Foreword

FOREWORD

The Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft EIR was circulated for public review for a period of 64 days
extending from December 13, 2004 to February 14, 2005. The Draft EIR was distributed to a variety of public
agencies and individuals.

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency has
evaluated the comments on environmental issues received from those agencies/parties and has prepared
written responses to each pertinent comment relating to the adequacy of the environmental analysis
contained in the Draft EIR. There has been good faith, reasoned analysis in response to comments, rather
than conclusionary statements unsupported by factual information.

The agencies, organizations, and interested persons listed on the Response to Comments Index submitted
comment on the Draft EIR during the public review period. Each comment submitted in writing is included,
along with a written response where determined necessary. The individual comments have been given
reference numbers, which appear to the left of the corresponding comment. For example, the first letter,
from the State of Cadalifornia, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse has
comment number OPR1, with additional comments to a letter, numbered consecutively.

In response to comments received, certain revisions have been made in the EIR. These revisions to the EIR
are generally minor text changes that do not constitute significant additional information that changes the
outcome of the environmental analysis or require recirculation of the document (Guidelines Section
15088.5). All such changes are noted in the responses to comments.

The comment letters and responses are provided on the following pages.
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (joint letter w/DFG) l February 14, 2005 DFG1 -DFG19

Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) — January 27, 2005 OPR1

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

Department of Conservation January 12, 2005 DOCI

Native American Heritage Commission January 26, 2005 NAHCI1 - NAHC3

Department of Transportation January 25, 2005 DOT1 - DOTé

San Diego County Office of Education February 2, 2005 DFGI1 -~ DFG19
COEl - COE2

Department of Fish and Game {joint letter w/USF

ocal Ag

February 14, 2005

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)

February 14, 2005

SNDG1 - SNDG4

City of San Diego - Development Services Department {Ann February 14, 2005 AG1 - AGS
French Gonsalves- Traffic)
City of San Diego - Park Planning and Development, Park and January 26, 2005 PRD1 - PRD23

’ Rgcreoﬁon De c:rfrrnenf

Daniel Dallenbach — Valley View Properties

January 19, 2005

DD1 -DD13

Richard McCarter — California Neon Products January 31, 2005 RM1 — RMé
Brian R. Caster — Caster Properties, Inc. February 9, 2005 BC1 -BC8
Daniel R. Smith - £l Dorado Properties January 25, 2005 DRS1 — DRS29
Charles Little — Letter A January 24, 2005 CLA1 - CLA?
Charles Little — Letter B February 1, 2005 CLB1 - CLB8
Lynn Murray February 8, 2006 LM1 - LM7
Jennifer Nickles February 2, 2005 JNT —JN14
Holly Simonette — Letter A February 14, 2005 HSA1 - HSA32
Holly Simonette — Letter B January 25, 2005 HSB1 - HSB7
Holly Simonette/Lynn Murray January 2005 HSLM1 - HSLM8
Don Stillwell — Letter A January 31, 2005 DSA1
Don Stillwell — Letter B February 8, 2005 DSBI
Helen R. Hunter February 14, 2005 HH1 - HHé
Marilyn Reed February 13, 2005 MR1 ~ MR9
Lee Campbell February 14, 2005 LC1 -LC77
BT1 - BTS

Betty To re

B

_ Public Mestings

Februory 14, 2005

Redevelopment Agency Hearing Transcript

January 25, 2005

RB1 - RB3, JRI
HS1 - HS6, DS1,
JS1 - Js2,
DF1 - DF4

Grantville Redevelopment Area Committee Minutes

January 31, 2005

Petition
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San Diego River Conservancy

March 13, 2005
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Armold
Schwarzenegger
Governor

OPR1

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

b"’# oF u\.ﬁ@‘&

Jan Boel
Acting Director

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Jaguary 27, 20035

Mr. Tracy Reed

Ciiy of San Diego Redevelopment Agency
600 B Sireet, Fourth Floor

MS 904

Sau Diego, CA 9210}

Subject: Grantville Redevelopment Project
SCH#: 2004071122

Dear Mr. Tracy Read:

The State Cleuringhouse submitted the above named Draft EIR o selected state agencies for review. On the
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the, Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
reviewed your document. Tl review period closed on January 26, 2005, and the comments from the
respanding agency (ies) is {are) enclosed. 1f this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comunents regarding those
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be caricd out at approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by
specitic documentation,”

These conunents are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we reconmend that you contact the
comiicnting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the Staie Cleatiughouse review requirements for draft
eavirciumental documents. pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environniental review process.

W
Terry Réberts
Director, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

Enclosures
co: Resources Agency

1400 TENTH STREET P.C. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNLA 95812-3044
TEL (916} 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov

RTC-1

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
GOVERNOR’S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH, STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE, SIGNED BY TERRY ROBERTS, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005

Response to Comment OPR1:

This le?ter Qf:knowledges that the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency has
complied with the State Clearinghouse public review requirements for the Grantville
Redevelopment Project Draft Program EIR.

The statutorily required Draft EIR public review period is 45 days. The original 45-day

public review period for the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Program EIR

extended from December 13, 2004 to January 31, 2005. However, the City extended

:;e public review period to February 14, 2005. The total public review period was 64
ays.



Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2004071122
Project Title  Grantvilie Redevelopment Project
Lead Agency San Diego, City of

Type EIR Draft EIR

Description  Adoption of a redevelopment project area to promote land use, improve traffic fiow, parking, and
services, and eliminate physicai and economic blight,

Lead Agency Contact

Name Mr. Tracy Reed
Agency City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency

Phone 619-533-7519 Fax
email
Address 600 B Street, Fourth Floor
MS 904
City San Diego State CA  Zip 92101

Project Location
County San Diego
City San Diego
Region
Cross Streets  Friars Ruad, Mission Gorge Road
Parcel No. Various
Township Range Sectian Base

Proximity to:
Highways I-15,1-8
Airports  None
Railways None
Waterways San Diego River
Schools  Five
Land Use Commercial, office, industrial, parks, open space, community facilities, and mining.

Project issues  Agriculturai Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Orainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding;
Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Nalse; Population/Housing Balance; Pubiic Services; Recreation/Parks;
Schools/Universities; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste;
Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian;
Wildlife, Growth Inducing: Landuse; Cumulative Effects; Aesthetic/Visual

Reviewing Resources Agency,; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 5;

Agencies  {Jepartment of Water Resources; Department of Parks and Recreation; California Highway Patrol;
Callrans, District 11; Department of Housing and Community Development; Native American Heritage
Commission; Department of Toxic Substances Control; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region
9; integrated Waste Management Board

Date Received  12/13/2004 Start of Review 12/13/2004 End of Review 01/26/2006

Note: Blanks in data fields resuit from insufficient information provided by lead agency.
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DIVISION OF OIL,
GAS, & GEOTHERMAL
RESOURCES

5816 CORPORATE AVE
SUITE 200

CYPRESS
CALIFORNIA

§8C30-4733

PHONE
714/816-6847

FAX
714/816-6853

INTEANET
CONSIv.Ca.gov

DOC1

ARNOLD
SCHWARZENEGGER
GOVENOR

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
£ R O S SV
o0
January 12, 2005 JAN 78 7005
COMNiUEE [ HOMIC DEY

313 AETT

Mr. Tracy Reed

City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency
600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS904

San Diego, Califarnia 92101

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Grantville
Redevelopmenti Project, SCH#200407 1122

Dear Mr. Reed:

The Department of Conservation's {Department) Division of Oil, Gas, and
Geothermat Resources (Division) has reviewed the above referenced
project. The Division supervises the drilling, maintenance, and plugging
and abandonment of oil, gas, and geothermal wells in California.

The proposed project is located beyond the administrative boundaries of
any oil or gas field. There are no cil, gas, or injection wells within the
boundaries of the project. However, if excavation or grading operations
uncovers a previously unrecorded well, the Division district office in
Cypress must be notified, as the discovery of any unrecorded well may
require remedial operations.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. if you have questions on our comments, or require
technical assistance or information, please call me at the Cypress district
office: 5816 Corporate Avenue, Suite 200, Cypress, CA 90630-4731;
phone (714) 816-6847.

Sincerely,

GO

Paul Frost
Associate Oil & Gas Engineer

RTC-3

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF
CONSERVATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED BY PAUL FROST, DATED
JANUARY 12, 2005

Response fo Comment DOC1:

Comment noted. The Draft Program EIR addresses the adoption of a redevelopment
project area; no specific development is proposed at this time. Future redevelopment
activities would comply with federal, state, and local agency disclosure requirements
in the event a previously unrecorded well is encountered during grading of any tuture
redevelopment project.
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NAHC1

NAHC2

NAHC3

SIALE OF GAUFORNIA

Goyemor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERY
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 663-4082

{916) 657-5380 - Fax

GE COMMISSION

January 26, 2005 RECEIVED
cleal
Mr. Tracy Reed 126 0% FEB 0 3 2005
City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency late.
600 B St., Fourth Floor, MS 904 STATE CLEARING HOUSE
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: DEIR; Grantville Redevelopment Project
SCH# 2864081122 2004011121

Dear Mr. Reed:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. in order to enable
the Commission to verify that your project will not impact a site recorded on the Native American Heritage
Commission’s Sacred Lands File, please provide us with the following information: ]

v Please provide U.S.G.S. location information for the project site, including Quadrangle, Township,
Section, and Range. . .

Early consultation with tribes in your area is the best way to avoid unanticipated discoveries once
a project is underway. Enclosed is a list of Native' Americans individuals/organizations that may have
knowledge of cultural resources in the project ar¢a. The Commission-makes no recommendation _of a
single individual ar group over another. Please contact all those listed; if they cannot supply you _wn‘h
specific information, they may be able to recommend others with specific knowledge. By coptactlng all
those listed, your organization will be betier able to respond to ciaims of failure to consult with the
appropriate tribe or group. If you have not received a response within two weeks’ time, we recommend
that you follow-up with a telephone call to make sure that the information was received.

Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preciude the existence of
archeological resources. Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined in Section 15370 of the
CEQA Guidelines, when significant cultural resources could be affected by a profect. Provisions should
also be included for accidentaily discovered archeological resources during construction per California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code §15084.5 (f). Health and Safety Code
§7050.5; and Public Resources Code §5097.98 mandate the process 1o be followed in the event ofan
accidental discovery of any human remains in a location other than a dedicated cemetery and should be
included in all environmental documents. If you have any questions, please contact me at (916) 653-
6251.

Sincerely,

Geal Mo bT

Carol Gaubatz
Program Analys;

Cc: State Clearinghouse

RTC-4

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE
COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED BY CAROL GAUBATI, DATED
JANUARY 24, 2005

Response lo Comment NAHC1:

Comment noted. The project area is located in Township 168, Range 2W in an
unsectioned part of the City of San Diego. It is located on the USGS 7.5' La Mesa
quadrangle. A more detailed verbal description of ihe boundaries of the three sub-
areas is provided in EIR sections Executive Summary and Project Description, as well as
on page 1 of the cultural resources report provided in EiR Volume Il Appendix E.
Figures £S-1, and 3-2, and cultural resources report pages 1 and 2 provide location
maps of the project area.

The proposed project is the adoption of a redevelopment project area; no specific
development is proposed at this fime. Mitigation Measure CR1 (EiR, page 4.5-5),
requires the implementation of measures that address the potential presence of
cultural resources, prior to subsequent redevelopment activity in the Project Area.
Cultural resources reports prepared for future redevelopment activities would need to
comply with City of San Diego Cultural Resource Guidelines.

Response to Comment NAHC2:

ASM Affiliates conducted Native American Consultation as described on page 22 of
the cultural resources report (EIR Appendix E}. A letter was sent to Ms. Gaubatz and
she responded with a list of organizations and individuals to contact. ASM Affiliates
then contacted each of the Native American contfacts requesting information
regarding fraditional cultural properties in the project area. The letters were followed
by a phone call. Appendix 8 of the cultural resources report {EIR Appendix E) provides
copies of the Native American consultation letters. Native American consultation will
be conducted as necessary as part of future cultural resource evaluations for specific
redevelopment activities in the Project Area.

Response to Comment NAHC3:

The comment is acknowiedged. As indicated by this comment, the EIR recognizes
that lack of surface eviderice of archaeological resources does not preclude the
existence of archaeological resources. The City of San Diego has developed a
detailed protocol to be followed in the event of accidental discoveries during
construction, which would be followed as part of any subsequent redevelopment
activities in the Project Area. Mitigation Measure CRI1 (EIR, page 4.5-5) requires, "'Any
proposed development which may disturb subsurface soils, including removal of
existing buildings or construction activities located adjacent to the San Diego River,
shall include archaeological monitoring.”
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE
COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED BY CAROL GAUBATZ, DATED
JANUARY 26, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment NAHC3 (cont'd.):

Additionally, Mitigation Measure CR1 requires that avoidance be considered for
significant sites. Mitigation Measure CR1 (EIR, page 4.5-5) requires, *Alternative options
for significant sites under the City of San Diego and CEQA Guidelines can include: 1)
avoidance, and preservation, or 2) mitigation of impacts from proposed development
through completion of a data recovery program in compliance with CEQA
Guidelines.”

