenhouse gas emissions 
impacts.  See Table 9-1 for a detailed comparison of this alternative 
and the project. 

 
 
e Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
f Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
g Comment noted. 
 
 
h See response to comments AG-1 through AG-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
i See response to comment AG-12.   
 
 

c 

d 

e 

f 

g 

h 
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j See response to comments AG-1 through AG-3. 
 
 
k Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AG-52 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

AG-52 

k 

j 
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AH-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AH-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
AH-3 Comment noted. 

Letter AH 

AH-1 

AH-2 
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AI-1 Comment noted. 

Letter AI 

AI-1 
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AJ-1 Comment noted. The placement of the parking structure takes into 

consideration that visitors seek parking closest to the core of the 
Central Mesa. In addition, the Organ Pavilion parking lot location would 
reduce and avoid environmental impacts since it is already disturbed 
and paved and the rooftop park would provide additional usable park 
space.   

 
 As noted, the EIR addresses numerous alternatives with no new 

parking or other parking locations. 
 
 
AJ-2 The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires the project facilities 

to be readily accessible to individuals with disabilities, including those 
who use wheelchairs.  ADA specifically identifies restaurants, theaters, 
sales, parks, galleries, zoos, and recreation facilities as public 
accommodations that shall not discriminate against individuals with 
disabilities.  In order to ensure Balboa Park facilities are available for 
the enjoyment of individuals with disabilities, adequate access for the 
disabled must be provided.  The California Building Code and City of 
San Diego includes access provision requirements to ensure adequate 
access for the disabled in compliance with the ADA.  Refer to the City’s 
Information Bulletin 305 for more information (City 2010).  The use of 
the Alcazar parking lot for handicap parking would be provided to meet 
these requirements. 

 
AJ-3 As indicated in the Parking Demand Study (see Appendix D-2), the 

existing valet parking is heavily utilized and there is sufficient demand 
to continue to provide valet service under the project.  It is 
acknowledged that there is no legal requirement to provide valet 
service. 

Letter AJ 

AJ-1 

AJ-2 
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AJ-4 The EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives and need not 

address every conceivable alternative per CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a).  The two alternative parking structure locations identified in 
this comment are addressed adequately by the West Mesa Parking 
Structure Alternative and the Inspiration Point Parking Structure 
Alternative analysis in Section 9.3.  The EIR alternative analysis 
provides a meaningful discussion of alternatives that reduce the 
project’s significant environmental impacts.  The suggested alternative 
would not further reduce the project’s environmental impacts or meet 
additional project objectives not achieved by the West Mesa Parking 
Structure Alternative and the Inspiration Point Parking Structure 
Alternatives.  Thus, the suggested alternative need not be analyzed in 
the EIR.   

 
AJ-5 See response to comment AJ-1.  A Parking Demand Study (see 

Appendix D-2) was completed by a parking expert to evaluate parking 
habits and the proposed paid parking.  The City Debt Management 
Department have reviewed and concurred with the Parking Demand 
Study.  

 
 The following is excepted from the Parking Demand Study: 
 
 Based on the existing condition of visitors having to re-circulate 

throughout the Prado lots in search of available parking when other, 
more remote lots have an adequate supply of parking, we expect that 
many of these visitors will migrate towards the certainty of the new 
parking structure. Since it will be the most convenient parking option for 
the Prado and the Central Mesa institutions, it will be the first choice for 
many visitors. 

 
 In addition, other parking industry studies support the concept that a 

large percentage of parkers would choose reliable, convenient paid 
parking over less convenient free parking.     

 
 The proposed parking structure would primarily serve the uses in the 

Central Mesa area, which does not include the Zoo.  However, others 
would not be prevented from using the facilities.   

 
 The location of the project’s parking structure in the core of the Central 

Mesa would meet the parking demand generated by the institutions 
located in this area. These demand generators are not present in the 
vicinity of the West Mesa Alternative.  

AJ-4 

AJ-5 
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AJ-6 Additional traffic hazard information, including maps illustrating 

pedestrian/vehicle conflicts for all alternatives, is provided in the TIA 
(see Appendix D-1, Exhibits 117-129). 

 
 
AJ-7 Comment noted.  As indicated in the EIR, conformance with the SOI 

Rehabilitation Standards does not determine whether a project would 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource under CEQA. Rather, projects that comply with the Standards 
benefit from a regulatory presumption that they would have a less than 
significant adverse impact on a historical resource.  Projects that do not 
comply with the SOI Rehabilitation Standards may or may not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource 
and would require further analysis to determine whether the historical 
resource would be materially impaired by the project under CEQA 
Guidelines 15064.5(b). 

 
 An SOI Rehabilitation Standards analysis was completed in Section 

4.2.2 of the EIR. As indicated in that section, the Centennial Bridge and 
Centennial Road components of the project would conflict with SOI 
Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9.  Considering the Centennial Bridge 
improvements would constitute a substantial adverse change to an 
historical resource, the Centennial Bridge inconsistency with the SOI 
Rehabilitation Standards was considered a significant impact per the 
CEQA Guidelines.  The Centennial Road improvements conflict with 
the SOI Rehabilitation Standards was determined to not be significant 
per CEQA since it would not demolish, destroy, relocate, or alter the 
NHLD such that it would materially impair a district contributor (Section 
4.2.2.2).  Thus, the SOI Rehabilitation Standards impact analysis and 
conclusion are consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 

AJ-6 

AJ-7 
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AK-1 Comment noted. 
 
AK-2 Valet service is an existing feature in Balboa Park.  The Parking 

Demand Study (PCI 2012) determined there is a demand for valet 
services and the project has been designed to meet the anticipated 
valet service demand. Free parking would continue to be provided 
elsewhere within Balboa Park if the project is approved and 
implemented. 

 
 
AK-3 As indicated in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131, social changes shall 

not be treated as significant effects on the environment and the focus of 
the analysis shall be on physical changes. 

 
 The project would not eliminate most of the existing free parking, as 

over 80 percent of Balboa Park parking would remain free.  Per the 
Parking Demand Study (see Appendix D-2), adequate free parking 
would be provided within Balboa Park. 

 
AK-4 See response to comment AK-3. 
 
AK-5 See response to comment AK-2. 
 
 
AK-6 Water supply is addressed in Section 4.15.2.  Although the project 

would not exceed the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds 
(2011) with respect to when to prepare a water supply assessment, a 
Water Demand Analysis (see Appendix M) was prepared for the project 
that determined the project would not result in a significant water 
demand impact.  The project would include drought-resistant 
landscaping where feasible and water conservation features such as 
timers on irrigation sprinklers to reduce water demands. 
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AK-7 The existing Organ Pavilion parking lot does not have any storm water 

runoff storage or water treatment/bio retention.  Runoff flows directly 
into the storm drain. 

 
 The project would implement numerous bio retention areas to treat 

storm water runoff prior to discharging into the storm drain system.  See 
Water Quality Technical Report (Appendix P).  In addition, the 
underground parking structure would have a rooftop park, which would 
result in a net reduction of impervious surface compared to existing 
Organ Pavilion paved parking lot. 

 
 
AK-8 Comment noted. 
 
 
AK-9 See response to comment AK-3. 
 
 
AK-10 See response to comment AK-2. 
 
 
AK-11 See response to comment AK-6. 
 
 
AK-12 Parking impacts to surrounding neighborhoods are evaluated in Section 

4.4.  As indicated in that section, the project would not increase the 
demand for parking and would increase the parking supply.  In the 
existing condition, both the Federal/Aerospace and Inspiration Point 
parking lots are underutilized and would be occupied by those seeking 
free parking.  Thus, the project would not result in increased parking 
demand within surrounding neighborhoods and the project impact to 
neighborhood parking would be less than significant.  See response to 
comment AL-19 below.   

 
 
AK-13 See response to comment AK-3. 

AK-7 

AK-8 

AK-9 
AK-10 
AK-11 
AK-12 
AK-13 
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AL-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AL-2 Comment noted. 

Letter AL 

AL-1 

AL-2 
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AL-3 The EIR has been prepared consistent with CEQA Guidelines relative 
to project objectives and alternatives as outlined below.   

 
 In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), the EIR 

includes a statement of project objectives sought by the proposed 
project.  As indicated in Section 3.1, it is a project objective to remove 
vehicles from the Plaza de Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California, the 
Mall (also called the Esplanade), and Pan American Road East.  

 
 Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), because an EIR must 

identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a project 
may have on the environment, the discussion of alternatives shall be 
focused on alternatives to the project which are capable of avoiding or 
substantially lessening any significant effect of the project even if these 
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project 
objectives.  Furthermore, the range of alternatives to the proposed 
project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the 
basic project objectives and could avoid or substantially lessen one or 
more significant effects per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c). 

 
AL-4 As mentioned, one of the objectives of the project is to have it 

completed in time for the 2015 Centennial.  The Centennial Celebration 
is not a part of the project and is being planned by other parties. As 
discussed in Section 8.0 of the EIR, the project would not have an 
adverse effect on the Centennial Celebration. 

 
AL-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AL-6 See response to comment AL-3. 

AL-3 

AL-4 

AL-6 

AL-5 
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AL-7 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AL-8 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
A-9 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AL-10 All proposed mitigation identified in the EIR (LU-1, HR-1, TR-1, BR-1, 

N-1, and PAL-1) is feasible to implement.  As identified in the EIR, all 
mitigation provided would reduce the associated significant impact to 
below a level of significance except in the case of construction 
equipment noise (see Section 4.12.4.4).   

 
 Comment noted. 

AL-7 

AL-8 

AL-9 

AL-10 
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AL-11 The design of the Centennial Bridge is governed by the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Rehabilitation Standards, which state that the design of the 
proposed bridge must be differentiated from the historic Cabrillo Bridge. 

 
 As indicated in Section 4.3.3.1a, the proposed Centennial Bridge would 

result in significant visual impacts related to architectural style conflicts 
between the proposed modern bridge and the existing historic context.  

 
AL-12 As indicated in Section 4.4, the existing pedestrian/vehicular conflicts 

are a potential safety hazard in addition to slowing traffic.  The Balboa 
Park Master Plan and the Central Mesa Precise Plan also identify 
reduction of pedestrian/vehicular conflicts as goals.  Therefore, one of 
the purposes of the project is to reduce the conflicts between 
pedestrians and vehicles. 

 
AL-13 As indicated in the project description in Section 3,4.3.1, the purpose of 

the proposed Centennial Bridge is to reroute vehicular traffic flow to 
enable the Plaza de California, El Prado, Plaza de Panama, and the 
Mall to be dedicated to pedestrians.  

 
 The proposed parking fees are based on the Parking Structure 

Financial Projections Report, which has been added to the EIR as 
Appendix D-3.  This report determined the proposed fees based on 
maintenance and operation costs associated with the parking structure 
and trams. Management of the parking structure is not an 
environmental issue to be addressed in accordance with CEQA. 

 
AL-14 Comment noted. 
 
AL-15 Comment noted. 
 
AL-16 This comment correctly states the conclusion in the EIR regarding the 

adequacy of parking spaces under the existing and future conditions.  
While the project would have one significant mitigable traffic impact, 
this impact is not related to paid parking.  The cumulative year 2030 
traffic impact at Presidents Way/Centennial Road would occur due to 
the rerouting of traffic through this intersection and the traffic control 
(i.e., stop sign) configuration at this intersection.  Refer to Section 4.4.2 
for additional information.    

 
 Comment noted. 

AL-11 

AL-12 

AL-13 
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AL-17 Comment noted. See response to comment AK-3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AL-18 Comment noted.  
 
 Conclusions regarding employee parking patterns are based on the 

Parking Demand Study (see Appendix D-2).  Physical changes to 
employee parking are addressed in Section 4.4 of the EIR and were 
determined to be less than significant given that adequate free parking 
would be available within Balboa Park. 

 
 Parking impacts to surrounding neighborhoods were evaluated in 

Section 4.4.  As indicated in that section, the project would not increase 
the demand for parking and would increase the parking supply.  Thus, 
the project would not result in increased parking demand within 
surrounding neighborhoods and the project impact to neighborhood 
parking would be less than significant.   

AL-17 

AL-18 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-208 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AL-19 The project parking analysis determined that adequate parking would 

be available within Balboa Park (Section 4.4.4).   
 
 The trip distribution analysis for the project was done taking into 

consideration the effects of a paid parking structure. The displaced 125 
patrons would be expected to park at the Federal/Aerospace parking lot 
and/or at Inspiration Point parking lot which are both currently 
underutilized and closer to the core of the Park than the Zoo parking lot. 

 
 Any decisions regarding the status of the Zoological Society’s parking 

lot is outside the scope of the project and is subject to the terms and 
conditions of their lease agreement with the City. 

AL-19 
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AL-20 See response to comment AL-18.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AL-21 Comment noted. 
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AL-21 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-210 

 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-211 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AM-1 Comment noted. 

Letter AM 
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AN-1 Comment noted. 
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AO-1 Comment noted. 
 
AO-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
AO-3 Comment noted. 
 
AO-4 Comment noted. 
 
AO-5 Comment noted. 
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AP-1 Comment noted. 
 
AP-2 These typos have been corrected in the Final EIR. 
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AQ-1 As indicated in Sections 4.3.2.1a and 4.3.2.2a, the landscape plan for 

the project includes substantial vegetative screening (primarily 
eucalyptus trees) near the Centennial Bridge and within Cabrillo 
Canyon (see Figure 4.3-20, Key Vantage Point 1A Photo Simulation). 
Although it has partially been obscured by the eucalyptus forest, the 
relationship of Cabrillo Bridge to the California Quadrangle complex is 
one of the most important designed relationships in the Balboa Park 
NHLD (see Section 4.2.2.1 for more information). The project would 
partially disrupt this relationship by constructing the Centennial Bridge 
around the west and south side of the old Fine Arts Museum section of 
the California Quadrangle. Therefore, even with screening, the impact 
to a historical resource would remain significant.  Refer to Sections 
4.2.2.2 (Centennial Bridge) and 4.2.2.3, and Historic Resources 
Technical Report pages 146 to 147 (Appendix B-1) for further historic 
information. 

 
 The project would also result in a significant architectural character 

impact related to the visual conflict between the proposed Centennial 
Bridge, and the existing historic Cabrillo Bridge and California 
Quadrangle Complex.  While the proposed screening of the Centennial 
Bridge would minimize a visual impact pursuant to CEQA, it would not 
avoid the impact related to the change in the historic visual and spatial 
relationships, as described above.    

 
 
AQ-2 The restoration of Park areas to pedestrian uses would not mitigate the 

project’s historical resource impact, as the Centennial Bridge would still 
be inconsistent with SOI Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9, and would 
continue to constitute a substantial adverse change to an historical 
resource.  Refer to Historic Resources Technical Report Section IX, 
Conclusion (Appendix B-1). 

 
 
AQ-3 Comment noted. 
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AR-1 Comment noted. 

Letter AR 
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AS-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AS-2 This comment refers to an email from State Historic Preservation 

Officer to National Park Service which was not submitted in response to 
the Draft EIR.  For the formal comment letter submitted by the State 
Historic Preservation Officer on behalf of the Office of Historic 
Preservation – Department of Parks and Recreation, see Letter F. 
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AS-3 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
AS-4 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AS-5 Comment noted.  The EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives 

to 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 in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.6(a). It is noted that while the project does not include a 
streetcar, it would not preclude future use of streetcars. 

AS-3 

AS-4 
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AT-1 Comment noted. 
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AU-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
AU-2 The EIR addresses the environmental impacts related to construction of 

the subterranean parking structure, including excavation and seismic 
hazards.  As indicated in Section 4.8, impacts related to seismic faults 
would be less than significant.  Construction activities are described in 
Section 3.8 and are analyzed throughout Section 4.0 to 8.0.   

 
 In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131, 

insurance and security matters are not environmental issues and the 
EIR shall not treat economic or social changes as significant effects on 
the environment. 

 
 
AU-3 The EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives in compliance with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).    
 
 This alternative would result in significant impacts related to the 

demolition of a historic structure.  Starlight Bowl, historically known as 
the Ford Bowl, was built for the 1935 California Pacific International 
Exposition. It is a contributing structure to the National Historic 
Landmark District. Demolition of this structure is not consistent with any 
plans for Balboa Park and would constitute a significant adverse impact 
to the Park. The Starlight Bowl is operated by the San Diego Civic Light 
Opera Association. It is noted that their financial situation has no 
bearing on the viability of the historic resource.    
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AU-4 Comment noted.  See response to comment AU-3. AU-4 
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AV-1 As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), the EIR 

considers and discusses a reasonable range of alternatives.  Features 
of this alternative are addressed in other alternatives, namely the 
Tunnel Alternative, which is addressed in full detail in the EIR, and the 
Old Globe Way Access and Quince Street Access Alternatives which 
were considered but rejected.  As a result, it is unnecessary to revise 
the EIR to include a full discussion of the alternative.  However, the 
following is a summary analysis of the alternative’s potential impacts.   

 
 The EIR concludes that the proposed Balboa Park Plaza de Panama 

project would have significant unmitigated impacts with respect to land 
use (inconsistency with historical preservation policies); historical 
resources (impact of Centennial Bridge to the NHLD, in particular the 
relationship of Cabrillo Bridge and California Quadrangle); visual effects 
(introduction of a modern element, the Centennial Bridge, into a historic 
setting); and noise (temporary construction noise impacts).    

 
 Based on review of the attached plans, the suggested alternative would 

likely result in greater impacts in each of these four areas.  
 
 Thus, significant unmitigated project impacts related to land use, 

historical resources, visual quality, and noise would likely be greater 
under this alternative. 

 
 Additionally, constraints that could affect the feasibility of this alternative 

include the following: 
 

 Encroachment into Zoo leasehold 

 Encroachment on Old Globe Theatre 

 Road in front of the Old Globe’s Festival Stage for a primary access 
into the new garage posing serious issues because the road 
functions as a cueing/intermission space. 

 
 In summary, while the suggested alternative would meet most of the 

basic project objectives, it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project and is potentially infeasible. 
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AW-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
AW-2 Noise studies confirm that overall noise levels in the Alcazar Garden 

would decrease as a result of the project because the proposed 
configuration would increase the distance between the travel lanes and 
the garden. The increase in noise at the southern edge of the garden 
would not be perceptible and therefore less than significant.  

 
 For similar reasons, noise impacts at the St. Francis Chapel would be 

less than significant. The traffic noise source would be moved from the 
north side of the chapel to the south as a result of the project. The 
project would not increase traffic adjacent to the chapel. 

 
AW-3 Comment noted.  The project would not destroy the Palm and Cabrillo 

Canyons.  The project would construct the Centennial Bridge on top of 
the rim of Cabrillo Canyon and would add additional trees in Cabrillo 
Canyon, but it would not eliminate the canyon.  The project would 
realign and extend the 1970s Palm Canyon Walkway. 