Project specific cultural resource recommendations are not made in the EIR as specific
redevelopment activities and cultural resource impacts are not known. Detailed
recommendations for mitigation would be made as appropriate depending on the
type and extent of cultural resources potentially impacted. Subsequent
redevelopment activities will be reviewed for potential impacts to culturat resources
and will be required to comply with mitigation measures identified in the Program EIR
as well as applicable measures based on site-specific cultural resources studies for
subsequent redevelopment activities.
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Natlve American Contacts
San Diego County
January 26, 2005

Barona Group of the Capitan Grande
Rhonda Welch-Scalco, Chairperson

10895 Barona Road Diegueno
Lakeside » CA 92040

{619) 443-6612

Barona Group of the Capitan Grande
ATTN: David Baron
1095 Barona Road

Lakeside . CA 92040
(619) 443-6612

Diegueno

Barona Group of the Capitan Grande
Steve Banegas, Culturai Resources Coordinator
1095 Barona Road Diegueno

Lakeside , CA 82040
(619) 443-6612

Barona Group of the Capitan Grande
ATTN: EPA Specialist

1095 Barona Road Diegueno

Lakeside » GA 92040

(619) 443-6612

Coastal Gabrieleno Diegueno

Jim Velasquas

5776 42nd Street Gabrieling
Riverside » CA 92509  Kumeyaay

(909) 784-6660

This K5t Is curremt only as of the date of this document.

Jamul Indian Viflage

Leon Acevedo, Chairperson
P.O. Box 612

Jamul » CA 91935
(619) 669-4785

Fax; (619) 669-4817

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee
Ron Christman

56 Viejas Grade Road
Alpine . GA 92001
(619) 445-0385

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

Kumeyaay Cuitural Repatriation Commiitee
Steve Banegas, Spokesperson
1095 Barona Road

Lakeside » CA 92040
(619) 443-6612

(619) 443-0681 FAX

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians
Allen E. Lawson, Chairperson
PO Box 365

Valley Center - CA 92082
(760) 749-3200

(760) 749-3876 Fax

Diegueno

Santa Ysabel Band of Diegueno Indians
Johnny Hernandez, Spokesman
PO Box 130

Santa Ysabel , GA 82070
(760) 765-0845

(760) 765-0320 Fax

Diegueno

7050.5 of the Hearn and

Risribution of this list does not relleve any pevson
Safety Cod

e, Sectlon 5097.94 of the Public Hesourves Gode nnd Section 509798 of the Puhllc Hesources Cade.

This list s only apphlicable for contacling lacal Natlve Amerlcans with regard to

for the prop:

DEIR; Grantville Radevslopment Project. SCH# 2004071122, San Diego County.
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Mative American Contacts
San Diego County
January 26, 2005

Sycuan Band of Migaigf iRdians
Danny Tucker, CRiFRgrsAA

5459 Dehesa Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay
El Cajon . CA 92021
619 445-2613

619 445-1927 Fax

Viejas Band of Mission Indians

Anthony Pico, Chairperson

PO Box 908 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Alpine » CA 91903

(619) 445-3810

(619) 445-5337 Fax

This st is current anly as of the date of this document.

Distributlon of this llst does not relleve any person at n Section 7050.5 of the Health and
SBatety Code, Section 5097.84 of the Public Resources Code and Saction 5097 98 of the Puhlic Resources Code

This st is only applicable for contucting local Native Asnericans with regand to {or the prop
DEIR; Grantviile Redeveiopment Project, SCH# 204071122, San Diego County.
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STATE OF CALIFORNiA —-BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemoar

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11

P. O. BOX 834006, MS 50

SAN DIEGO, CA 92186-5406

PHONE (619) 688-6954

FAX (619) 688-4299

TTY (619) 688-6670

January 25, 2005 11-SD-8
PM 6.3

Mr. T'racy Reed

City of San Diego Development Agency
600 B Street, 4" Floor, MS 904

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Mr. Reed:
DEIR — Grantville Redevelopment Project — SCH 2004071122

The California Depariment of Transportation (Caltrans) District 11 has the following comments:

e Several of the State intersections analyzed are improperly coded (Technical Appendix B) and
hence under report predicted LOS. For example:

intersection #1 Interstate 15 (1-15) SB ramps at Friars Road: The SB approach is coded as
two left tums and a dedicated right. In fact, the existing SB off ramp is only two lanes with a
dedicated lefi and combination left/right turn lane. Ouly the last hundred feet or so widens to
accommodate a free right turn lane. In addition, this intersection is currently being
reconstructed. The future scenarios (asswuing no further improvements are made) should
DOT1 code the SB off ramp as two lefi turn lanes and two right tum lanes. Furthermore, a WB left

turn lane is being added 1o accommodate SB 1-15 iraffic and the EB right turn lane that is
currently free moving will now be signal controlled.

Intersection #12 Interstate & (1-8) WB off at Camino del Rio North/Alvarado Canyon Road:
The SB left turn is coded as only one lane. in fact, there are two left tum lanes here.
However, this should not affect predicted LOS much.

Intersection #14 1-8 EB off at Fairmount: The EB right tumn is coded as a free right tum. In
fact, this move is signal controlled as it conflicts with the SB through movement. This
results in a serious underreporting of LOS, particularly in the pm peak.

e The report does not address the signalized intersection of 1-8 EB ramps and Waring Road.
This intersection has been reconstructed due to trolley impacts and signalized. Since it falls

DOT2 clearly within sub area A, and is most influenced by the proposed development of sub area C,

it should probably be analyzed.

« Although identified improvements are contingent upon specific development, the document
states as a project objective, to “improve the flow of traffic within the Redevelopment
Project Area and otherwise enhance the quality of pedestrian and vehicular mobility” [3.4.1
(3)]. The community plan proposes to add approximately 17,000 daily trips above the no-

DOT3 build alternative in the horizon year and the altemnative plan project, 19,000 daily trips above

the no-build altemative on Fairmount Avenue in the vicinity of the I-8 interchange (tables 6a

and 6b respectively of appendix B).

“Caltrans improves mobility across California™

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

RTC-8

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED BY MARIO H. ORSO,
DATED JANUARY 26, 2005

Response to Comment DOT1:

Intersection #1. A field review indicates that the southbound approach at Interstate
15 {I-15) and Friars Koad has a right turn lane approximately 300 feet in length, which
provides ample storage capacity for right-turning vehicles to turn right without being
blocked by the left-turning vehicles. The additional improvements to this intersection
(future scenarios of the southbound ramp as two left turn lanes and two right turn
lanes, as well as the addition of a westbound left turn lane) as identified by the
commentor would improve traffic LOS at this location beyond the LOS that is assumed.
As such, the traffic anatlysis is considered conservative {worst-case).

Intersection #12. Comment noted. Because the existing Interstate 8 westbound
offramp at Camino del Rio North/Alvarado Canyon Road aciuclly contains two left
turn lanes, whereas only one left turn lane is assumed in the traffic study, the analysis is
considered conservative (worst-case). As noted by the commentor, the existence of
the second left turn lane at this location should not affected predicted LOS
significantly.

Intersection #14. The eastbound movement reference by the commentor is
misrepresented in the figure depicting this intersection location configuration;
however, the analysis is based on a signal that has three eastbound right-turn lanes,
which corresponds to existing conditions.

Response to Comment DOT2:

Interstate 8 eastbound ramps at Waring Road were under construction at the time of
the preparation of the traffic analysis, and therefore were not included in the analysis.
However, the improvements would improve LOS in the area, and are based on fraffic
improvement recommendations as anclyzed in the Mission Valley East Corridor Project
Final Environmental impact Statement {FTA, MTDB, June 1998). Project Area
intersections analyzed in the FEIS included Fairmount Avenue/Caminc Del Rio North-
Alvarado Canyon Road, Fairmount Avenue/Mission Gorge Road, Mission Gorge
Road/Mission Gorge Place, Waring Road/Adobe Falls Road. As stated by the
commentor, the -8 eastbound ramps/Waring Road intersection is most influenced by
Subarea C. Subarea C is currenily developed with a commercial center, schoot and
park. 1 is not likely that the school and park would be redeveioped: however, the
commercial center may be revitalized. Pursuant to City of San Diego Traffic Impact
Analysis Guidelines, a traffic impact study would be required for any future
redevelopment within Subarea C {as well as the entire Project Area) for any project
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED BY MARIO H. ORSO,
DATED JANUARY 26, 2005 (cont.d)

Response ta Camment DOT2 (cont.d):

that generates traffic greater than 1,000 total average daily trips, or 100 peak-hour
trips if the project is consistent with the land use element of the community plan, or 500
total average daily trips, or 50 peak-hour trips if the project is not in conformance with
the land use element of the community plan.

Response to Comment DOT3:

As the comment acknowledges, identified traffic improvements are contingent upon
specific development and a project-level fraffic analysis as required by City of San
Diego Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines. The EIR recognizes that existing and
projected traffic conditions within and surrounding the Project Area currently, and will
continue to exceed City LOS standards. However, no specific development is
proposed. Appropriate mitigation at each impacted location will be analyzed on a
project-by-project basis. Individual development will be required to evaluate
environmental impacts and implement appropriate mitigation where necessary.

The Agency acknowledges and concurs that the problems associated with the
Fairmount Avenue/Mission Gorge/I-8 interchange are of regional significance and will
not likely be addressed absent a concerted redevelopment effort in the area. A
primary purpose of the Grantville Redevelopment Plan will be 1o correct traffic
circulation problems that impact the area and surrounding neighborhoods, and the
subject interchange was included in the Redevelopment Project Area for that reason.
The study, design and construction of improvements tc the t-8 interchange within the
Project Area are included in the proposed Five-Year Implementation Plan. Absent the
adoption of the Redevelopment Plan, it is unlikely that these probiems will be
addressed in the foreseeable future and thus they will continue to cause a significant
safety and economic burden to the surrounding community.



Mr. Tracy Reed
January 25, 2005
Page 2

DOT3
{cont'd.)

DOT4

DOT5

DOT6

In either case, the total volumes (approximatcly 80,000) will greatly exceed the capacity of
the existing 4 lane major road and even if it 15 widened to 6 lanes. It is clear, that if the
problerns associated with the Fairmount Avenue/Mission Gorge /I-8 imerchange are ever to
be addressed, it should be through this redevelopment effort. The proposed redevelopment
appears lo be large enough to accommodate improvements of this type and should be
recommended as project mitigation.

The report under section 4.2.3.5 “Horizon Year (Year 2030) Conditions” states that “No
new CIP improvements are planned for the siudy area under both the existing and horizon
year scenarios”. Is the City not undertaking a relocation of Alvarado Canyon Road away
from the I-8 WB off ramp as mitigation for the extension of Alvarado Canyon Road to
Waring Road?

Caltrans supports “ fair share” contributions as mitigation from developers for improvement
due to cumulative traffic impacts from all proposed development projects. It is our
recommendation that a coordinated effort between all interested parties be achieved in order
to address ultimale transportation needs for future development.

The developer is responsible for quantifying the environmental impacts of any improvements
(project level analysis) and completing all appropriate mitigation measures for the impuacts.
The indirect effects of any mitigation within Caltrans right of way must also be addressed.
The developer will also be responsible for procuring any necessary permits or approvals for
the regulatory and resource agencies for the improvements.

If you have any questions, please contact Jim Buksa, Development Review Branch, at (619) 688-
6968.

"

Sincerely,

D

A

ARJO H. ORSO, Chief
evélopment Review Branch

“Caltrans tmproves mobility across California”

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, SIGNED BY MARIO H. ORSO,
DATED JANUARY 24, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DOT4:

Several improvements associated with the Grantville Trolley extension were under
construction at the time of the preparation of the traffic analysis. The retocation of
Alvarado Canyon Road and the I-8 westlbbound off-ramp intersection does not change
the HCM calculation of level of service and delay at any study intersection. However,
there are no additional improvements identitied in the City's CIP (Navajo's A-list, i.e.,
CIP} for the study area at this time.