 
 The parking structure would be constructed at the existing Organ 

Pavilion parking lot, thus minimizing the loss of existing green space.  
In addition, the parking structure would be subterranean, with the 
surface being a park.  Overall, the proposed project would increase the 
amount of usable parkland.   

 
 The project impact to the Balboa Park National Historic District is 

addressed in Section 4.2. 
 
 
AW-4 The suggested alternatives are analyzed in Section 9.0.  See response 

to comment AW-3 above regarding parkland. 
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AX-1 Comment noted. 
 
 See response to comment AU-3.  As required pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these alternatives were selected to 
provide a reasonable range of possible project designs which could 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but avoid or 
substantially lessen any significant effects of the project. Thus, this 
suggested alternative has not been added to the EIR analysis. 
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AY-1 Comment noted. 
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AZ-1 Comment noted. 
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BA-1 Comment noted. 
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BB-1 Comment noted. 
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BC-1 Comment noted. 
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 BD-1 As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR 
considers and discusses multiple alternatives to the project. As required 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these alternatives 
were selected to provide a reasonable range of possible project 
designs which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the 
project.  

 
 Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) states that an EIR 

should identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead 
Agency, but were rejected as infeasible. As required by this CEQA 
section, Section 9.2 provides a discussion of the alternatives 
considered but rejected. 

 
 Ultimately, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, 

Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, has been 
prepared for the consideration of the decision making body (City 
Council) and left to its discretion to determine whether to approve or 
deny the project or any of the alternatives, or combination thereof.    

 
BD-2 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) the EIR includes a 

reasonable range of alternative and need not address every 
conceivable alternative Alternatives were chosen for the EIR analysis 
based on their ability to avoid or lessen impacts of the project and meet 
most of the project objectives.  Also, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), the range of alternatives provided in the 
EIR analysis is governed by the rule of reason that requires the EIR to 
only set forth alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  See 
also response to comment BD-1. 

 
BD-3 As discussed in Section 9.2.5, the Quince Street Access Alternative 

was considered but rejected due to the increase in physical impacts to 
several environmental issue areas (visual quality [landform alteration, 
neighborhood character]; biological resources; historical resources 
[archaeological and built environment]; hydrology; water quality; air 
quality; and greenhouse gas) as compared to the project, and because 
it would not reduce significant impacts of the project.  Pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), the EIR alternative analysis shall 
focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of 
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, 
even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment 
of the project objectives, or would be more costly.  As the suggested 
modifications to the Quince Street Access Alternative would not further 
avoid or reduce a significant project impact, it was considered but 
rejected.   
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BD-4 See response to comments BD-2 and BD-3.  As this suggested 

alternative modification would not avoid or substantially lessen any 
significant effects of the project, it was considered but rejected. 

 
 
BD-5 The concept proposed in this comment is a variation of the Tunnel 

Alternative, and its impacts would be similar to those associated with 
the alternative as addressed in Section 9.3.4Bi.  This alternative 
variation also would result in significant, unmitigable impacts to land 
use (plan consistency); historical resources (built environment); and 
visual quality (architectural character) associated with physical impacts 
to the Cabrillo Bridge and Plaza de California.  Other impacts, similar to 
the Tunnel Alternative, 4Bi, would include significant unmitigable noise 
(temporary construction), and mitigable impacts to land use (MSCP), 
biological resources (raptor, MSCP), historical resources 
(archaeological resources), and paleontological resources impacts.  
Additionally, this variation would not reduce any of the project’s 
significant impacts. 

 
 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), the EIR alternative 

analysis shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which 
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects 
of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree 
the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.  As 
the suggested modifications to the Tunnel Alternative would not further 
avoid or reduce a significant project impact, it was considered but 
rejected. 
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BD-6 Comment noted.  See response to comments BD-2 and BD-5.  This 

modification to the Tunnel Alternative would not further reduce a 
significant project impact or meet additional project objectives and 
impacts would generally be similar to those disclosed in the EIR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BD-7 Comment noted.  Pedestrianizing the Pan American Plaza area is not 

an objective of the project and therefore not a component of what is 
being proposed by the applicant.  The project, however, would not 
preclude any future proposal to reclaim Pan American Plaza. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
BD-8 Comment noted.  A phased project alternative has been addressed in 

Section 9.3.5. 
 
 
 
 
BD-9 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(6)(c), a project alternative 

may be considered if it meets most of the project objectives and is 
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of 
the project.  See response to comment BD-1.   

BD-6 

BD-7 

BD-8 

BD-9 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-237 

  
 
 
 
 
 
BD-10 See response to comments S-8 and S-9.  The project would not 

preclude the use of public transit or bicycles. 
 
 Pursuant to California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21002.1, 

the purpose of the EIR is to identify significant impacts of the project.  
The project would not generate additional trips, but rather redistribute 
existing and future trips that would be a result of natural population 
growth.  The project does not propose any new attractions that would 
be considered “trip generators.”  The dependence on automobiles is an 
existing condition and not a project impact.   

 
 Greenhouse gas impacts and consistency with greenhouse gas-related 

plans, policies and regulations are analyzed in Section 4.9.   
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BE-1 Comment noted. 
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BF-1 Comment noted.  The project’s significant and unmitigable impacts are 

disclosed in Section 5.0. 
 
 
BF-2 Comment noted. 
 
BF-3 Comment noted. 
 
BF-4 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
BF5 Comment noted. 
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BG-1 Comment noted.  This second letter provided, including the copy of the 

first letter, is assumed to replace the first letter submitted. 
 
 The project would provide adequate ADA compliant parking in the 

Alcazar parking lot and the parking structure.  The project does not 
include changes to Village Place. 

 
BG-2 Comment noted.  The closure of Cabrillo Bridge to public vehicular 

traffic is addressed in several project alternatives that are discussed in 
Section 9.3.3, Cabrillo Bridge Pedestrianized Alternatives. 

 
 
BG-3 Comment noted.   
 
BG-4 Extension of the San Diego Trolley is beyond the scope of the project.  

Future extension would not be precluded by the project. 
 
BG-5 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) the EIR includes a 

reasonable range of alternatives, each of which could feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project and avoid or substantially 
lessen at least one of the significant project effects. However, pursuant 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) an EIR need not address every 
conceivable alternative. The concept proposed in this comment does 
not require inclusion in the EIR alternative analysis as is a variation of 
the Inspiration Point Parking Structure Alternative (3D) described in 
Section 9.3.3D. Similar to Alternative 3D, this alternative would result in 
significant and unmitigable impacts to public safety through potential 
ALUC and AEOZ inconsistencies and potential impacts to public view 
corridors. 

 
BG-6 Comment noted.  The Inspiration Point Parking Structure Alternative 

described in Section 9.3.3D includes a tram from the parking structure 
to the Mall/Plaza de Panama. 

 
BG-7 Comment noted.   
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BH-1 The project includes a drop-off area in the Alcazar parking lot.  It should 

be noted that loading areas are provided in the Alcazar parking lot to 
accommodate unloading of equipment.  The ADA use of the Alcazar 
parking lot is consistent with the policies of the Central Mesa Precise 
Plan (CMPP).  As stated in Section 3.4.4, a small single fixture 
restroom would be provided at the Alcazar parking lot.   

 
BH-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BH-3 Comment noted. 
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BI-1 The following are two excerpts from the BPMP: 
 
 It is intended that Balboa Park become more pedestrian oriented. 

Conflicts between automobiles and pedestrians should be minimized. 
Accordingly, one will be able to walk from the Zoo to the Aerospace 
Historical Center without crossing a street. In addition, a large trail 
system is proposed throughout the Park tying into the central core of 
the Park.  

 
 The Prado and Palisades plazas shall be restored as pedestrian 

oriented plazas in which through vehicular traffic is minimized and 
conflicts with pedestrians are reduced. 

 
 Thus, it is the intent of the BPMP to minimize pedestrian/vehicular 

conflicts by eliminating as many conflict locations as possible, as 
indicated by the BPMP phrase “without crossing a street”.  The BPMP 
does not identify the conflicts as traffic calming measures, a method to 
slowing vehicle traffic, or a way to minimize through-park traffic. 

 
 The Half-Plaza Alternative would not achieve the project objective or 

the BPMP vision of eliminating the pedestrian/vehicular conflicts in the 
El Prado and Palisades areas.  The Section 9.3.4Biv states that “the 
Half-Plaza Alternative would improve pedestrian circulation and safety 
and would not result in significantly adverse pedestrian circulation 
impacts” and goes on to state that “the Half-Plaza Alternative would 
provide fewer benefits, because it would remove 10 of the 20 existing 
pedestrian/vehicular conflict areas as compared to 14 for the project.”  
This alternative would result in fewer conflict reductions due to the 
increased activity of the valet and tram drop-off/pick-up locations for 
this Alternative, including the number of pedestrians crossing along the 
along the Esplanade south of El Prado. 
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BI-2 As indicated in Section 4.3.2.1(c), the removal of vehicles would be 

considered a positive aesthetic or change to the existing visual 
character of these areas.  While the project would include signage and 
bollards, the project would also remove numerous existing traffic-
related signs.  Overall, the project visual impact related to signage and 
bollards would be less than significant. 

 
 
 
 
B-3 Comment noted.  The EIR traffic analysis was prepared according to 

City standards, adhering to both the City of San Diego Traffic Impact 
Study Manual (1998) and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds (2011).     