Response to Comment DOTS:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DOTé:
Comment noted.
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U.S. Fish and Wildhite Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
610 H dden Valley Road
Carlsbad, Calitorma 92009

{760) 419440

FAX (750) 4315902 + 9618

Ca Dept. of Fish & Game
South Coast Regional Office
4949 Viewridge Avenue
San Diego, California 92123
(B58) 467-4201

FAX (858} 467-4299

lu Reply Refer To:
FWS-SDG-4185.2

Mr. Tracy Reed

City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency FEB 142005
600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS 904

San Diego, California 92101

Re:  Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the Grantville Redevelopment Project
(SCH# 2004071122

Dear Mr. Reed:

The U.S. Fish and Wilélife Service (Service) and the California Department of Fish and Game
(Department), collectivaly the “Wildlife Agencies,” have reviewed the above-referenced Draft
Programy Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Grantville Redevelopment Project in the
City of San Diego (City), County of San Diego, California. The City distributed the DEIR o the
Wildlife Agencies in Dacember, 2004, as did the State Clearinghouse to the Depariment.
However, neither the Service nor the Department has record of receiving the DEIR until February
3, 2003, and January 31, 2005, respectively, after BRG Consulting and the City sent us additional
copies. We coinmented on the Notice of Preparation of the DEIR in a joint letter dated August
30, 2004. We appreciale the City’s extension of the comment period for the DEIR to February
14, 2005,

The San Diego Redevelopment Agency is pursuing a redevelopment plan to promote a variety of
land uses, improve traffic flow, parking, and services in, and eliminate physical and economic
blight from, the project area over a period of 30 years. This project is the adoption of a
redeveloprient plan to accomplish these goals. The area proposed for inclusion in the Grantville
Redevelopment Project is located in the north eastern portion of the City, primarily within the
Navajo Community Plaa, but also includes portions of the Tierrasanta and the College Area. The
Sun Diego River runs tuough most of the proposed redevelopment area.

The Wildlife Agencies concur with statements in the DEIR that the project could result in
significant impacts to biofogical resources such as sensitive habitats and lisied and otherwise
sensitive species. We ace especially concemed about potentia impacts on; (1) the San Diego
River und associated wetland and riparian habitais; {2) the federally and state-listed and
otherwisc sensitive species that occur therein; (3) the Multiple Habilat Planning Area (MHPA) of
the City’s Multiple Spe1es Conservation Program (MSCP); (4) wildlife corridors; and (5)

TAKE PRi DE'mA +
INAMERICASSSY
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005

Response to Comment DFG1:
Comment noted.

Response ta Comment DFG2:
Comment noted.

Response ta Comment DFG3:

Comment noted. The Grantville Program EIR has been prepared pursuant to Sections
15168(a)(3) and 15180 of the CEQA Guidelines. The Program EIR address the
anticipated environmental impacts associated with the adoption of the proposed
redevelopment plan, and confinued impiementation of land uses pursuant to the
existing adopted community plan land uses of the project area. No specific
development project is proposed, and the Program EIR analyzes the potential
environmental impacts based on the development potential of land uses in the
Project Area. Subsequent redevelopment activities will be assessed for compliance
with CEQA, including potential biological impacts.
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narrow endemic species. The DEIR does not provide analyses of potential biological impacts
from any specific redevelopment project that may occur pursuant to the DEIR. However, the
DEIR indicatcs that additional environmeniak review will be conducted where specific actions
would result in impacte to sensitive habitals and/or wildlife corridors or the MHPA. We offer
many of the same comiaents that we provided in our NOP letter to assist us in our review of
subsequent environmer tal documentasion prepared for projecis proposed as part of the Grantville
Redevelopment Project, assist the City in compliance with peninent Federal and state regulations
and laws, ensure consistency with the MSCP, and ensure adequale protection in perpetuity of the
biological resources associated with the San Diego River.

I'he Wildlife Agencies are concerned about direct and indirect effects on the San Diego River
and the sensitive habitats and species that it supports. We are panticularly concerned asbout
biological effects from consiruction and operationat (i.e., long-term) dislurbances of sensitive
habitats and disruptions of wildlife movement and behavior (e.g., breeding) by human
encroachment, nois s, light, glare, and hydrological changes. The DEIR states that “the San
Dicgo River riparian habitat sad adjacent Diegan coastal sage scrub are still arcas of
relatively high species diversity and abundance and provide a regional wildlife comidor™
between Mission Tiails Park and Mission Bay Park, and that “these habitats and linkages are
crucial for wildlife »pecies survival and reproduction within the Redevelopment Area and
swrounding region.” The DEIR also explains that the much of the riparian habitat and
adjacent upland vegetalion comanunities are within the MHPA, and that the MSCP identifies
the San Diego River corridor as a habitat linkage between core resource areas. We concur
with these statemencs and cit¢ them to emphasize that it is essential that every effort be made
to protect these biological resources from additional direct and indirect impacts.

Regarding direct impacts on wildlife corridors, the DEIR concludes that consistency with the
MSCP and the City wetland regulations would generally avoid impacts to wildlife cormdors
(page 4.6-26). The DEIR also states, “redevelopment actions that are consistent with the
City’s MSCP would provide for the long-term viability of wildlife and sensilive habitats” and
concludes that implementaiion of the nine mitigation measures identified in the DEIR would
reduce the potential impacts 10 less than significant. The following excerpts comprise the
peninent language 1:lated to wetland buffers in the City’s Envirommentally Seasitive Lands
Regulations (ESL Regs) and Biology Guidelines.

a. The applicant siall salicit input from the Resource Agencies on impact avoidance,
minimization, mitigation and buffer requirements, including the need for upland
transitional habitar. The applicant shall, to the maximum extent feasible, incorporate the
Resource Agencies’ recommendations prior to the first public hearing
{Section143.0141(a) of the ESL regs].

b. A wetland bujfer shall be maintained around ail werlands as appropriate 1o protect the
Sunctions and volues of the werland [Section 143.0141(b) of the ESL regs; Section I,
(8)(1)(b} of the Biology Guidelines].

B3
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RESPONSE YO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DFG4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DFGS5:

As described in the EIR, a majority of the Project Area that contains sensitive habitats,
including wetlands, is located within the MSCP Multiple Habitat Planning Area. All
future redevelopment activities will be required to be in compliance with the City of
San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan and its implementing regulations (EIR page 4.6-29). In
addition o MSCP compliance, further environmental review will be required as
specific development projects are proposed. As stated by the commentor, the City’s
Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations require that, "A wetland buffer shall be
maintained around alt wetlands as appropriate to protect the functions and values of
the wetlands." Additionally, all future development will be required to comply with the
MSCP adjacency guidelines. Because the river is a component of the MHPA, it is
anficipated that MHPA compliance will ensure that a viable wildlife corridor and river
resources are maintained.
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It will be relatively sasy to determine whether the redevelopment projects comply with the
City’s specific requ:rements (e.g., mitigation ratios) intended 1o achieve consistency with the
MSCP. However, depending on the application of the preceding excerpis, consistency with
such specific requirzments may or may not ensure adequate protection for the San Diego
River and associated sensitive habitats and species. In fact, these regulations/guidelines
provide no assurance that adequate buffers will be provided.

Riparian buffers are: crucial for the protection of riparian habitat in urban areas. They provide
numerous functions, including providing additional foraging habitat for wildlife, and
reducing edge effecis' such as artificial noise and light, and invasive species encroachment.
Buffers are un integral part of the complex ecosystems that provide food and habitat for the
fish and wildlife in stream comumunities. As a component of an integrated management
system, riparian bufters can also protect streams by managing natural levels of nutrients and
sediment (i.e., they should not be burdened by anttwopogenic pollutanis which often represent
levels beyond their natural assimilative capacity). Therefore, we recommend the following.

a. An adequate buffer, as measured from the outside edge of the riparian habitat, should be
established to protect the wetland habitats from edge effects, which can penetrate up to
200 meters fromn the actual reserve boundary (CBI 2000). The Fish and Game
Commission Policy on the Retention of Wetland Acreage and Habiitat Values states,
“Buffers should be of sufficient width and should be designed to eliminate potential
disturbance of fish and wildlife resources from noise, human activity, feral animal
inirusios, and any other potential sources of disturbance. The size and character of
buffers shall ultimately be determined by the requirements of the affected species most
sensitive to such disturbances.” Specific recommendations for the width of riparian
buffers in published journals range from 10 to 240 meters, ar approximately 33 to 787
feet, and the U.%. Army Corps of Engineers suggests that narrow strips of 100 feet may be
adequate to provide many of the functions cited above (USACE 15991).

b. In addition to the: width of the biological buffer, the following measures should be taken
to ensure that the buffer provides the protection for which it is intended. Subsequent

PAGE @4

Edge effects are dafiner] as undesirable anthropogenic disiurbances beyond urban boundaries into potential
raserve habitat (Kelly ai:d Rotenberry 1983). Edge effects, such as disturbanca by humans and non-nalive
predators (pels), exotic anls, lrampling, noise, and lighling. and decreases in avian peoductivity (Andren and
Angeistam 1988), are ad documented ellects that have negative impacts on sensitive biclogicat resourcas in
soulhem California. Suirounding natural hahitat could be parmanently destroyed by human or domeslic animal
sncsoachmenl, trampling, bushwhacking, and requent fires; therefore, devalopment and open space
tonfiguralions should minimize adverss edge effects (Soulé 1881).

Regerding ariificial nighi lightng, lliumination of riparian corridors by night iphiing has the patentlal to adversaly
affect blrds. Physiclogival, developmental, and bahaviorat effects of light intensity, wavalangth, and phbtoperod
on bird species are well-documnanted. In the wiid, urban lighling is associaled with eary daily inilation of avian
song activily (Bergen and Abs 1987). Avian epecles ara known ta placs thalr nests significantly farther from
motorway lights Lhan from unlighted controls (da Molanar et al, 2000). Placement of nests away from lighted
areas impllss that parn of the home range ls randered less suitable for nesting by artificlal light. If potential nast
sites are limitad within te bird's home rangse, reduction In avallebte sitas asadcialed with arificial night lighting
may causa the bird to uie a suboptimal nest site, that is more vulnerable to predaticn, cowblrd parasitism, ar
extrsmas of wsather.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DFG4:

The comment is acknowledged. The Agency concurs that the size and character of
buffers shall ultimately be determined by the requirements of the affected species
most sensitive to such disturbances and that specific recommendations for the width
of the riparian buffers range between 33 and 787 feet. Because no specific
developments are proposed, there is no specific buffer width identified in the EIR. It is
acknowledged that subsequent environmental review will be required for specific
projects, and that the appropriate buffer width and configuration would be
determined based on the potential impact and potentially-impacted species.

Response to Comment DFG7:

Comment noted. EIR Mitigation Measure BR 2 has been modified to incorporate the
language recommended by the commentor so as fo ensure that proposed buffers
provide the protection as intended. Mitigation Measure BR 2 has been modified as
follows:

BR2 Further environmental review shall be conducted in accordance with
appropriate CEQA documentation requirements where specific actions
would result in impacts to sensitive habitals and/or wiidlife corridor/MHPA
preserve areas. These reviews shall be conducted at the earliest possible
period of tiered project review to ensure the most flexibility in planning
and project design, and resolve confiicts with significant biologicai
resources.

i. Trails should be kept out of the biological buffer except in areas of
lower biological sensitivity. Trails within the buffer should be limited to
trails that provide access to biological and /for cultural interpretive
aredas along the River, and aligned roughly perpendicular to the length
of the buffer (i.e., spur trails). These interpretive areas and spur trails
should be carefully chosen and should not be piaced in biclogically
sensitive areas or areas with sirong potential for effective habitat
restoration and enhancement of species diversity.

ii. Asrequired by the MSCP Subarea Plan, native vegetation should be
restored as a condition of future development proposals along the
Urban Habitat Areas of the San Diego River corridor.
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environmental documentation should provide adequate information (e.g., restoration
plan) for public review about how each of these measures will be implemented.

i Trails should be kept out of e biological buffer except in areas of lower biological
sensitivity Trails withia the bufter should be limited to trails that provide access 1o
biological and/or cultural interpretive areas alang the River, and aligned roughly
perpendicular io the length of the butter (i.e, spur trails). These interpretive arcas
and spur trails should be carefully chosen and should not be placed in biologically
sensitive areas or areus with strong potaitial for effective habitat restoration and
enhancement of species diversity.

il.  Asrequired by the MSCP Subarea Plan, native vegetation should be resiored as &
condition uf future development proposals along the Urban Habitat Areas of the San
Diego River corridor.

iii. Pemmeneni fencing and signage should be instalied at the outside edge of the buffer
areas. The limils of spur trails within the buffer should be effectively demarcated
and/or fensed to avoid human encroachment into the adjacent habitat. The fencing
should be sesigned to prevent encroachment by humans and domestic animala into
the buffer areas and riparian corridor®. The signage should inform people that
sensitive habitat (and, if appropriate, mitigation land) lie beyond the fepcing and
that entering the ares is iliegal.

iv. Al posi-cunsiruction structurat best management practices (BMPs) such as grass
swales, filier strips, and energy dissipators, should be outside of the riparian buffer
and the riparian comridor (i.¢., they should be within the development foolprint). All
filration and attenuation of surface flows provided by the proposed BMPs should
occur prio: to the discharge of the flows into the buffer areas.

v.  Brush maragement zones should be outside the riparian buffer. The City’s
proposed birush management regulations state “no brush management is required in
arcas contiining wetland vegetation.™

vi. No additional lighting should be edded within the vicinity of both upland and
wetland sensitive habitats, and where possible, existing lighting within such areas
should be removed.

PaGE  B5

2

The following web sites provide some informatien on fencing that exciude cats or that may exclude calg more
affectively than simple chaln link fancing; the Wildlife Agencies do not endorsa the products/ideas an any of
these web sites, but we suggast that they ba cansidersd (0 meet the project-relaled fancing neads:
Hlpheww_purdecifence. comd, htip:/fwwiv. xcluder.ca nz/xkiwi.him (lhis website is for 8 manutacturer in New
Zsaland... we da not kniow whalher they have distdbutars in Califarnia), hitp/fwww.catfencein.comv,
bitp:iAwww.caltence.condoantact htm; hitp:iwww.corpuratavideo.convkiipsfindex him;

hitpitrwww omegatence. corv; hilp.fwww.coyateroller.cosm’ ((hls webshe Is for a product that is put on top af a
chain link tence).

The Wildlife Agencies recommendad In a Joint comment lstter (July 8, 2004) on the draft EIR far the proposed
brush management revisicns, (hat this requirement appiy l© both Zongt 1 and 2, nat only to Zone 2 ag
proposed. :
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

(FEDERAL AGENCY),

DEPARTMENT

SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT

LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment BFG7 (cont.d):

vi.

vii.

viii.

Permanent fencing and signage should be installed at the outside
edge of the buffer areas. The limits of spur trails within the buffer should
be effectively demarcated and/or fenced to avoid human
encroachment _into the adjacent habitat. The fencing should be
designed fo prevent encroachment by humans and domestic animals
into the buffer areas and riparian corridor. The signage should inform
people that sensitive habitat (and, if appropriate, mitigation land) lie
beyond the fencing and that entering the area is illegal.

. All post-construction structural best management practices (BMPs)

such as grass swales, filter strips, and energy dissipaters, shouid be
outside of the riparian buffer and the riparian corridor (i.e., they should
be within the development footprint]. All filtration and attenuation of
surface flows provided by the proposed BMPs should occur prior 1o the
discharge of the flows into the buffer areas.

Brush management zones should be outside the riparian buffer. The
City's proposed brush managemeni requlations state “no_brush
management is required in arecs containing wetland vegetation.”

No additional lighting should be added within the vicinity of both
upland and wetland sensitive habitats, and where possible, existing
lighting within such areas should be removed.

As to noise, methods should be employed 10 attenuate project-related
construction and operational noise fevels in excess of ambient levels
at the edge of sensitive habitats to avoid or _minimize further
degradation by noise of conditions for wildlite, particularly, avian
species. Where possible, existing sources of noise audible within the
buffer should be removed,

All areas within biological buffers should be added to the MHPA, if not
already within it, and should be accordingly managed in perpetuity io
maintain the biological functions and values the buffers are intended
to protect.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O’'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response o Camment DFG7 (cont.d):

The Agency also agrees thal the proposed project presents an opportunity to improve
the protection of the San Diego River, which is, basis in part, as to the inclusion of these
open space areas of the river as part of the redevelopment project area. The
redevelopment plan recognizes the San Diego River as a significant resource, and
includes the following goals related to the river:

* Address urban runoff and industrial pollution issues to minimize negative impacts
on sensitive environmental resources and to optimize the environmental assets
of the Project Area such as the San Diego River and Mission Trails Regional Park
{Goal #11)

* Support habitat conservation and restoration along the San Diego River in
coordination with developed plans for the area and in concert with other
related municipai and private entity activities (Goal #13}
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vii. As to noise, methods shoyld be enployed to attenuate project-related construction
and operaiional noise levels in excess of ambicut levels at the edge of sensitive
habitats ta avoid or minimize further degradation by noise of conditions for wildlife,
particularly, avian species. Where possible, existing sources of noise audible
within the buffer should be removed.

viii. All areas within biological buffers should be added to the MHPA, if not already

within it, und should be accordingly managed in perpstuity 10 maintain the

biological functions and values the buffers ars intended to protect.

We recognize that there is extant development that will remain and present constraints in
some areas in providing uniformly adequate bulfers for the riparian corridor. Nevertheless,
we believe that the vedevelopment project provides ample opportunity to improve the
protection of the San Diego River and the biological resources it supports. We hope that, for
al} redevelopment projects adjacent or proximate to the San Diego River, the City (i.e.,
applicant) will solicit input from the Wildlifc Agencies regarding the appropriate buffer
width and requirements early in the design phase for each project, and will incorporate our
recommendations into the project design so that the draft CEQA documents reflect the
adequate buffers and measures 1o protect them in perpetuity.

Though the DEIR identifies some potential edge ctfects {i.e., indirect impacts, page 4.2-28),
subsequent environmental documentation should provide a thorough discussion of potential
project-related edge effects and specific measures that would be immpleniented to avoid or
minimnize the effects. Although one of the principles of the City’s Draft River Park Master
Plan is to reorient dzvelopment toward the San Diego River, we are concerned that situating
development in such a manner will result in otherwise avoidable indirect impacts to the San
Diego River and the associated biological resources and adjacent uplands, If this principle is
pursued for the redevelopment projects subject to this DEIR, the subsequent environmental
docwnentation should thoroughly describe how the projects are designed 1o avoid or
minimize edge effects.

Citing the draft San Dicgo River Master Plan ss the source of information, the DEIR
describes six areas s potcniial sites tor mitigation for project-related imipacts (pages 4.6-30
through 4.6-32). Wea support restoration of all these areas and more, provided that: a) they
are adjaccnt to areas of sensiuve habitat that 15 intended to be preserved in perpetuity; b)
adequate buffers ar¢ established; c) the mitigation areas and adjacent habitat are within the
MHPA already or will be added 1o the MHPA; and, d) the miligation areas and adjacent
habitat will be adequatcly managed in perpetuity.

The DEIR includes statements about the MSCP which warrant elaboration. We discuss these
Lelow and request that the final EiR reflect the following comments.

2. Page 4.6-19 ot the DEIR stales, the City “has take authonty over mauny of the arcas’ State-
listed species thiough the MSCP.” While this 15 true, it should be clarified that the
authority for taks is contingent on the City’s implementation of the MSCP, and in this
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINY
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response o Comment DFGS:

It is anticipated that future redevelopment activities would need to be consistent with
the City's River Park Master Plan, when adopted. The River Park Master Plan is currently
a draft document, and adoption by the City will require environmental
documentation pursuant to CEQA. It is anticipated that the concerns of the
commentor regarding potential indirect effects associated with implementation of the
River Park Master Plan would be evaluated by the City as part of the future adoption
of the Master Plan. It is acknowledged that subsequent redevelopment activities will
be required to be evaluated pursuant to CEQA, potential biological impacts, and
consistency with other adopted plans and reguiations.

Response to Comment DFG?:

The EIR analysis identifies potential biological mitigation opportunities, and
demonstrates that there are feasible mitigation opportunities in the Project Area. The
comment is acknowledged that potential mitigation sites, as identified in the EIR and
the Draft River Park Master Plan, will be required to meet the criteria identified by the
commentor.

Response to Comment DFG10:
EIR page 4.6-19 has been modified as follows:

The Federal government also regulates impacts on rare plant and animal
species through the Endangered Species Act. Federally listed species with
potential to occur in the Project Area are listed in Tables 4.6-2 through 4.6-4.
Note; however, that the City of San Diego has take authority over many of the
areas’' federally-listed species through the MSCP, contingent on the City's
implementation of the MSCP, including the species-specific measures identified
in Appendix A {i.e., Table 3-5} of the City's MSCP Subarea Plan. Impacts to
MSCP-covered listed species outside the MHPA_may also _be -are—allowed
through permits issued by the City of San Diego; however, in ceriain cases take
may not be authorized, or conditions for coverage may require that impacts be
avoided, even outside of the MHPA. Species-specific_conditions required for
coverage are included in Table 3-5 of the MSCP Plan, Appendix A of the City's
Subarea Plan, and the Federal Fish and Wildlife Permit for
Endangered/Threatened Species PRT-830421. Take of MSCP covered species
within the MHPA is not allowed. Any impacts 1o non-covered lisied species
would require a Section 7 or 10 consultation before a permit may be issued by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
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DFG10 case, particularly the species-specific measures identified in Appendix A (commonly
known as Table 3-5) of the Ciry’s MSCP Subareu Plan,
(cont'd.)

DFG11

DFG12

b. Page 4.6-19 of the DEIR states, “impacts to MSCP-covered species outside the MHPA
are aljowed threugh permits issued by the City.” This siatement is not entirely correct.
Although a species may be covered under the City’s Subarea Plan, take authorization may
not be authorized, or conditions for coverage may require that impacts be avoided, even
outside of the MHPA. Species-specific conditions required for coverage are included in
Table 3-3 of the MSCP Plan, Appendix A of the City’s Subarea Plan, and the Federal
Fish and Wildliie Permit for Endangered/Threatened Species PRT-830421. For example,
incidental take uf covered species due to monality or habitat loss within U.S. Army Corps
of Engineecs (Corps) jurisdictional wetlands and/or vernal pools is not authorized by the
MSCP. Incidental take authorization for projects that affect federally listed species (1)
that occur in Corps jurisdictional wetlands, (2) that are not covered under the MSCP (e.g.,
Quino checkerspot butterfly {Euphydryus editha quino, Quino), and/or (3) for which the
City does not heve take authorization (e.g., species that occur in vernal pools) will have to
be obtained thrcugh consuliation with the Service through section 7, provided there is a
federal nexus, or section 10 of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA). If, under any
of these circumstances, the affected species is/are also a state-listed species, the City may
(depending on whether the effects constitute lake under the California ESA [CESA]) also
need take authorization under either section 2081 or 2080.1 of CESA. It should be noted
that because Subarea 2 of the project footprint is partially within the Service's Year 2002
Recommended (Juino Survey Ares, a qualified biologist should conduct 2 habitat
assessment for (Quino and, if appropriste, surveys for Quino, when a specific project is
proposed for thet area. Regarding the federally and state listed least Bell's vireo (Vireo
bellii pusilius), 2 wetland dependent speeies likely to occur within the project’s area of
potential effect, it should be noted thai the MSCP requires that loss of occupied habitat be
avoided both inside and outside the MHPA dusing the breeding scason.

5. Page 4.6-20 of the DEIR states, “for projects that would not impact any of the City of San

Diego Tier I-III habitats or wetlands (including wetland buffers), no biological resource
impacts would be anticipaied.” Disturbed and agricultural areas {i.c., Tier IV areas) can
support habitat for some listed and otherwise sensitive species. For example, the arroyo
southwestern toad (3ufo microscaphus californicus) can use agricultural lands adjacent or
proximate to occupied streams. In addition, trees within Tier IV areas can provide avian
nesting habitat, particularly if the trees are near habitars that provide foraging opporiunities
for birds. Furthermore, distuwrbed and agricultural areas can serve to buffer sensitive habitats
from edge effects arid human and pet encroachment associated with development. While
arroyo toads do ot occupy the reach of the San Diego River within the proposed
redevelopment area, the statement in the DEIR should be modified to reflect the potential for
some bivlogical resnurces to occur in Tier IV arees. While the redevelopment projecis that
occwr in Tier IV areus would not be required to mitigate for loss of habitat, site-specific
assessment should occur to detennine whethier there is potential for active avian nests on siic.
If there is polential, measures to avoid impacts on the nesis should be implemented.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2003 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DFG11:

Please refer to response to comment DFG10. It is acknowledged that a porfion of the
Project Area is partially located within the Service's Year 2002 Recommended Quino
Survey Area. A habitat assessment, and possibly surveys would be required as part of
the subsequent evaluation of a specific redevelopment activity.

It is also acknowledged that any future potential loss of least Bell's vireo occupied
habitat be avoided both inside and outside of the MHPA during the breeding season.

Response o Comment DFG12:
EIR page 4.6-20 has been modified as follows:

For projects that would not impact any City of San Diego Tier i-HlV habitats or
wetlands (including wetland buffers), no biological resource impacts would be
anticipated. For areas that de-have-contain Tier |, Tier i, Tier Ili and Tier |V
habitats that would be impacted-end-HerH-habitats, a site-specific analysis of
biological resources should be conducted using the data included herein as a
basis,__Although Tier IV habituts are not considered sensitive, disturbed and
agricultural areas could support sensitive species.
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The DEIR discusses, and depicts on figures the locations of, areas that support sensitive
habitats (pages 4.6-22 through 4.6-28, ligures 4.6-1 thoough 4.6-4). The final EIR should
clarify whether this is an exhaustive list of the sensitive habitats within the redevelopment
arga or whether more may be revealed during project-specific analyses.

Page 4.6-23 of the DEIR discusses the redevelopment area near Alvarado Canyon and Adobe
Falls Road. The firal EIR should clarify whether this area encompasses any locations where
Supplemental Environmental Projects approved by the San Diego Regional Water Quality
Control Board (e.g., Adobe Falls, San Diego River lnvasive Exolic Weed Eradication
Progran) have accuired or are expected to occur.