 
 
 
BI-4 Comment noted.  Development, operation and maintenance of the 

project site are governed by the BPMP and the CMPP; the EIR is not a 
policy or regulatory document.  Any proposal for future development 
within the Park that is incompatible or inconsistent with the Master Plan 
or Precise Plan would be subject to future discretionary review and 
approvals by decision-making bodies.   

 
 Future traffic within the Park will occur naturally as a result of 

population growth. 
 
BI-5 Comment noted.  Existing speed limits in the Park are 15 mph, which 

would be consistent with the proposed speed limit for the Centennial 
Bridge and Centennial Road. 
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BI-6 The Half-Plaza Alternative introduces valet/tram operations just south 

of El Prado on both the east and west sides of the Esplanade. The 
combination of valet/tram operations, and existing high number of 
conflicting pedestrians/vehicle circulation all in a concentrated area 
would result in significant queuing at that location as discussed in 
Section 9.3.4Biv (See also page 375 and Table 192 of the Traffic 
Impact Study [Appendix D-1]). 

 
 A Parking Structure Financial Projections Report has been added to the 

EIR as Appendix D-3.  As indicated in this report, proposed parking 
fees would be collected to fund on-going maintenance and operation 
costs associated with the parking structure and trams. 

 
BI-7 Comment noted. 
 
BI-8 Comment noted.  Cross-park travel is addressed in Section 4.4.3.1(c).  

Cross-park travel time is estimated to be 2 minutes, 50 seconds for the 
project as compared to 2 minutes, 13 seconds for existing conditions. 
Travel distance is estimated to be 0.45 mile for the project as compared 
to 0.50 mile for existing conditions. The project would shorten the travel 
distance by approximately 0.05 mile, would reduce pedestrian 
crossings, and alter traffic controls (e.g., stop signs).  As indicated in 
the EIR, this change in cross-park traffic commute times would not be 
substantial.   

 
 The EIR does not claim that the project would reduce congestion 

outside the Park.  On the contrary, as discussed in Section 4.4.2 the 
project would have no effect to external Park traffic.  

 
 See response to comments BI-3 and BI-4.   
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BI-9 Comment noted. The proposed design of Plaza de Panama is intended 

as a rehabilitation rather than a restoration.  In compliance with CEQA, 
the analysis in the EIR uses the existing conditions as the baseline.   

 
 
 
 
BI-10 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BI-11 Comment noted. 
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BI-12 The reclamation of the Palisades is beyond the scope of the proposed 

project.  Comment noted. 
 
BI-13 See response to comments AW-2 and BI-8. The presence of vehicles 

near the Museum of Man is an existing condition.  The proposed 
rerouting of traffic would move vehicles further from the Museum of 
Man.  More specifically, and similar to the Alcazar Garden, the traffic 
noise source would be moved from the north side of the chapel to the 
south as a result of the project. The project would not increase traffic 
adjacent to the chapel; thus noise, fumes, and other traffic-related 
impacts would not worsen as a result of the project.  The EIR 
adequately addresses noise, air quality and visual impacts of the 
project.  See Sections 4.3 (Visual Effects and Neighborhood 
Character), 4.4 (Transportation/Circulation and Parking), and 4.5 (Air 
Quality) for more information.     

 
BI-14 Comment noted. 
 
BI-15 The historical resource analysis evaluates impacts of the project based 

on its consistency with the SOI Standards for Rehabilitation. The 
proposed El Cid Island, represents a significant change in the existing 
visual spatial relationships and configuration of the Mall and Plaza de 
Panama. This alternative would reduce Plaza de Panama to half of its 
historic size and introduce several new layers of trees and landscaping 
that would screen views of the two most historic buildings on the Plaza.  
The EIR determined these improvements would have a significant 
adverse impact, because they would be inconsistent with SOI 
Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9. 

 
BI-16 The proposed fill would level the Arizona Landfill, which currently 

slopes from north to south.  The site would still slope from north to 
south; however, the area would be more level, allowing for future 
passive parkland uses, consistent with the East Mesa Precise Plan for 
this area.  There would be no mounding of soil that would result in 
downtown view blockage.  View impacts related to disposal of soil 
export at the Arizona Street Landfill is addressed in Section 4.3 and 
determined to be less than significant.   
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BI-17 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131, the EIR 

need not address economic or social changes unless the change would 
result in a significant physical environmental impact.  A recreation 
discussion has been added to the Final EIR as Section 8.6 and, as 
identified in that section, park and open space impacts of the project 
would be less than significant. 
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BJ-1 Comment noted. 
 
BJ-2 Comment noted. 
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BK-1 The project does not include any trip generating components.  

Centennial Road is intended to ensure that closure of Plaza de Panama 
to vehicular traffic would not result in increased congestion in areas 
external to the Park. 

 
 The project is not expected to bring additional visitors to the park since 

parking spaces (including ADA) and valet service are not trip 
generators (such as a museum or theatre, etc.).  Thus, the proposed 
parking increase and valet improvements would not generate additional 
traffic. 

 
 The travel distance from the west to the first entry of the parking 

structure would be approximately the same travel distance (1,800 feet) 
to the existing Organ Pavilion parking lot with existing conditions; thus, 
not a reason for an increase of vehicular traffic. 

 
 While the project would eliminate several pedestrian/vehicular conflicts, 

the speed of vehicles traveling through the Park would continue to be 
limited to 15 mph.  Traffic flow through the Park is anticipated to be 
similar under the existing and the existing plus project conditions.  The 
project itself would not be expected to generate additional trips.  In the 
future, additional vehicular trips attributed to population growth, would 
add additional traffic on the Cabrillo Bridge.   

 
 Pedestrian/bicyclist movements at the Centennial Bridge intersection 

would be controlled by an all-way stop sign with designated crosswalks, 
so this intersection would not result in a traffic safety hazard impact. 

 
 See Section 4.4 and the TIA (Appendix D-1) for more information. 
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BK-2 All project alternatives were modeled based on the EIR description in 

Section 9.0. The closed bridge alternatives make no mention of travel 
lane widths, type of pavement treatments or additional stop controls at 
pedestrian crossings.  

 
 Reduction in traffic entering the Park from the west is not an objective 

of the project.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BK-3 The trip distributions for the project and all the alternatives were based 

on SANDAG Series 11 forecast models. For the closed bridge 
alternatives, the forecast modeled more trips on the freeways than 
existing conditions, as well as rerouting on the local surrounding 
streets. Of the closed bridge alternatives, the West Mesa Parking 
structure alternative assumes approximately 2 percent of trips approach 
from Laurel Street that turns right or left on to Sixth Avenue due to the 
location of the parking structure just east of Balboa Drive. See trip 
distribution exhibits in the TIA (Appendix D-1) for these alternatives 
(Exhibits 32, 40, 48, and 56) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BK-4 See response to comment BK-3. 
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BK-5 Comment noted.  For the SANDAG forecast models used in the 

analyses, the stages of transportation modeling process account for 
some mode choices, typically based on travel times.  For bridge closure 
alternatives, the number of Park patrons entering from the west and 
then deciding to park and walk to the Park were estimated based on 
walking distances and review of traffic volumes currently coming 
to/from the west. It is acknowledged that Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) could be used to mitigate impacts of project 
alternatives in some cases, but their feasibility would have to be 
evaluated. Since the use of TDM measures at the Park are speculative 
at this time, the TIA does not include such an evaluation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BK-6 The restriping of Balboa Drive to diagonal parking would yield 

approximately 100 spaces for the stretch of roadway north and south of 
Laurel Street and is feasible.  Additional parking along Sixth Avenue is 
not possible without reducing Sixth Avenue to one lane in each 
direction with diagonal parking.  The existing and projected volume of 
traffic along Sixth Avenue would likely not allow for the reduction to one 
northbound lane without significant traffic impact.   
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BK-7 One of the primary objectives of the project is to reduce the conflicts 

between pedestrians and vehicles, as stated in EIR Section 3.1 and the 
TIA. This project objective is consistent with the BPMP goal to minimize 
vehicular and pedestrian conflicts.  A conflict area is defined as 
locations where vehicle paths and pedestrian paths cross regardless of 
volume. Reducing the number of conflicts would reduce the chances of 
accidents, vehicle delay, and queuing/stacking. The example 
mentioned where the stairs leading down to Organ Pavilion is not 
identified as a conflict area, it is only shown on the exhibit as a 
reference identifying the number of pedestrians at that location. Based 
on the provided design of the Gold Gulch alternative, there would be 
one grade separated crossing and 10 on-grade crossings that are 
considered conflict areas.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BK-8 The project would include an all way-stop control at the new Centennial 

Bridge intersection.  A queuing analysis was conducted with stopped 
conditions that included the number of vehicles and pedestrians during 
the peak hour and resulted in no significant impacts.   
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BK-9 The vehicular circulation within and around the Park as well as the trip 

distribution for the project was modeled taking into consideration the 
diversion effects of a paid parking structure.  As stated in the TIA (see 
Appendix D-2), it is estimated that 125 patrons would circulate within 
the core of the Park to find free parking spaces at either the Federal or 
Inspiration Point parking lots, and an additional 50 patrons that would 
normally park within the internal parking lots would circulate within the 
West Mesa to find free parking. 

 
 
BK-10 As mentioned in response to comment BK-2 all the alternatives were 

modeled based on their description in Section 9. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BK-11 The TIA (Appendix D-2) was completed in accordance with the City’s 

Traffic Impact Study Manual (1998) and the City’s CEQA Significance 
Determination Thresholds (2011).  The TIA was reviewed and approved 
by the City’s Development Services Department’s Transportation 
Engineering staff.   
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BK-12 The visual analysis applies the methodologies and significance 

thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego (City) in its CEQA 
Significance Determination Thresholds (2011) in analyzing the potential 
impacts of the project relative to Visual Effects and Neighborhood 
Character.   