The DEIR states, “the redevelopment of the currently disturbed mining areas would not result
in significant impact on biological resources” (page 4.6-25), and “‘the river comidor through
the mine site is infeated with exotic plant species” (page 4.11-8). Any subsequent
environmental analvses conducied for redevelopment in this area should examine the impacts
of the redevelopment on species diversity and abundance, and wildlife movement through the
area. It may be that redevelopment of the mining areas would have significant impacts on
biological resources, as birds can occupy areas infested by weeds, and some wildlife species
may use the area as a movement corridor. While the mining operations cause significant
indirect impacis that diminish the biological potential of the adjacent and proximate reaches
of the San Diego Rjver and associated habitats, future land uses could result in a continuation
of significant negative bivlogical impacts.

The City’s CEQA significance determination guidelines establish the following significance
thresholds below which mitigation would not be required: a) loss of less than 0.10 acre of
Tier I through Tier iIi; b) loss of less than 1.0 acre non-native grassland compleicly
surrounded by existing urban development, and not associated with or mapped in close
proximity to other habitats; and ) loss of less than 0.01 acre of wellands, except vernal
pools. One of the LIEIR’s proposed mitigation measures is ihe mitigauon of the loss of Tier
I-TLI habitats per the MSCP requirements. Program EIRs provide an occasion for a more
exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives than would be practical in an EIR on an
individual action, ard eusure considcration of cumulative impacts, that might be slighted in a
case-by-case analysis (Section 15168[b}{ 1 &2] of the CEQA Guidelines). Accordingly, the
City should use the estimated cunwulative losses that will result from all the projecis
conducted under the final EIR in detenmining whether project-related habitat losses exceed
the City’s CEQA simificance detennination thresholds and require mitigation. If, as the
projects are implemented, the estimated acreages change, the mitigation requiremems would
change accordingly.

. The NOP for the project indicated that the project aréa encompasses 831 acres. Table 4.6-1

indicates that the project area encompasses 970 acres, and the biological resources repoit
(Rocks Biological Consulting, October 2004) indicates that the project area encompasses
1,400 acres (page 1), though the acreages identificd for the habitat types add up to
approximalely 977 ncres. Please reconcile these apparent discrepancies.

8y
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.5. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED 8Y DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DFG13:

A detailed biological survey of the Project Area was conducted in summer 2004 and
the habitats and resources observed are depicted in the EIR and biology technical
report figures. However, no focused surveys were conducted, as focused surveys are
appropriately conducted at the time specific developments are proposed. 1 is not
anticipated that more habitat communities would be revealed based on subsequent
biology surveys; however it should be noted that the EIR evaluates potentiat impacts
associaoted with continued implementation of the adopted community plan over a 30-
year period. It is recegnized that biological conditions are likely to change over the
course of this period.

Response to Comment DFG14;

Arrondo was observed throughout the Alvarado Canyon area. It is not known what
phase or stages any programs are in; however, future redevelopment projects would
need fo take into consideration these restoration activities.

Response to Comment DFG15:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DFG16:

The comment is noted. Because no specific projects are proposed, it is not possible to
provide a quantification of the potential cumulative loss of habitat within the Project
Area at the Program EIR level of analysis. Pursuant to CEQA, any future
redevelopment activities would be required to consider the potential cumulative
effects and mandatory findings of significance.

Response to Comment DFG17:
The Project Area comprises approximately 970 acres. The biology report has been
moditied to reconcile the acreage discrepancies.
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I. In addition to the 1u:ns already discussed in this letter, subsequent environmental

documentation, as needed for 2ach redevetopment project, should provide the following
information.

a. A complete des:ription of the proposed project.

b. A range of praciicable alternatives that have been considered to reduce project impacts to
biological resources, including the MHPA.

c. A thorough justification for any proposed River crossings. Proposed River crossings, if
any, should be proposed for arcas of lesser biological value, avoid direct impacts to the
San Diego River and riparian habilats, retain the viability of the riparian habitat and
adjacent uplands as a wildlife movement corridor, and preclude the need for ongoing
maintenance (i.¢., disturbance of the native habitat).

d. Verification tha: all requirements and conditions of the MSCP Subarea Plan and
Implementing A.greement are met.

e. A discussion of the biclogical issues that are not addressed in, or covered by, the Subarea
Plen and Impleraenting Agreememnt, such as specific impacts 1o and mitigation
requirements for wetinnds or sensitive species that occur therein.

If the project is in the 100-year floodplain of the San Diego River, a discussion of how the
project will comiply with the ESL regulations for development within the floodplain.*

For the purpose of determining consistency among efforts to protect, restore, and/or
enhance biological resources supported by the San Dicgo River within the redevelopment
project area, a discussion of the organizations, agencies, jurisdictions, and other entities
which are conducting such efforts. This discussion should include the following
information.

ga

In panicuiar, section 14 1.0145(e){6) states, “Developmeni shall not significanity edversaly aHect axiating
sensitiva bioloyical rescurcas on-gile or off-site,” and section 143.0145(f) includes several provisions intanded lo
protact biolagical resauices, such aa: (1) Within the flcad fringe of a Special Fiood Hazard Area, parmanent
structures and fill for permanent structures, roads. and othe: developmant are allowed anly If the following
conditions are met: (A) The development or fli will not significantly adversely affect axisting sensitive blological
resources on-site ar off-slie; (8) The devaloprment is capable of withstanding flooding and doea not raquire or
cause the conslruction of aff-site Aood protective works including anificial lood channela, revetments, and
laveas nor wifl il cause udversa iImpacts related o fooding of properties lacated upstream or downstream, nNos
will it increase ar expand a (FIRM) Zone A; (C) Grading snd fillng are limiled 1o the minimum amount necassary
ta accommodalte the proposed developmant, hamn to the anvikanmantal valuas of the floodplain is minimized
including peak flow storage capacily, and wallands hydralogy Is maintained: (D) The devaioprmant neither
significantly Increases nar conlributes to downsiraam bank erosion and sadimentation nor causes an increasa In
flood flow velocilies or volume; and (E) Thare will be no significant adverse waler quality impacie to downsiream
wellands, lagoans or otl'er sensitive biologicel résourcas, and the development ia In complianca with the
requirements and regulotions of the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System, 08 implamented by the
Clty of San Diego. {F) The design of tha deveiopment incorporates the findings and recommendations of bath a
sile spacific and coastal welershed hydraiogic study.

63
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FiISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O’'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK {JOINT
LETTER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DFG18:
Comment noted.
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iil.

A list of the organizations {e.g., San Diego River Park Foundation, San Diego River
Coalition, Lakeside Conservancy), agencies (e.g., San Diego River Conservancy),
and jurisdicuions (e.g., the City). The City should circulate the DEIR to all the
entities identified.

A description of each of the entity’s goal, objectives, and efforts (o0 date and
proposed «:ftoits, focusing on the reach of the nver that is within the proposed
redevelopinent zone.

A discussion about how the proposed project conforms with the goals and
objeciives of the identified entitics, and avoids impacts to the alrcady preserved
habitats. For example, discuss how the proposed project conforms with the City’s
San Diego River Natural Resources Management Plan (NRMP)® (City and Merkel
& Associates 2003) and the San Diego River Master Plan.

h. A biological tecanical report that includes survey methods (including survey personnel,
dates, times, and climeie conditions), survey results, impact analysis, and proposed
mitigation. The report shouid describe the biological resources associated with each
habitat type. These descriptions should include both qualitative and quantitative
assessments of the resources present on the proposed subject property and alternative
sites, and include complete species lists for all biological resources on site. Ata
minimum, the fullowing should be included.

.

A list of federaily proposed listed or candidate specics, state listed and candidate
species, and locally sensitive species that occur on, or in habitat contiguous with,
the subject. property including, but not limited to, narrow endemic species that are
on or near the suhject property. A deteiled discussion of these species, including
information pertaining to their local status and distribution, should &lso be included.

A comprehensive discussion about the existing biological resources within and
adjacent 1 areas potentially affected by the redevelopment project. Include specific
acreage and description of the types of riparian, wetland, non-wetland waters of the
U.S., coasial sage scrub, and other sensitive habitats that may be affected by the
proposed project or project alternatives, results of early and late spring plant surveys
for sensitive spring blooming annuals {including a section which discusses the
rationale for why specics with a high potential for occwrence may not have been
detected). Maps and tables should be included o summarize such intormation.

A map shewing potential wildtife conidors through and/or adjacent to the subject
property.

5 This discusslon should 1ake Into account the comments the City received on the draft NRMP (8.g.. commaents
from the Dapartmiert vic & Mail, and a istier fram the U.S. Fish and wWildlife Service dated May 17, 2004), and
lhe City's responges to 1hose comments,

RTC-20
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vii.

Figures that depict both the development footprint, updated biological data, and the
relationsh p of the subject property to the MHPA both on and off site.

A comprehensive discussion about the positive and negative biological impacts that
might result from fuwre redevelopment in the vicinity of, or adjacent to, the San
Diego River.

An assessinent of direct, indirect, and cumnulative project impscts to fish and
wildlife species and associated habitats. All facets of the project (2.g., consiruction,
nuplaneniation, operation) should be inchuded in this assessinent. We are
particularly interested in any potential impacis 10 the MHPA, the San Diego River,
wildlife corridors, and narrow endemic species. This assessment should also
include the following.

a. A complete hydrological anabysis for this project to evaluate potential changes
to hydrology, and how those changes may affect the San Diego River, wellands,
riparian areas, and the MHPA.

b. Methods (e.g., BMPs) that will be employed to prevent soil erosion and siltation
of habitats on and off site.

c. Methods (e.g., BMPs) that will be employed to prevent discharge and disposal
of toxic and/or caustic substances, including oil and gasoline, from the proposed
development.

d. A thoraugh analysis of noise and light impacts on wildiife, including avian
species, and ineasurcs io be taken to mitigate any adverse impacts resulting from
increased noise and light levels.

e. An anelysis of how project-induced impacts may induce fragmentation of open
space, isolare wildlife and native vegetation communities, and affect wildlife
movement al a local and regional scale.

Specific mitigation and restoration plans to fully offsct project related impacts,
inchuding proposais for mitigating the cumulative impacts of direct and indirect
hebitat oss, degradation, or modification.

a. Projeci impacts should be mitigated through the preservation, creation,
restoracion, and/or enhancement of affected habitat types consistent with MSCP
guidelines.

b. Mitigalion and restoration plans, if proposed, should be prepared by persons
with specific expertise on southern California ccosysicms and native plant
revege:ation techniques. Each plan should include, at a minimum: (a) the
location of the mitigation site; (b) the plant species to be used; () a schematic
layout depiciing the mitiganon area; (d) ime of year that planting will occur; (e)

RTC-21
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a descripiion of the irrigation methodology to be employed; (1) measures to
control exotic vegetation on site; {g) a detailed monitoring program which
includss provisions for replanting areas where planted materials have not
survivid; and (h) success criteria and identification of the agency that will
guarar.iee successful creation of the mitigation habitat and provide for the
couservation of the restoration site in perpetuiry.

Measures to be taken o perpetually protect habitat values of preserved and/or
mitigation areas. Issues that should be addressed include; restrictions on vehicle
and equesirian access; proposed land dedications; moniforing and management
programs; control of illegal dumping; restrictions on lighting near mitigation
arcas; and consistency with the MHPA land use adjacency guidelines, etc.

Mitigation for impacts on wildlife movement should include consideration of
the ins:allation of bridges of adequate span to allow for wildlife movement
beneath them, directional fencing long enough to prevent end runs, construction
of adequately sized new culverts where need is indicated for wildlife movement
and kridges are infeasible, installation of structures {(e.g., bering, sound walls) to
attenuute noise and light (e.g., car and street lights).

Measures to be taken to avoid or minimize biological impacts from brush
management that might be associated with redevelopment. These measures
should include alternatives to brush management within sensitive habitat inside
and outside the MHPA. Such alternatives include strategic placement of
buildir.gs, and the use of fire walls and building designs that preclude or reduce
the need for fuel management Zone 2. The discussion should also identify the
benefiis of accomplishing fire protection by one-time building design and
placement rather than on-going brush management in often inadequately
maintained brush management areas.

A description of how the proposed project will reduce existing negative
biological impacts and avoid introducing new negative impacts to the San Diego
River corridor. The NRMP encompasses most of the reach of the River within
the proposed redevelopment area (Figure 2 in the NRMP). As the NRMP states,
and as identificd in the City’s MSCP Subarea Plan, “major issues facing urban
habitat areas, such as the NRMP area, include intense land uses adjacent to
sensitive habitat, litter and vandalism, itinerant living quarters, infrastructure
maintenance activities, invasive plants and animals, and degraded water quality
resulting trom urban runoff.” All redevelopment activities within the area of
potential effect” on scusitive biological resources associated with the San Diego
River «nd adjacent upland habitats should be designed and conducted to avoid
additional negative impacis on the resources. Furthermore, the existing negative
inpacts should be reduced by enhancing and/or resioring sensitive biological
resources.

The area of potential eilsct includes tribularies 10 the San Disgo River (e.g., Alvarado Canyon).

LFG SO CORST PAGE 1
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The Wildlife Agencies appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIR. Please contact
Carolyn Licberman of ithi: Service at (760) 431-9440, or Libby Lucas of the Department at (858)
467-4230 if you have any quastions or cormunents concerning this letter.

Sincerely,
Theress ORourke \j Donald Chadwick
Assistant Field Superyiaor Hebitat Conservation Planning Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlif¢ Suervice California Department of Fish and Game

|

cc: Califomia Regional ‘Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region (Stacey Baczkowski)
San Diego River égonsmancy (Deborah Jayne)
United States Army (Zorps of Engineers (Terry Dean)
State Clesninghouge
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
(FEDERAL AGENCY), SIGNED BY THERESE O’'ROURKE/CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, SIGNED BY DONALD CHADWICK (JOINT
LETTIER), DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DFG19:
Comment noted.
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SAN DIEGO COUNTY OFFICE OF EDUCATION

6401 LINDA VISTA ROAD, SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92111-7399 (858) 292-3500

Superinrendenr of Schools
Rudy M. Castruira, 9 D

COE1

February 2, 2005

Mr. Tracy Reed

Project Manager

City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency
600 B Street, Suite 400

San Diego, CA 92101-4506

RE: Response to Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR}
Dear Mr. Reed:

The San Diego County Office of Education (COE) is in receipt of the Notice of Preparation for a
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Grantville Redevelopment Plan. This letter
constitutes our response to the notice.

The COE provides a variety of school and educational services to County residents. Unlike
local school districts, the COE provides its services throughout the County, making it the
equivalent of a countywide school district. As a result, the COE is afiected by new development
wherever it occurs in the County.

Some COE programs provide direct services to students, including children (infants, pre-school,
and students in grades K-12) as well as adults. Other COE services are provided through
public schools, including ali foity-three school districts and all five community college districts in
the County. These services include staff development for teachers and current and prospective
administrators as well as numerous management support services. The foilowing COE
programs may be affected by the Grantville Redevelopment Plan:

Regional Occupation Program

Hope Infant Handicapped Program
Migrant Education Program

Qutdoor Education Program

Teacher Training and Development
Administration Training and Development
COE Administration

Board of Education
Ernest §. Dronenburg, Jr. Susan Harley

SERVICE AND LEADERSHIP

Nick Aguilar Rober J. Workins — John Wit

RTC-25

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO COUNTY OFFICE OF
EDUCATION, SIGNED BY BOB NICHOLSON, DATED FEBRUARY 2, 2005

Response to Comment COE1:

The EIR provides a quantification of potential buildout of the Froject Area according to
adopted Community Plan land use designations (EIR, Takle 3-2, page 3-9). The Project
Area does not contain existing residentiai uses. although two portions of the Project
Area are designated in the Navajo Community for residential uses. The subject areas
currently contain non-residential uses including parkland, hotel, school, and
commercial uses. Because of their existing uses, they are not fikely to redevelop to a
residential use. However, assuming these parcels are redeveloped according to the
adopted community plan land use, a total of 48 single-family dwelling units, and 86
multi-family residential dwelling units could be constructed.

According to City of San Diego School Generation Factors, a total of 45 students
would be generated by the redevelopment of these parcels according to the
adopted residential land use designations. This increase would not represent a
significant impact to school tacilities.

Additionally, Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated
formula for paying a portion of the tax increment to all of the affected taxing entities
(which includes the San Diego County Office of Education). These new funds are
available to be used for education facilities that benefit the Project Area.



COE1
(cont'd.)

COE2

City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency
February 2, 2005
Page 2 of 2

In order to provide an accurate analysis of potential impacts resulting from this project ta the
COE the DRAFT EIR should:

* Quantify the scope and build out of anticipated commerciat and residential development
(at all densities).

« Quantify the projects direct and indirect effects on popuiation, on student generation and
on the costs of facilities to accommodate these new students.

e Include a discussion of the possibility for the use of joint use facilities by schools and
public and private agencies, e.g. different city departments such as recreation or public
works

We encourage and support cities and counties in the use of the redevelopment process and tax
increment revenues for the elimination of blight and to improve the economic viability of areas.
However, school districts and the COE will be impacted due to increases in population bringing
new students

We look forward to working with the Agency to reduce or fully mitigate these impacts in creative
and mutually beneficial ways when possibie. If you have any questions regarding this
carrespondence, please feel free to contact me at (858) 292-3680.

Sincerely,

At/

Bob Nicholson
Senior Director, Facility Planning Services

Cc:  Bryan Ehm, Facility Planning Coordinator, SDCOE
Donna Knott, Prograim Business Specialist, SDCOE

RTC-26

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO COUNTY OFFICE OF
EDUCATION, SIGNED BY BOB NICHOLSON, DATED FEBRUARY 2, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment COE£2:
Comment nofed.
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February 17, 2005

Mr. Tracy Reed

City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency
600 8 Street, Fourth Flaor

MS 904

San Diego, CA 92101-45086

Dear Mr. Reed:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the Grantville Redevelopment Project. SANDAG coffers the
following comments.

1. Please depict the Mission Valley East light rail line on Figures 4.1-1 and
4.2-5 through 4.2-9, Mission Valley East constructian is nearly complete
and aperations will begin within the next several months.

2. The traffic analysis should assume a S% trip reduction in automobite
travel trips for the partions of the study area within easy access ta the
light rail station, since the rail line is completing construction and will be
operational during the redevelapment area’s 30-year time period.

3. The EIR should consider the putential for more intense land uses to
develop within % to 1/3 mile of the new Grantville light raii station.
Devetopment of housing and mixed uses would create an opportunity
for a greater wansit mode share split, accommodation of the City's need
tor additional housing opportunities, and a chance to take advantage of
the public’s investment in the light cail line.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any guestions about SANDAG's
comments

Sincerely,
P ol

TON| BATES
Division Director of Transit Planning

TB/mk/mh
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO ASSOCIATION OF
GOVERNMENTS (SANDAG), SIGNED BY TONI BATES, DATED FEBRUARY 17,
2005

Response to Comment SNDG1:

EIR Figure 4.1-1 Existing Land Uses provides an aerial photograph {2004) of the Project
Area and depicts adopted Community Plan Land Use designations. The recently
constructed troliey line is visible in this aerial photograph; however, Figure 4.1-1 has
been modified to clearly depict the newly constructed trolley line. Additionally,
Figures 4.2-1 through 4.2-9 have also been modified to depict the troliey line.

Response fo Comment SNDG2:

The Transportation/Circulution section of the EIR acknowledges the fuiure operation of
the Grantville trolley station within the Project Area. As discussed in the EIR, {EIR, page
4.2-9), "This new trolley stop will bring alternative transit opportunities 1o the project
area. This transit opportunity will decrease the amount of vehicle trips generated by
the redevelopment. However, the fraffic analysis does not assume the five percent
reduction for any of the study area. Therefore, the traffic analysis is a conservative
estimate of traffic generated by the project.”

Response to Comment SNDG3:

The EIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project, including
two alternatives that consider mixed-use land use opportunities in the vicinity of the
trolley station. These alternatives include the "General Plan Opporiunities Areas Map"
and the “TOD Principals Alternative.”

Response to Comment SNDG4:
Comment nofed.
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AG3

City of San Diego
MEMORANDUM

DATE: February 14, 2005
TO: Tracy Reed, Project Manager, Redevelopment Agency
FROM: Ann French Gonsalves, Senior Traffic Engineer, Development Services Dept.

SUBJECT:  Grantville Redevelopment Area — Draft Environmental Impact RAeport

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above documeni dated December 13, 2004. We
have the following commenis:

1. Page ES-4, Executive Summary: The “Significant, Unavoidable Impacts™ section states that
the unmitigable impacts are “not a resuit of implementation of the Redevelopment Project in and
of itself, rather they are a resuit of forecasted growth in the region”, This assertion is not
supported by the traffic study since it does not contain a near term analysis or any other analysis
of the project separate from the rest of the forecasted growth. Therctore, we suggest this
sentence be changed to “These impacts are a result of implementation of the Redevelopment
Project combined with forecasted growth in the region”.

2. Page ES-6, Table S-1, Summary of Significant Impacts and Mitigation Measures: Under
“Recommended Mitigation Measures”, additional potential mitigation should be considered such
as the projects listed on page 4.2-11 (extension of Santo Road, extensions of Princess View
Drive and Jackson Drive from the Navajo community into the Tierrasanta community), the
extension of State Route 52 from State Route 125 te State Reute 67 and improvements to the
Interstate 8/Mission Gorge Road/Fairmount Avenue interchange.

3. Page 5-3. Section 8, Long Term Cumulative Impacts, Transportation/Circulation: The
last sentence of Section S.1.2, states that the “cumuiative impact would remain significant and

unavoidable”. This assertion has not been demonstrated in the document, except perhaps for
segments of Mission Gorge Road. We suggest wording be changed to “cumulative impact
would remain significant and unmitigated”.
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RESPONSE TG COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO,
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, SIGNED BY ANN FRENCH GONSALVES, DATED
FEBRUARY 14, 2005

Response to Comment AG1:

The EIR statement that the impacts are a result of forecasted growth in the region is
intended to indicate that the impact is fargely cumulative, and includes both the
project (existing community plan land uses) as well as regional growth. The EIR has
been revised to clarify this conclusion as follows:

Page ES-4:

“Based on the data and conclusions of this Program EIR, the Redevelopment
Agency finds that the project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts
fo the following resources areas:

. Transporiation/Circulation
. Air Qudlity (Long-term Mobile Emissions)

Implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures will reduce the potential
impact to these resources to the extent feasible; however, the impact will
remain significant and unavoidable. These impacts are prei—a—resuli—of
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result of implementation of the Redevelopment Project combined with
forecasted growth in the region, which will occur both inside and outside of the
Project Area. If the Redevelopment Agency chooses to approve the Grantville
Redevelopment Project, it must adopt a “Statement of Overriding
Considerations” pursuant to Sections 15093 and 15124(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines.

Response to Comment AG2:

The traffic analysis is considered conservative in that it only assumes improvements
that are identified in the existing Navajo Community Plan. No other funded
improvements have been identified in the project study area. As discussed in the EIR
(EIR page 4.2-11), the extensions of Santo Road, Princess View Drive and Jackson Drive
into the Tierrasanta Community are identified in the Tierrasanta Community Plan,
however there is currently no funding identified for these improvements. The extension
of SR52 from SR125 to SRé7 is a priority project identified in the recently approved
Transnet extension. While potentially feasible, extension of these roadways are not
funded. nor currently planned to be funded, and are therefore not considered as
feasible at this fime.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAR DIEGO,
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, SIGNED BY ANN FRENCH GONSALVES, DATED
FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment AG2 (cont.d):
Please refer to response to comment DOT3 regarding improvements to the interstate
8/Mission Gorge Road/Fairmount Avenue Interchange.

It is recognized that these improvements may be feasible and would likely improve
circulation in the study area. The EIR does not preclude the implementation of these
improvements if considered by the City in the future.

Response to Comment AG3:

No mitigation measure has been identified in the context of this fraffic analysis that
would reduce the cumulative impact to a leve! less than significant. The EIR concludes
that the impact would be significant and unavoidable, which is consistent with the
significant and unmitigable terminology suggested by the commentor. However, no
additional changes to the EIR text is proposed.



AG4

AG5

AG6

4. Page 8-3, Section 8.1 No Project/No Redevelopment Alternative,
Transportation/Circulation: Section 8.1.1.2 should be modified to clearly state that the reason
the No Project Alternative Transportation Impact would be expected to be greater than the
proposed project impact is that the No Project Altemnative assumes that no transportation
infrastructure would be built.

5. Page 8-10, Section 8.3 General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Alternative,
Transportation/Circulation:

A. The project trip generation for this alternative should be rechecked to utilize the
appropriate transit reductions from the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual (July
1998). For exampie, for development within 1500 feet walking distance from a
transit station, daily reductions of 5% for residential, 5% for industrial and 3% for
office development can be applied.

B. Figure 8-1, General Plan Opportunities Area Map Alternative Land Uses, should
be revised to show the existing and planned trolley route and station locations.

6. Appendix B, Traftic Impact Analysis: Some of the base assumptions in the analysis should
be rechecked, as they could affect the conclusions. For example:

Al Segments of Mission Gorge Road which are four lanes existing but have no raised
median and numerous driveways should be given a capacity of 30,000 average
daily trips (ADT) (not 40,000 ADT).