 
 Significant trees found within the Central Mesa are designated as such 

by the CMPP.  The analysis of the project’s impacts on significant trees 
is included in Section 4.1.  Specifically, the project’s visual impacts 
relative to CMPP significant trees is addressed under Issue 2 in Section 
4.3.     

 
BK-13 The visual analysis applies the methodologies and significance 

thresholds adopted by the City in its CEQA Significance Determination 
Thresholds (2011) in analyzing the potential impacts of the project 
relative to Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character.  The EIR 
identifies and analyzes the impacts of the project on numerous visual 
resources, including topography and landforms, historic and 
architectural elements (including landscaping), the State Route 163 
Scenic Highway and other view corridors located within the Park in 
Section 4.3.  Where the project would result in significant impacts to 
these resources has been identified.  The project would incorporate 
design features, including a landscape palette that is consistent with, 
yet not replicative of, the historic character of the Central Mesa.  As 
concluded in Section 4.3, no feasible mitigation is available for the 
significant impact associated with Centennial Bridge on architectural 
character because, per the SOI Rehabilitation Standards, replication of 
an historic design is not permissible.   

 
BK-14 The project proposes new vegetation to supplement the existing 

canopy and create the next generation of tree canopy. City Parks and 
Recreation staff have reviewed and accepted the proposed landscaping 
plan.  The concept of a program to ensure the future of the tree canopy 
throughout Balboa Park is not included in the scope of work for this 
project. 
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BK-15 Most ornamental trees would reach mature height in 8 to12 years, 

dependent on species.  The rate of growth is dependent on the type of 
tree; different species grow at different rates and are influenced by 
several other variables such as soil condition, root space, available 
water, nutrients, and sunlight.  Some of the native oak trees proposed 
may take up to 15 years to reach mature heights (40 to 50 feet). 
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BL-1 The EIR was placed on the City’s website commencing on January 23, 

2012.  Attention was drawn to a technical issue regarding the remote 
availability of Part 3 of 4 of the Draft EIR on February2, 2012.  The 
issue was resolved, and Part 3 of 4 was replaced (February 9, 2012) 
and available for the remainder of the public review period.     
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BM-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
BM-2 The City acknowledges that all projects must comply with state and 

federal laws and regulations, including the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA). As such, language requiring compliance with the MBTA is 
identified within the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program 
(MMRP) included in the EIR (see BR-1), and is a condition of approval 
in the Site Development Permit. The mitigation dates for the avian 
surveys were identified in the biological resources report and 
addressed the specific conditions for the project. The City determined 
that the mitigation requirements identified in the EIR would reduce 
potential impacts to avian species to below a level of significance. 

 
BM-3 Comment noted.  The MBTA was originally established to prevent 

migratory birds from being killed, possessed, or otherwise taken for 
commercial trade of birds or their feathers.  The MBTA does not protect 
food sources of migratory birds.  See Section 4.6.1.4f. 
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BM-4 While tree removal may increase visibility of historic buildings, the trees 

are being removed due to construction activities and not to provide 
better views.    

 
 The project landscaping would include trees suitable for raptor nesting 

(see Figures 3-34 and 3-35) that would more than replace the removed 
trees.  In addition, the vicinity includes a substantial number of trees 
suitable for raptor nesting.  As indicated in Section 4.6.2.3, the project 
construction would potentially impact raptor nesting and mitigation BR-1 
would be implemented to reduce the potential impact to less than 
significant levels. 

 
 
BM-5 Comment noted.  The City determined the implementation of proposed 

mitigation measures BR-1 and LU-1 would be consistent with the City’s 
Biology Guidelines and would mitigate impacts to biological resources 
to less than significant levels.   
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BN-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
BN-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
BN-3 Comment noted.  The scope of the project is reflected in the objectives, 

which were developed by the applicant.  The project objectives were 
developed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), which 
requires that a project description contain a statement of objectives 
sought by the proposed project and that the statement of objectives 
should include the underlying purpose of the project.     

 
 
 
BN-4 Comment noted.  As indicated in Section 9, the project benefits include 

pedestrian improvements, resolution of pedestrian/ vehicular conflicts, 
additional parkland, and additional parking.  While the EIR mentions 
some of the project benefits in the alternatives discussion, the EIR is 
not intended to provide a full list of project benefits. 
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BN-5 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
BN-6 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BN-7 Comment noted. See response to comment R-3.   
 
 
 
 
BN-8 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
BN-9 Comment noted. 
 
 

BN-5 
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BN-10 See response to comments AX-1 and BD-1. 
 
 Several of the concepts proposed in this comment are addressed in the 

alternative analysis in Section 9.0: create an internal public transit 
system (most alternatives); close the Cabrillo Bridge to vehicular traffic 
(Alternatives 3A through 3D); re-stripe Sxith Avenue to allow for more 
parking (Rejected Alternative - Increased Surface Parking on West 
Side); parking at Inspiration Point (Alternative 3D); and predominant 
use of light electric vehicles (Rejected Alternative - Green 
Entry/Periphery Parking).   

BN-10 
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BN-11 As indicated in Section 3.0, the project includes the re-creation of the 

California Garden at the location of the existing Organ Pavilion parking 
lot. The project does not include the re-creation of other gardens or the 
reconstruction of historic buildings.  See response to comment AG-4. 

 
BN-12 Comment noted.  Existing view blockage of historic structures is not a 

significant impact of the project and, therefore, is not warranted to be 
addressed in the EIR.  It is not a project objective to restore views. 

 
BN-13 Comment noted.  It is noted that the East Mesa Precise Plan identifies 

this site to ultimately be reclaimed as passive use parkland. 
 
BN-14 Comment noted.   
 
BN-15 Comment noted.   
 
BN-16 Comment noted.   
 
BN-17 Comment noted.   
 
 
 
 
 

BN-11 
BN-12 
BN-13 
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BN-15 
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BO-1 Comment noted. 
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BO-2 This concept has been considered and is analyzed as Alternative 3C, 

West Mesa Parking Structure Alternative, in Section 9.3.3C.   
BO-2 
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BP-1 As indicated in Section 4.4, the project would not result in additional 

traffic on the Cabrillo Bridge and would have a less than significant 
parking impact.  The project would alleviate some of the traffic failures 
(street segments and intersections) that would occur in the future due 
to a natural increase in vehicular trips associated with population 
growth, if no improvements are made.  This is illustrated in Tables 9-3 
and 9-4, when comparing the project and the No Project Alternative. 

 
 As indicated in Section 4.5.5, an air quality impact analysis was 

completed to determine project impacts to sensitive receptors.  As 
shown in that analysis, the project air quality impacts to sensitive 
receptors would be less than significant.   

 
BP-2 See response to comment BP-1. 
 
 
BP-3 Comment noted.  See response to comment BP-1. 
 
BP-4 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), the EIR includes a 

reasonable range of alternatives, each of which could feasibly 
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid 
or substantially lessen one or more of the significant project effects.  
However, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) an EIR 
need not address every conceivable alternative.  

 
 The concept proposed in this comment is a variation of the West Mesa 

Parking Structure Alternative (3C), and many of its impacts would be 
similar to those associated with the alternative as addressed in Section 
9.3.3C.  Like the West Mesa Parking Structure Alternative, this variation 
would avoid the project’s significant and unmitigable secondary land 
use (plan consistency), historical resource (built environment), and 
visual quality (architectural character) impacts associated with the 
Centennial Bridge component of the project.  However, this alternative 
variation would likely result in greater traffic impacts compared to the 
project, due to the closure of the Cabrillo Bridge, in both the near-term 
and in 2030. Internal and external roadways/intersections would 
operate poorly, constituting significant mitigable and unmitigable 
impacts.   

 
BP-5 Comment noted. 
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BP-6 Comment noted.  See response to comment BP-1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BP-7 Comment noted.  See response to comment BP-1. 

BP-6 
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BQ-1 Comment noted. 
 
 

Letter BQ 

BQ-1 
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BR-1 Comment noted. 
 
BR-2 Consultation is required with any responsible or trustee agency, or any 

public agency with jurisdiction by law (PRC Section 21104).  The 
project was submitted to the State Office of Historic Preservation and 
comments were provided by the State Office of Historic Preservation 
(see Letter F). The National Park Service was invited to comment on 
the project but did not submit a letter.   

 
BR-3 Project objectives are identified in Section 3.1.   The BPMP identifies 

the eventual reclamation of the Prado and Pan American Plaza areas 
as pedestrian plazas.  As indicated in the Historic Resources Technical 
Report (Appendix B-1), there is a great deal of photographic and written 
evidence that indicates that private automobiles were not permitted in 
these areas for the duration of the two Expositions, 1915-16 and 1935-
36. Only trams, small carts, and busses were allowed. 

 
BR-4 See response to comment BR-3.   
 
BR-5 Comment noted. 
 
BR-6 Comment noted.  The EIR addresses historic impacts of the Centennial 

Bridge in Section 4.2.   
 
BR-7 Comment noted.  Pursuant to PRC Section 21002.1(a), the purpose of 

the EIR is to identify the project’s significant environmental impacts, 
alternatives to a project, and to indicate the manner in which those 
significant effects can be mitigated or avoided. The project would not 
result in a significant impact related to traffic congestion within the 
Alcazar parking lot, as discussed in Section 4.4.  Additionally, the 
Alcazar Garden would not be permanently impacted or altered by the 
reconfiguration of the Alcazar parking lot (as discussed in Section 4.5.5 
[air quality/vehicular traffic] and Section 4.12.2 [noise/land use 
compatibility]).  Some temporary construction impacts would occur, as 
disclosed in Sections 4.5.4 (air quality/construction emissions) and 
4.12.6 (noise/construction); however, these impacts would be short in 
duration and less than significant.  

 
 The No Project (No Development/Existing Condition) Alternative 

describes the traffic conditions that would occur both in the near-term 
and in year 2030, if no improvements are made within the project site.  
See Section 9.3.1.   
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BR-8 See response to comments BR-5 and BR-7.  Traffic through the Park is 
an existing condition, not a project element.  The project impact to the 
Balboa Park National Historic Landmark is addressed in Section 4.2.   

 
BR-9 The Conclusions state the following: 
 
 6.  Organ Pavilion Parking Structure, Roof-top Park, Tram and 

Arizona Street Landfill.  Construct a new parking structure with a roof-
top park and garden at the location of an existing Organ Pavilion 
surface parking lot.  The new multi-level underground structure would 
consist of 265,242 square feet with 797 parking spaces on three levels.  
The new rooftop park would be 2.2 acres.  An accessible tram shuttle 
would link parking in the new structure with the Plaza de Panama.  
Excess soils from excavation of the parking structure would be 
exported to the nearby Arizona Street Landfill.   

 
 See response to comment BR-7.   
 
 The proposed parking structure is consistent with the approved CMPP. 

It is not intended to be “historical” since this area has been heavily 
altered since 1915 and is a non-contributing element to the historic 
district. 

 
 The EIR includes an alternatives analysis in compliance with CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6, which requires a reasonable range of 
alternatives that would reduce a significant project impact and meet 
most of the project objectives. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 
15131 and 15064(e) public enjoyment is not a physical environmental 
impact required to be evaluated. 

 
BR-10 Comment noted.  The Centennial Bridge is accurately described in the 

EIR as a new element, not a historic recreation element. 
 
 Evidence shows that private automobiles were not permitted in the 

central areas of Balboa Park for the duration of the two Expositions, 
1915-16 and 1935-36. Refer to the Historical Resources Technical 
Report (Appendix B-1) for more information. 

 
BR-11 Comment noted.  See response to comment BR-7.  The significant 

impacts of the Centennial Bridge are adequately addressed in the EIR. 

BR-8 

BR-9 

BR-10 
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BR-12 Comment noted.  See response to comment BR-7.  The purpose of the 
EIR is to evaluate project environmental impacts. 

 
 It is noted that El Prado, including the Cabrillo Bridge, was originally 

closed to private vehicles. Historically Plaza de California was also 
closed to private vehicles. The use of the Plaza has been significantly 
limited and altered by the two-way road bisecting it. Non-historic 
changes to Plaza de California have been introduced over the years 
(planter boxes, fences, etc.) to accommodate cars.   

 
BR-13 The project which is the subject of the EIR includes the elimination of 

parking from Plaza de Panama, as well as a new circulation pattern via 
the Centennial Bridge that would eliminate vehicles from the Plaza.    

 
 It is noted that the EIR addresses the following alternatives that do not 

include the Centennial Bridge: No New Parking Structure Alternative 
(Alt 3A), Organ Pavilion Parking Structure Alternative (Alt 3B), West 
Mesa Parking Structure Alternative (Alt 3C), Inspiration Point Parking 
Structure Alternative (Alt 3D), Tunnel Alternative (Alt 4Bi), Stop Light 
(One-Way) Alternative (Alt 4Bii), Modified Precise Plan without Parking 
Structure Alternative (Alt 4Biii), and the Half-Plaza Alternative (Alt 4Biv). 

 
BR-14 The previous proposal is unrelated to the project application presently 

being considered by the City.   
 
BR-15 As indicated in Section 3 (Project Description), the project does not 

include the closure of the Cabrillo Bridge to pedestrian traffic. The 
project would not increase traffic hazards for motor vehicles, bicyclists, 
or pedestrians and would result in a less than significant safety hazard 
impact (Section 4.4.5).   

 
 The proposed Centennial Bridge has been designed to provide a safe 

crossing for pedestrians at the connection point to the Cabrillo Bridge. 
There would be an all way-stop sign at the new Centennial Bridge 
intersection, with a designated crosswalk for pedestrians and bicyclists.   

 
 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) project alternatives 

were selected to provide a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the 
project. Because an alternative closing the Cabrillo Bridge to 
pedestrians would not reduce a significant project impact, it is not 
required to be considered as a project alternative.

BR-12 
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BS-1 The project would alleviate some of the traffic failures (i.e., congestion) 

at both street segments and intersections that would occur in the future 
due to a natural increase in vehicular trips associated with population 
growth.  This is illustrated in Tables 9-3 and 9-4, when comparing the 
project and the No Project Alternative. 

 
BS-2 The project would include substantial landscaping around the 

Centennial Bridge (see Figures 3-34 and 3-35), which would lessen the 
visual impact of the public view impact of the bridge (Section 4.3.2).  
However, the visual impact related to neighborhood 
character/architecture would remain significant with the inclusion of 
screening vegetation.  See response to comment AQ-1.   

 
BS-3 Comment noted. 
 
BS-4 Comment noted. 
 
BS-5 Comment noted. 
 
BS-6 Comment noted. 
 
 

Letter BS 

BS-1 
BS-2 
BS-3 
BS-4 
BS-5 
BS-6 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-276 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BT-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
BT-2 The Half-Plaza Alternative was not previously approved by the City.  

This alternative was analyzed in full within Section 9.0.  The alternative 
analysis in Section 9.0 identified significant unmitigable impacts for the 
Half-Plaza Alternative.   Specifically, as identified in Section 9.4, the 
Half-Plaza Alternative would result in a significant historic impact, as it 
would alter the spatial relationship/circulation pattern within the NHLD.   

 
 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 (City Council) and left to its discretion to 
determine whether to approve or deny the project or any of the 
alternatives, or combination thereof.    

 
BT-3 The EIR identifies the significant and unmitigable project impacts on the 

physical environment; these are stated in Section 5.0.  The project 
objectives were developed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15124(b), which requires that a project description contain a statement 
of objectives sought by the proposed project and states that the 
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the 
project.     

 
BT-4 Comment noted. 
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BT-5 Comment noted. As indicated in the alternatives analysis (Section 9.0), 
there are alternatives that include closure of the Cabrillo Bridge while 
maintaining vehicular access to institutions.  Thus, this objective does 
not limit it to the options suggested by this comment. 

 
 As indicated in Section 4.4.5, the project would reduce 

pedestrian/vehicle conflicts consistent with the BPMP.   
 
 Similar to existing trends and proposed project, through traffic is 

estimated to comprise 15 to 20 percent on average of the vehicles in 
the park (see Appendix D-1). 

 
 While the project would prevent cars from touring the Plaza de 

Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California, the Mall, and Pan American 
Road East, the area would be accessible on foot or bicycle and the 
tram would be available for those seeking a vehicle tour.  The reduction 
of private vehicle tours of the park is not considered a significant 
environmental impact.    

 
BT-6 The design of the Cabrillo Bridge clearly anticipated use by vehicles. 

The engineers were aware that, at the very least, construction vehicles 
as well as ceremonial cars would be using the bridge. The Cabrillo 
Bridge was closed to private vehicles for the duration of the two 
expositions, 1915–16 and 1935–36. 

 
BT-7 Comment noted. 
 
BT-8 Comment noted. 
 
BT-8 Comment noted. 
 
BT-9 Comment noted. 
 
BT-10 Comment noted. 
 
BT-11 Comment noted. 
 
BT-12 Comment noted.  The project objectives were prepared pursuant to 

CEQA Section 15124(b) to support the underlying purpose of the 
project. 

 
 The Plaza de California and west El Prado would be redesigned to 

approximate their historic condition in 1915–16. Plaza de Panama and 
the Mall would be rehabilitated to accommodate pedestrian usage. The 
improvements proposed within all four of these areas would fully 
comply with SOI Standards for Rehabilitation. 
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BT-13 See responses to comments BT-7, BT-8, and BT-12.   
 
BT-14 Comment noted. 
 
BT-15 Comment noted.  The alternative presented here is similar to Half Plaza 

Alternative evaluated in Section 9.3.4Biv.  The Half Plaza Alternative is 
identified as the environmentally superior alternative.  The suggested 
revisions to this alternative would not reduce a significant project impact 
or meet additional project objectives, and therefore were not added to 
the EIR alternatives analysis (see response to comment BD-1). 

 
 The project would have a less than significant impact to parking 

(Section 4.4.4), traffic hazards (Section 4.4.5), and parkland (Section 
8.6).  Further, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), to the 
EIR provides a reasonable range alternatives which could feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but avoid or 
substantially lessen any significant effects of the project. Because this 
proposed revision to the Half-Plaza Alternative would not reduce a 
significant project impact, it is not required to be considered as a project 
alternative. 

 
 The proposed design of El Cid Island is new; therefore, it is not historic. 

This alternative would have significant adverse historic impacts 
because it would reduce Plaza de Panama to half of its historic size 
and introduce several new layers of trees and landscaping that would 
screen views of the two most historic buildings on the Plaza. 

 
 The project anticipates cross-park traffic (15 to 20 percent) as analyzed 

in the TIA. This through traffic is not expected to circulate around the 
mall and return to the same travel path as its entry. Essentially, the 
through traffic entering from southeast would exist northwest towards 
the Cabrillo bridge, and the through traffic entering from northwest 
would exit at the southeast end at Presidents Way and Park Boulevard, 
thus, not similar to the Half-Plaza Alternative. 