B. Existing queues must be considered in evaluating existing intersection level of
service during peak periods.

@ zl.{ /é’ﬂwfnﬁfﬂa

Ann French Gonsalves, P.E.
Senior Traffic Engineer
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO,
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, SIGNED BY ANN FRENCH GONSALVES, DATED
FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment AG4:
Page 8-3 of the EIR has been revised as follows:

In the horizon year, traffic operations at study area segments and intersections
are anticipated to be unacceptable, and the proposed prcject would
incrementally add to these conditions — which would alsc occur under this
alternative. Overall, the transportation/circulation impact is expected to be
greater than the proposed project, as this aiternafive assumes buildout of the
Project Area according to adopted land uses, but assumes that no additional
transportation infrasfructure would be constructed.

Response to Comment AG5:

Item A. The trip generation ufilized in the fraffic anaiysis does not account for any
potential reductions or credits for iand uses in proximity to public transit. The EIR
recognizes that the Grantville Trolley Station is under construction and will be in service
to the Project Area soon (e.g., see EIR page 4.2-9). The traffic analysis is considered a
conservative estimate of trip generation because it does not assume any trip
generation reductions.

Item B. Several EIR figures, including Figure 8-1 as referenced by the commentor, have
been revised to depict the trolley line and tocation of the trolley station within the
Project Area.

Response fo Comment AG4:

Item A. The fraffic analysis assumes that Mission Gorge Road from Interstate 8 north to
Friars Road has a functional capacity of a 4-Lane Major [LOS E capacity oi 40,000).
This roadway has a two-way left-turn lane for its entire length. While there are
numerous driveways, it functions more like a 4-Lane Mgjor, which has two dedicated
lanes in each direction that are free from turning vehicles (especially left-turning
vehicles) than a 4-Lane Collector, whose inner lanes are often blocked by left turning
vehicles.

ltem B. The HCM methodotogy is the required method for determining tevel of service
in the City of San Diego at intersections. This methodology does not take into account
the resulting delay caused by queues; however, the calculation worksheets contained
in the appendix of the traffic study show the resulting queues at intersections.



PRD1

PRD2

PRD3

PRD4

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 26, 2004

TO: Tracy Reed, Project Manager Community and Economic Development
Department

FROM: Barry Kelleher, Park Designer, Park Planning and Development

Park and Recreation Department

SUBJECT:  Grantville Redevelopment Survey Area — Drafi Program Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR)

Park and Recreation Department staff has reviewed the DEIR and offers the following
commenis_regarding park and recreaiion requireinents associated with the affected
communities.

PARK PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

General Comments

The DEIR states in several locations that any new development will conform 1o the
development requirements in the applicable Community Plan and the City’s “Progress
Guide and General Plan.” The typical secvice area radius for a 5 to 10 acre neighborhood
park is ¥2 mile. The redevelopment plan needs to plan locations for neighborhood parks
within the % mile service radius from potential residential development sites in order to
meet the recreation goals of ihe General Plan.

Specific Comments

1) Page 2-5

The section numbering is not correct. It appears that there needs to be a 2.3 “Community
Plans” title. Also in this section, although il is in a draft form, the San Diego River Park
Master Plan should be referenced.

2) Page3-9

Please note thai the City has several classifications of park land. The Table 3.1 lists
68.92 acres of parks. This number aeeds to be broken dowu into resource-based parks,
open space park area, and population-based park acreage. Population-based park acreage
is generally suitable fur active recreation (e.g multi-purpose ficlds, mini-parks etc.)
Because they are inteaded to serve the city and region as a whole, open space and
resource-based parks are not included in the population-based park acreage calculations
required o meet the goals of the City’s Progress Guide and General Plan.

RTC-31

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 24, 2005

Response to Comment PRD1:
Please refer to responses to comments PRD2 through PRD23.

Response to Comment PRD2:

Comment noted. The redevelopment plan is consistent with the adopted Community
Plan land uses for the Project Area. As indicated on Figure 4.1-2 (EIR, page 4.1-13},
parkland within the Project Area is currently developed with park uses. Pursuant to the
City of San Diego Municipal Code, parks could also be constructed within several of
the zones that are located within the Project Area, or any portion of the Project Area
subject to approval of a community plan amendment and rezone. In zones iL-2-1 and
IL-3-1, active recreation space is permitted. Active recreation space is a public park
facility that requires major land development for installation, requires a high level of
maintenance, and can accommodate large assemblages of people. In zones CC-1-
3, CC-4-2, CO-1-2, and CV-1-1, open space facilities are not permitted. In zones AR-1-
1, AR-1-2, and RM-3-7, all open space facilities are permitted except park
maintenance facilities. As stated in Section 3.0 Project Description of the EIR, one
objective of the Redevelopment Plan is to provide additional parkland (e.g. river park)
that may not otherwise occur without redevelopment financing. Additional goals
related to the provision of parkiand und open space are provided in the Draft
Redevelopment Plan {see Goals #11, #12, and #13).

Response to Comment PRD3:
EIR text page 2-5 has been medified to include a heading for Community Plans as

follows:

2.3.3.1 Community Plans

Additionally, the following text has been added to EIR page 2-7:

2.4 _ Draft San Diego River Park Master Pian

The City of San Diego has prepared the Draft San Diego River Park Master Plan.
This document is in draft, and has not been formally adopted by the City of San
Diego. The Master Plan is a comprehensive planning document and outlines
goals and objectives for the development of the San Diego River Park.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 24, 2005 (cont.d)

Responie to Comment PRD4:

Table 3-1 (EIR page 3-9) and Table 4.1-1 {EIR page 4.1-4) depict general categories of
land uses in the Projeci Areq, including parkland. The 68.92 acres of parkland in the
Project Area consists of approximately 23.7 acres of population-based parks, and
approximately 45.22 acres of resource-based and open space park area. Tables 3-1
and 4.1-1 have been amended fo include a footnote that indicates the acreage
amounts of popuiation-based parks and resource-based parkiand in the Project Areq,
as follows:

1The 68.92 acres of parkland in the Project Area consists of 23.7 acres of
population-based parks {Lewis middle school and ballfields}, and 45.22 acres

of resource-based and open space park ared.
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DELR Grantville Redevelopment
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3) Page3-10

Section 3.4.1 - Please add language addressing the creation of livable communiiies
including active recreation areas and park lands sufficient to provide a variety of active
and passive recreation opporlunities for the existing and future residents.

3) Page 3-14
Section 3.6.1.4 - The Draft San Diego River Park Master Plan is its own document and
nol a part of the Navajo Community Plan. Please piuvide a section for its discussion.

5) Page4.1-3

The document does not adequately address existing active recreation park acreage deficiencies
for residents in these communities, For example, the Navajo Community Plunning Area
currently has an “active recreation” park acreage deficit of nearly 21 acres, projected to reach
almost 27 acres by the year 2030. This redevelopment plan is an opportunity fo increase the iotal
acreage dedicated for pubtic recreation, and reduce this deficit. The discussion of the
redevelopment needs to consider public recreation areas as catalysis for revitalization of a
community, and public parks as an essential clement of sustainable, livable communities.

6) Page 4.1-4
Table 4.1-1 - Please refer to comment #2.

7) Page 4.1-9

Sections 4.1.15 - Some of the major goals of the San Diego River Park are to widen the river
corridor to help address water quality issues, habitat preservation and provide for a viable
wildlife corridor. This should be mentioned in this section. Also, the San Diego River Park
Master Plan is proposing surfacing Alvarado Creek draiiage and creating a strong open space
link between Alvarado Canyon and the San Diego River. The second sentence in ihe second
paragraph does not make that clear.

8) Page 4.1-16

Scction 4.1.3.6- To say that “All of the areas included in the MSCP are designated as park...” is
not accurate. Pupulation-based pusks (developed parks used for active recreation) would not be
included in the MSCP.

9) Page 4.6-2
Giant Reed - plcase double check the “approximate 1.6 acres of giant reed”. This seems to fall
well short of what is existing within ihe Grantville Redevelopment District.

10) Page 4.6-18

The last paragraph of this section states that the SD River is an important wildfire
corridor. That is correct. However, the corsidor is highly constricted in somme arcas due
Lo impucts from existing land use, (ie Superior Mines). Please evaluate if additional
restoration/enhancenient vpportunities are available within Subareas A and B. Include
any additional siws within Section 4.6.5.2 and on Figure 4.6-2.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment PRDS:

The EIR identifies the overall objectives of the proposed project. These project
objectives have been further refined by the Grantville Redevelopment Area
Committee and are provided within the Draft Redevelopment Plan. The objectives
address various aspects of the creation of livable communities including improving
public infrastructure, creating additional walkways and paths for proper pedestrian,
bicycle and/or vehicular circulation (Goal #3), creation of an atfractive and pleasant
environment through streetscape enhancemenis (Goal #5}, explore opportunities for
development of mixed residential and commercial uses particularly tfransit-oriented
development to take advantage of the nearby multi-modal tfransit system {Goal #8),
and expand community serving recreational opportunities through rehabilitation and
expansion of existing park and recreational facilities as well as addition park and
recreation facilities {Goal #12).

Response fo Comment PRDé:
EIR page 3-14 lists applicable goals of the Navajo Community Plan, which includes
reference to the River Park.

Response to Comment PRD7:

The Redevelopment Agency recognizes that parkland deficiencies exist within the
Navajo Community. There is no specific parkland deficit within the Project Area as
there are no residential uses. The existing land use description provided on EIR page
4.1-3 is a description of existing land uses within the Project Area, not the Navajo
Community as a whole. However, EIR page 4.1-8 has been modified to describe the
current deficiency of parkland within the Navajo Community. The modified text reads
as follows:

The City of San Diego Parks and Recreation Depariment indicates that the
Navajo Community Planning Area currently has an "active recreation” park
acreage deficit of nearly 21 acres, which is projected to reach aimost 27 acres
by the year 2030.

Please also refer to response to comment PRDS.

Response to Comment PRD8:
Please refer to response to comment PRD4.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 24, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment PRD9:

Several of the goais of the Draft Redevelopment Plan, as summarized in response fo
comment PRDS, are consistent with the goals of the Draft San Diego River Park Master
Plan.

The text on EIR page 4.1-9 has been modified to read:

Planning recommendations were created as part of the Draft Master Plan.
Recommendations relevant to the Redevelopment Area include coordinating
with the proposed Grantville Redevelopment to preserve additional open
space along the river and at the confiuence with Alvarado Creek, surfacing the
Alvarado Creek drainage, and creating g strong open space link between
Alvarado Canyon _and the San Diego River; engage Navy planners and
collaborate with redevelopment of the Superior Mine to create a continuous
multi-use trail near river; and, collaborate with redevelopment of Superior Mine
to create a historic interpretation zone within development.

Response to Comment PRD10:
The EIR text on page 4.1-16 has been modified o read:

With the exception of one parcel {APN 456-011-10), Aall of the areas included in
the MSCP are designated as park (i.e., resource-based park] or open space
land uses in the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans._The exception parcel
is a portion of city-owned designated open space that is included in the MSCP
but is designated as single-family residential in the Navajo Community Plan.

Please also refer o comment PRD20 (see City Parks Department comment letter -
comment PRD20), which also provides further clarification regarding this parcel.

Response to Comment PRD11:

The acreage amount of giant reed shown for the redevelopment Project Area is
based on the amount of giani reed observed and recorded in the Project Area during
biological surveys of the Project Area as part of ithe preparation of the EIR. As
recognized in the EIR, giant reed is a California Department of Fish and Game listed
noxious weed and is listed by the California Invasive Plant Council as a List A-1 “Most
invasive Wildland Pest Plant.” A maijority of this species is located within the privately-
owned unimproved portion of Alvarado Creek within the Project Area as shown on
Figure 4.6-1. Any flood control improvements within this area would likely have a
beneficial effect as this noxious plant would be removed, decreasing the potential for
further spreading downstream and inioc the San Diego River.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 24, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment PRD12:

Comment noted. Ht is recognized that the historical development around the San
Diego River has restricted this wildlife corridor. While the EIR identifies potential
mitigation opportunities, it is not the intent of the EIR 1o exhaustively identify all
potential mitigation opportunities in the area. Additionally, it is recognized that the
San Diego River Park Master Plan also identifies potential areas for restorafion of
habitats and ways to enhance the existing corridor. EIR page 4.6-30 states, “There
appears to be many opportunities to mitigate redevelopment impacts within the
Project Area that would be consistent with the goals of the San Diego River Park.”
While potential mitigation opportunities are identified, mitigation opportunities are not
limited o only those areas depicted in the EiR.
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PRD13

PRD14

PRD15

PRD16

11) Page 4.6-26

wildlife Corridor Impacts — Please refer to #10, Revise miligation nicasure BR1 to
incorporate the City's regulations regarding: (1) requirement 1o avoid impacts to wetlands
first, and (2) requirements associated with wettand butfers.