 
 Refer to the Half-Plaza Alternative analysis in Section 9.3.4Biv. 

BT-13 
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BT-16 A Comment noted.  The alternative presented here is similar to Gold 

Gulch Parking Structure Alternative evaluated in Section 9.3.4Ai.   
  
  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) project 

alternatives were selected to provide a reasonable range of 
possible project designs which could feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but avoid or substantially lessen any 
significant effects of the project. Because this proposed revision to 
this alternative would not reduce a significant project impact or 
meet additional project objectives, it is not required to be included 
in the EIR alternatives analysis The project does not propose 
mechanical ventilation within the parking structure and would not 
have a significant impact to: the Presidents Way/Park Boulevard 
intersection, parking; access, construction-related parking; 
parkland, or a bus parking impact.  Further, the EIR includes a 
reasonable range of alternatives.   

 
 B It is noted in Section 9.3.4Ai that the Gold Gulch Alternative would 

require less soil export than the project.  Section 9.3.4Ai states the 
Gold Gulch Alternative would have incrementally less air quality 
and GHG emission impacts relative to the project due to the 
reductions in soil export.   
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BT-16 (cont) 
 C Comment noted. 
 
 D As described in Section 4.4, the project includes mitigation 

measures and the implementation of which would reconfigure the 
Centennial Road and Presidents Way intersection if failure occurs 
by year 2030. Therefore, like the Gold Gulch Alternative, if parking 
in the  Palisades area is eliminated, the project has a mechanism 
to reduce potentially significant traffic impacts associated with this 
loss. 

 
 E Comment noted. 
 
 F Comment noted. 
 
 G Parking access from the east side of the Central Mesa to the 

Project’s parking structure is provided via Presidents Way and 
Centennial Road.  

 
 H The project includes two access points to the parking structure 

from Centennial Road and would provide exclusive left turn lanes 
and exclusive through lanes to avoid any stacking or queuing.  As 
indicated in Section 4.4.5, the project would not result in any traffic 
hazards or unsafe conditions to pedestrians, bicyclists or 
motorists.   

 
 I Comment noted. 
 
 J See response to comment AG-4. 
 
 K Comment noted. 
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BT-16 (cont) 
 J See response to comment AG-3 for an explanation on why 

additional parking spaces were not included in the Gold Gulch 
Parking Structure Alternative.   

 
  Although a second road access from Park Boulevard and 

Inspiration Point Way would give options to drivers, it would not 
improve internal circulation. The vehicles may have different travel 
paths than the project but their destinations (parking lots, garage 
etc.) would remain the same. The majority of trips would still be 
entering and exiting from Park Boulevard and Presidents Way, 
thus still impacting the intersection. 

 
  Although a second road access from Park Boulevard and 

Inspiration Point Way would give options to drivers, it would not 
improve internal circulation. The vehicles may have different travel 
paths than the project but their destinations (parking lots, garage 
etc.) would remain the same. The majority of trips would still be 
entering and exiting from Park Boulevard and Presidents Way, 
thus still impacting the intersection.  

 
  The issue of soil export impacts and usable parkland increases are 

addressed above as a part of this response to comment BT-16. 
 
BT-17 See response to comment BI-1 and BK-7.  The project would be 

consistent with this BPMP goal to reduce pedestrian and vehicle 
conflicts.  As discussed in Section 4.4.1.7, pedestrian/vehicular conflicts 
are locations where vehicles and pedestrian paths cross regardless of 
volume.  Pedestrian crossing safety was not evaluated in terms of level 
of service; however, there are guidelines for designing safer crossings 
such as marked crosswalks, clear visibility, advance warnings and 
signage. A traffic hazards analysis was completed and discussed in 
Section 4.4.5. Figure 4.4-17 provides an illustration of proposed 
pedestrian crossing volumes.  The EIR analysis concluded that the 
project would reduce pedestrian/vehicular conflicts and the project 
would result in a less than significant traffic hazard.   

BT-17 
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BT-18 As indicated in Section 4.4.5, the project would not increase traffic 

hazards for motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians and would result 
in a less than significant safety hazard.   

 
 Currently, there is no bike lane provided on Pan American Road East or 

El Prado. Also, the existing roadway includes curves and a traffic circle.  
The proposed Centennial Road and Centennial Bridge would be a 
shared lane Class-III bike lane (not striped.) 

 
 Also, bicycles would continue to have access through Plaza de 

Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California, the Mall, and Pan American 
Road East with the implementation of the project, and bicyclists would 
not have to use Centennial Road and Bridge to pass through the Park.  
While the design of the Centennial Road passes underneath the 
proposed pedestrian overpass, the project does not include tunnels. 
See Section 3.0 for a full discussion of the project description.   

 
 The existing lanes that the project would replace are 12 to 20 feet wide, 

with the majority being approximately 14 to 16 feet wide.  The project 
lanes would be 14 feet wide, which is slightly less than the typical 
existing width.   

 
 Considering the existing conditions and the project improvements, the 

project would not increase traffic hazards. 
 
 As indicated in Table 4.1-2, the project would be consistent with this 

improved public access BPMP goal.    

BT-18 
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BT-19 Bus parking/drop-off would be provided on Presidents Way near the 
intersection of Presidents Way and the proposed pedestrian/tram 
promenade. Bus drop-off could also occur within the Alcazar parking lot 
on the south side of the roadway for east bound buses. 

 
 See response to comment BT-16 for an explanation of why this 

alternative is not required to be included in the EIR. 
 
BT-20 The proposed shared condition has been reviewed and approved by 

the City as compliant with ADA. 
 
 See response to comment BT-16 for an explanation of why this 

alternative is not required to be included in the EIR. 
 
 
BT-21 The proposed Centennial Road would change the traffic patterns as 

identified in the TIA in the sense that vehicle traffic would no longer be 
accessing Plaza de Panama. The proposed roadway would prevent 
cars from touring the Plaza de Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California, 
the Mall, and Pan American Road East. For those looking for a touring 
experience, these areas would be accessible on foot or bicycle and the 
tram would be available for those seeking a motorized tour.   

 
BT-22 The primary purpose of the Centennial Bridge and Centennial Road is 

to convey traffic through the Park (Section 3.4.3).  While the design of 
the Centennial Road passes underneath the proposed pedestrian 
overpass, the project would not include a tunnel. See response to 
comment BT-21 regarding the touring experience.  

 
 The proposed parking structure was sized to provide a net gain in 

parking, while also being naturally ventilated and staying within the 
location as originally proposed in the CMPP.  A larger structure of 1,000 
to 1,500, at this location would require additional levels and mechanical 
ventilation. The project includes the adoption of an amendment to the 
CMPP. The CMPP Amendment would revise the overall circulation 
concept of the project including the number of parking spaces. As 
indicated in Section 4.4.4, the project parking impact would be less than 
significant and the addition of parking spaces to the parking structure is 
not warranted. 
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B-23 See response to comments AG-3 and AG-21. 
 
 Berms and landscaping are identified as project design features which 

would screen the eastern elevation of the parking structure from view.  
Section 4.3 addresses the visual and landform alteration impacts 
associated with the Organ Pavilion parking structure, consistent with 
the City’s 2011 Significance Determination Thresholds.   

 
 
B-24 As indicated in Table 4.1-2, the project would be consistent with this 

BPMP goal.  
 
 The areas referenced as unusable parkland are not included in the 2.2 

acres of parkland added by the proposed rooftop park.  In total, 
approximately 6.3 acres of parkland would be regained with the project 
as proposed. This includes the plazas, pedestrian promenades, and 
usable parkland regained in the Organ Pavilion parking lot.  See 
response to comment BT-32. 

 
 Overall, the project would result in an increase of parkland, and 

recreation impacts would be less than significant.  This has been 
clarified in Section 8.6.    

 
 See response to comment BT-16 for an explanation of why this 

alternative is not required to be included in the EIR. 
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BT-25 The project restores approximately 6.3 acres of parkland to pedestrian 

use.  The 6.3 acreage includes approximately 0.70 acre for Plaza de 
Panama and Prado; approximately 1.65 acres for Plaza de Panama; 
approximately 0.75 acre for the Mall; approximately 2.54 acres for the 
Organ Pavilion rooftop park and pedestrian overpass; and 
approximately 0.64 acre for the Pan American East Promenade.  The 
6.3-acre parkland calculation does not include all of the pedestrian walk 
ways around the existing Plaza de Panama, but the stairs and 
walkways in front of the Museum of Man are included as they are being 
improved and restored to historical dimensions.  This acreage 
calculation is consistent between all of the alternatives analyzed in the 
EIR that included the Centennial Bridge as. 

 
 The EIR analyzes the Gold Gulch Alternative as submitted previously. 

This alternative is detailed in Section 9.0. This comment provides 
modification of this fully analyzed alternative.  The Gold Gulch 
Alternative included in the EIR adds a larger park in the location of the 
Organ Pavilion parking lot than the project. Under the alternative, the 
Organ Pavilion park would total 2.9 acres. There is, however, a loss of 
0.8 acre of usable parkland as the park road traverses eastward to Park 
Boulevard. Therefore, this alternative and the project would net a 
similar 6.3 acres of parkland.  The EIR analysis of this alternative does 
not identify the restoration of the Palisades parking lot as part of the 
alternative. The EIR states that the Gold Gulch parking structure is 
large enough to eliminate parking at the Palisades.  

 
 Allowing traffic through Esplanade Mall and narrowing the roads was 

not part of the Gold Gulch alternative included in the EIR. The same for 
converting the Palisades to parkland. Therefore, these features are not 
included in the alternative’s analysis. 

 
 Approximately 0.17 acre of useable parkland would be lost from the 

Centennial Road and parking structure for the project, as compared to 
0.63 acre lost from the Gold Gulch alternative from the new park roads 
extending to Park Boulevard and through to the War Memorial.  Both of 
the above acreages are not included in the 6.3-acre net gain calculation 
for the Gold Gulch analysis.    

 
 Per the above, the Gold Gulch Parking Structure parkland increase 

calculation provided in the EIR is accurate. 

BT-25 
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BT-26 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BT-27 This discrepancy is disclosed in Table 4.1-2, line item BP-9.  The lesser 

number of parking spaces proposed by the project would not result in 
any significant impacts.   

 
 See response to comment BT-16 for an explanation of why this 

alternative is not required to be included in the EIR  
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BT-28 Comment noted. 
 
BT-29 It is not an objective of the project to replace parking that is removed 

from the Palisades in the future. The parking structure inclusion of 797 
parking spaces would not prevent the Palisades from being converted 
to pedestrian use only in the future.  If necessary, it is anticipated that 
replacement parking for a future Palisades project could be provided 
elsewhere in Balboa Park. 

 
 The trips distributed and circulated within the Park were analyzed with 

paid parking in consideration. An estimated 30 percent (Saturday peak 
hour) are expected to park at the paid structure. There is also estimated 
15 percent (Saturday peak hour) cut-through traffic as it occurs in 
existing conditions, the remainder are expected to park at 
Federal/Aerospace lot (30 percent Saturday peak hour) and Palisades 
lot (25 percent Saturday peak hour). With these distributions, there is 
no failure that occurs at the Palisades for the proposed project since 
much less traffic is going through and fewer pedestrian conflicts than 
existing conditions. The Gold Gulch Alternative analyzed in the EIR 
would remove parking from the Palisades parking lot, it only mentions 
that the parking garage is large enough to eliminate parking at the 
Palisades. The project and the Gold Gulch Alternative were analyzed 
with the same percentage distributions   

 
 Both the Gold Gulch and the Half-Plaza Alternatives would be 

consistent with this goal.  Consistency with this goal would not result in 
a reduction in any land use impacts associated with either alternative.   

 

BT-28 

BT-29 
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BT-30 Comment noted.  See response to comment BT-36. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BT-31 The proposed 14-foot shared width of the Centennial Bridge and 

Centennial Road was developed through the City project review 
process.  It should be noted that bicycle traffic through the 
pedestrianized plaza areas of the Park would not be excluded and 
would provide a safer alternative for bicyclists than providing only 
striping to delineate between vehicles and bicyclists.  There is also a 
proposed Class III Bike Route shown in the San Diego Bicycle Master 
Plan throughout the Park. 

 
 Bicycle route access would continue to occur through Plaza de 

Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California, the Mall, and Pan American 
Road East.   

 
 
BT-32 The project was designed to conform to ADA standards, and the 

proposed design has been reviewed and vetted with the Mayor’s 
Committee on Disability. 

BT-30 

BT-31 

BT-32 
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BT-33 See response to comment BT-21. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BT-34 The analysis of landform alteration was conducted pursuant to the 

City’s 2011 Significance Determination Thresholds, which pertain to 
natural landforms and environmentally sensitive slopes. As disclosed in 
Section 4.3 Issue 3, the project would result in impacts to 0.12 acre of 
steep natural slopes as defined by the ESL.  The majority of the grading 
and excavation necessitated by the project would occur in previously 
disturbed areas, thereby little impact to natural landforms would occur.   

 
 The Gold Gulch alternative would result in impacts to natural slopes 

within Gold Gulch Canyon, the majority of which was previously 
undisturbed by grading (although developed with the Gold Gulch Old 
West Mining Town in 1935).  Therefore, the conclusion regarding the 
relative magnitude of impacts is valid.   

BT-33 

BT-34 
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BT-35 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
BT-36 The roads within the Park were analyzed as Park Roads and 

considered to have similar capacities as Collector Streets. The level of 
service results were based on maximum capacity of 10,000 ADTs 
similar to Collector Streets per the City’s Road Standards.  See TIA 
(Appendix D-1) for more information. 

 
BT-37 Pedestrian crossing safety was not evaluated in terms of LOS; 

however, there are guidelines for designing safer crossings such as 
marked crosswalks, clear visibility, advance warnings and signage for 
each appropriate speed zones. One-way direction of vehicular travel 
also minimizes pedestrian exposure. 

 
BT-38 The project provides pick-up/drop-off, valet operations and ADA parking 

within the Alcazar parking lot.  Under the Half Plaza Alternative, there is 
no vehicular access to the Alcazar parking lot.   

 
BT-39 The failure in capacity in year 2030 on the Centennial Bridge is not 

project related, as it is the same amount of traffic that would exist in No 
Project or similar two-way alternative conditions. Centennial Road 
segment would not fail in capacity in year 2030.  The project would fully 
mitigate traffic impacts, as indicated in Section 4.4.    

 
 

BT-35 

BT-36 

BT-37 

BT-38 

BT-39 
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BT-40 Comment noted. BT-40 
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BU-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 

Letter BU 

BU-1 
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BV-1 A See response to comment AR-2. 
 
 B The project would employ mitigation and impacts to 

paleontological resources would be less than significant as 
discussed in detail in Section 4.13.   

 
 C Project grading would encroach into 0.121 acre of ESL steep 

slopes (0.79 percent of the total project area), as discussed in 
Section 4.3.4, This encroachment would constitute a less than 
significant landform alteration impact.   

 
 D Mitigation Measure LU-1 calls for fencing to be placed adjacent 

to the MHPA boundary near the Arizona Street Landfill.   
 
 E Significant and unmitigable impacts are disclosed for all project 

components and are summarized in Section 5. 
 
 F Comment noted. 
 
 G This comment states that a Cabrillo Bridge Closure Alternative 

was rejected.  The EIR fully analyzes four variations of a 
Cabrillo Bridge Closure Alternative (Alternatives 3A through 3D) 
and although none were chosen as the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative, they were not rejected.   

 
 H Comment noted. 
 
 I Comment noted. 
 
 

Letter BV 

BV-1 

A 
B 
C 
D 
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Below is a list of people who signed change.org petition: 
Charles Adair, San Diego  
C.J. Anderson-Wu, Taipei, Taiwan 
Wendy Tinsley Becker, San Diego, California 
Kathleen Blavatt, San Diego, California 
Ernestine Bonn, San Diego, California 
Dionne Carlson, San Diego, California 
Glen Carlson, San Diego, California 
Ashley Christensen, Escondido, California 
David Cohen, United State Minor Outlying Islands 
Alana Coons, San Diego, California 
Bruce Coons, San Diego, California 
Bret Daguio, San Diego, California 
Roberto de Biase, San Diego, California 
John Eisenhart, San Diego, California 
Susan Floyd, San Diego, California 
Alan Francisco 
Ann Garwood, San Diego, California 
Jesus Gerardo, Kingsburg, California 
James Gilhooly, San Diego, California 
Igor Goldking, Liverpool, United Kingdom 
Richard Gorin, San Diego, California 
Ruth Hayeard 
Amy Hoffman, San Diego, California 
Ann Jarmusch, Sedona, Arizona 
Marita Johnson, San Diego, California 
Irma Jones, San Diego, California 
Welton Jones, San Diego, California 
David Krimmel, San Diego, California 
John Lomac, San Diego, California 
Lukas Martinelli, San Diego, California 
Adrienne Martinez, San Diego, California 
Gregory May, San Diego, California 
Ronald May, La Jolla, California 
Vonn Marie May, Encinitas, California 
Patrick McArron, San Diego, California 
Pamela Miller, San Diego, California 
Nancy Moors, San Diego, California 
Geoff Page 
Deborah Pettry, San Diego, California 
Julia Quinn, San Diego, California 
David Raines, San Diego, California 
Richard Ross 
Nancy Sands, Brooklyn, New York 
Doug Scott, San Diego, California 
Dan Soderberg, San Diego, California 
Ione Stiegler, La Jolla, California 
David Swarens, San Diego, California 
Ian Trowbridge, San Diego, California 
Elizabeth Weems, San Diego, California 
Linda Wilson, San Diego, California 
Sandra Wilson, Silverdale, Washington 
Frances O'Neill Zimmerman, La Jolla, California 
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BV-2 Comment noted. BV-2 
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BV-3 Comment noted.  See response to comment F-9. BV-3 
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BV-4 Comment noted.  This Inspiration Pointe Parking Structure Alternative 

is addressed in Section 9.3.3D. 
BV-4 
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BV-5 The EIR identifies significant and unmitigable impacts. Pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, Findings and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations have been prepared for the 
consideration of the decision making body (City Council) and left to its 
discretion to determine whether to approve or deny the project or any of 
the alternatives, or combination thereof.    

BV-5 
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BV-6 As required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these 

alternatives were selected to provide a reasonable range of possible 
project designs which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives 
of the project but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of 
the project. 

BV-6 
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BV-7 See response to comment BV-11.   BV-7 
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BV-8 Comment noted. BV-8 
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BV-9 Comment noted. BV-9 
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BV-10 As disclosed in Section 4.2, the Centennial Bridge would not comply 

with SOI Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9.  This has been identified as 
a significant unmitigable impact.    

BV-10 
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