12) Page4.12-4

Section 4.12.3.2 — It is stated that the redevelopment plan does not currently anticipate
additional housing units beyond those which are cited in the current Navajo Community
Plan. However, approximalely 134 additional residential units are planned within the
redevelopment area.

13) Page 4.13-1Public Services and Utilities
Population-based parks are considered a public service. It is not clear as to why it was not
discussed in this section

The City of San Diego’s “Progress Guide and General Plan” population-based park goals
recommend 2.8 acres of active recieation area per 1,000 population. The required park acreage
for new residential development will be calculated using the proposed number of units and the
SANDAG figures on population per househald (PPH} in the Community Planning Area (CPA).

The calculation, using the most recent SANDAG population projections of 2.57 PPH in the year
2030, results in a requirement of alinost 1.0 acre of new parkland suitable for active recreation to
serve the future residents. In some cases, the City may accept fees in-lieu of land dedications in
order to expand and improve existing facilities within the community where existing parks can
serve the proposed development.

Although the redevelopment pian can not predict how demands will change and how market
forces will affect the future, in the current market it would be appropriate to anticipate an
increase of residential development within the Grantville neighborhood. For example, currently
there is 4 preliminary development proposal for this acea, involving a rezone, proposing a mixed-
use development including approximately 700 additional residential units. This development
alone would generate the need tor about 5 acres of active parkland to meer General Plan
recreation goals. The redevelopment plan needs to consider potential locations for these
facilities within the community

14) Page 5-7
5.1.13 - Please refer to commenti #3.

i5) Page 7-1
Section 7.2 ~ Yes, that is correct. However, please understand that natural parks and open space
are not used 1o calculate population based park needs.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment PRD13:
The City's Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations (ESL) and Biology Guidelines
require that:

The applicant shall solicit input from the Resource Agencies on impact
avoidance, minimization, mitigation and bufier requirements, including the
need for upland transitional habitat. The applicant shall, to the maximum exient
feasible, incorporate the Resource Agencies' recommendations prior to the first
public hearing. {Section 143.0141(a) of the ESL regulations).

A welland buffer shall be maintained around all wetlands as appropriate o
protect the functions and values of the wetland (Section 143.0141(b) of the ESL
regulations, Section il, {a)(1){b) of the Biology Guidelines).

All future redevelopment activities would be required to comply with these existing
City regulations, and therefore, no additional mitigation language is proposed.

Piease also refer to response to comment DFGS.

Response fo Comment PRD14:

As stated in response to comment COEI, the Project Area does not contain existing
residential uses, although two portions of the Project Area are designated in the
Navajo Community Plan as residential land uses. The residentially designated land
within the Project Area is currently developed with parkland, hotel, school, and
commercial uses, and is not considered likely to redevelop to residential uses.
However, assuming these parcels are redeveloped according to the adopted
community plan land use, a total of 48 single-family dwelling units, and 86 multi-family
residential dwelling units could be construcied. EIR page 7-1 has been modified 1o
clarify this as follows:

7.2  Parks and Recreation

There are two parks located within the Redevelopment Project Area, the
Allied Garden Community Park and Mission Trails Park. As part of the
Redevelopment Project, these will remain park and recreation facilities.
Furthermore, the Redevelopment Project will be consistent with the San
Diego River Park Master Plan to develop a park along the San Diego River,
in which portions of this park will be development within the Grantville
Redevelopment Area. The development of this new park will increase the
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment PRD14 (cont.d):

park and recreation uses within the Redevelopment Project Area._The
Project Area does not contain existing residential uses, although two small
portions of the Project Area are designated in the Navajo Community as
residential uses. These uses are not likely to convert to residential, as the
subject areas currently contain parkland, hotel, school, and commercial
uses. However, assuming these parcels are redeveloped according to
the adopted community plan land use, a total of 48 single-family dwelling
units, and 86 multi-family residential dweliing units could be constructed.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
facilities, rather it will act as an improvement to existing conditions.

Furthermore, as acknowledged in prior responses to comments [see responses
to comments PRD2, PRD5, and PRDé} goals of the Redevelopment Plan include
increasing the amount of recreational opportunities within the Project Area.

Response to Comment PRD15:
Please refer to response to comment PRD14.

Response to Comment PRD1é:
Piease refer to response fo comment PRD14.
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16) Page 8-9

Section 8.3.1 - The second paragraph discusses increases and decreases of land uses. Please
refer 10 previous comments about population-based park needs for residential developments. Per
this alternative, utilizing SANDAG numbers, per comment #13, there would be a need of
approximaiely 22 acres of developed park to satisfy the increase of residents.

16) Page 8-11

The General Plan Opportunitics Area Map Alternative Land Uses does not appear to address the
goals of the San Dicgo River Park Master Plan. Examples inciude the percentage of parcel
development along the San Diego River south of Friars Road bridge and the exclusion of any
open space for the Aivarado Creek connection.

OPEN SPACE DIVISION

i) Page ES-2

Executive Summary Project Location Subarea B

Please note that Subarea B includes a portion of MTRP and city-owned designated open
space. Be advised that parcel 373-040-18 1JB Land Company is drawn incorrectly on
SanGIS and should not extend onto MTRP. This error puts the project boundaries within
MTRP dedicated open space. Piease contact the City of San Diego Real Estate Assets
Department for clarification on this parcel.

3) Page 4.1-16

Multiple Species Conservation Program

Report says ‘All ihe areas included in the MSCP are designated as park or open space
land uses in the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans.” However, there is a portion
of city-owned designated open space that is included in the MSCP but is designated as
Single-Family Residential in the Navajo Community Plan. See APN 456-011-10.

4) Page 4.6-25
Figure 4.6-3-C8
Please include that C8 is within city-owned open space.

5) Page 4.6-25

Figuce 4.6-3-C8 and 4.1-16 Multipte Species Conservation Program

Report says ‘All the areas included in the MSCP are designated as park or open space
land uses in the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans.” Report also says ‘(There) is a
large slope with Dicgan Coastal Sage Scrub/Chaparral within the MHPA that is
designated as Single Family Residential housing in the Community Plan i.and Use.”
These lines are conflicting and should be revised.

6) Page 4.6-31 B. Subarea B Paragraph 5
Please include that OS5 is within cily-owned open space and therefore any removal or
plantings would need to be reviewed by Opea Space Division staff.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO, PARK
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
SIGNED BY BARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment PRD17:

The EIR recognizes that the implementation of this alternative would result in the
generation of residential units that generate a population-based parkland demand of
22 acres. Please refer fo EIR page 8-22, Section 8.3.1.13 Public Services and Uiilities,
which states, “Additionally, this alternative would place a demand on parkland that
would not occur under the proposed project. Based on City General Plan
recommended parks fo population rafio (approximately 20 acres/1,000 people), this
alternative would generate a demand for approximately 22 acres of population-
based parkland.”

Response to Commeni PRD18:

As noted on EIR page 8-9, the General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept
anficipates land uses that would generally implement the conceptual land use
patterns ideniified in the City of San Diego General Plan (City of Villages} Opportunity
Areas Map for the Project Area. It is recognized that any future planning efforts within
the Project Area will need to comply with the applicable land use plans as adopted
by the City. In the event the River Park Master Plan Concept is adopted by the City,
future development projects would need to be evaluated for consistency with the
adopted plans, inciuding any applicable standards adopted as part of the Master
Plan such as the allowed percentage of parcel development along the San Diego
River south of Friars Road and the incorporation of the Alvarado Creek connection as
open space.

Response to Comment PRD1¢:
EIR figures have been modified to depict the correct boundary of Parcet # 373-040-18
and so as not to extend onto MTRP/City open space.

Response to Comment PRD20:
Please refer to response to comment PRD10.

Response to Comment PRD21:
EIR page 4.6-25 text has been modified as follows:

Within the area labeled ‘C8', near the boundary with Mission Trails
Regional Park, is a large slope with Diegan Coastal Sage Scrub/Chaparrai
within the MHPA that is designated as Singie Family Residentiai housing in
the Community Plan Land Use. Aithough designated as Single Family
Residential in the Navajo Community Plan, ihis parcel is a portion of city-
owned designated open space.
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cC:

Aann Hix, Deputy Director, Open Space Division
Deborah Sharpe, PO II, Park Planaing and Development Division,

Jeff Harkness, Park Designer, Park Planning and Development Division,

Paul Kilburg, Senior Planner, Open Space Division

RTC-39

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE CITY OF S5AN DIEGQO, PARK
PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT, PARK AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT,
SIGNED BY B8ARRY KELLEHER, DATED JANUARY 26, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment PRD22:
Please refer to responses to comments PRD10 and PRD21.

Response to Comment PRD23:

The EIR identifies potential mitigation sites; however, it is acknowledged that in some
instances, certain sites identified may e constrained by other regulatory aspects. EIR
text page 4.6-31 has been modified as follows:

Another ‘Key Site' identified in the San Diego River Park Master Plan that
can be incorporated into mitigation for redevelopment impacts are the
Disturbed Habitats in, and adjacent to, Superior Mine {'O5')(Figure 4.6-3).
Opportunities include acquiring habitat for enhancement and/or
protection or removal of non-native, invasive species within native
habitats._Site OS5 is located within city-owned open space and therefore
any removal or plantings would need to be reviewed by Open Space
Division staff. These areas are within the MHPA.




TCC1

TCC2

TCC3

Grantville Redevelopment Project
Comments on the Draft Environmental impact Report (DEIR), Vol. 1
Provided by the Tierrasanta Community Councit
14 February 2005

Topic: Environmental Setting, Areas of the Project within Tierrasanta

§2.3.3.2 (pg2-6):  The DEIR states the portion of the Tierrasanta Community within the Project
Area is the sand and gravel quarry.

Comment: This is not the only part that lies within Tierrasanta and the Final EIR should reflect the
other areas as well. As shown in Figure 3-3 (page 3-3) and elsewhere, there are two other sections of
the Project Area that lie within Tierrasanta:

e A small triangular section in the heart of Admiral Baker located at the NW edge of Subarea B and
lying about 315° from the center of Subarea C

e A small parallelogram section in Admiral Baker just north of Friars Rd at the NW edge of Subarea
A and due west from the center of Subarea C.

§4.12.1.1 (pg 4.12-2): This error is repeated in subpara C, “Community Plan Areas”.

Topic: Project Description, Size of the Project Area within Tierrasanta

§3.1 (pg 3-1): The Project Area is listed as being 970 acres in size.

§3.2 (pg 3-4): The Project Area is described as being 18% within in the Tierrasanta
Community Plan area. This suggests 175 acres of the Project Area are within
Tierrasania.

§3.6.2 (pg 3-14): About 130 acres of the sand and gravel quarry site are said to fall within the
jurisdiction of Tierrasanta, and it is clear that all quarry land in Tierrasanta was
included in the Project Area.

Fig 4.1-1 {pg 4.1-5): The figure shows the vast majority of the northern end of Subarea B in the
Tierrasanta area to be quarry related, but there are two other areas near the
terminus of Tierrasanta Blvd shown as: parks (open space) and undeveloped
(vacant), both of which include sections of the San Diego River.

Comment: The discrepancy between 130 acres and 175 acres does not seem to be explained by these
two small parcels where the river flows. Request these figures be verified for the Final EIR.

Topic: Project Description, Tierrasanta Community Plan
§3.6.2.1 (pg3-14): The two bulleted items are inexact quotes fivn the Tierrasanta Community Plan.

Comment: The wording of these builets should be identical to that of the referenced Community Plan.
The first bullet is close but not quite a compléte represcntation of paragraph 9 on page 56 of the
Tierrasanta Community Plan. The second bullet is missing the second sentence of paragraph 2 on page
55 of the Tierrasanta Community Plan, which reads: “Clustered development should then be used to
avoid development impacts on the designated open space.”

Enclosure (1) Tierrasanta Community Council Page 10of5
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005

Response to Comment TCC1:

The commentor is correct. The Project Area includes four separate areas that are part
of the Tierrasanta Community Plan. The EIR figures correctly depict the boundary of
the Project Area in the context of the Tierrasanta Community Pian. The total
Tierrasanta Community Plan portion of the Project Area is approximately 98 acres. EIR
text on pages 2-6, 3-4, 3-14 and 4.12-2 of the EIR have been modified as follows:

EIR page 2-é:

The majority of the Redevelopment Project Area, approximately 8882
percent, is located within the Navajo Community Plan Area.

Approximately _11 38—percent of the Redevelopment Project Area is
located within the Tierrasanta Community Plan Area. The main portion of
the Tierrasanta Community within the Project Area is designated as sand
and gravel (approximately 82.80 acres) and open space_{approximately
6.43 acres). __There are two other smaller portions of the Project Area
located within the Tierrgsanta Community. These consist of a small
friangular section {approximately 2.68 acres) locaied within Admiral Baker
within Subarea B and a linear sirip {approximately 6.02 acres) located
within Admiral Baker within Subarea A. These_iwo pieces are both
designated as commercial recreation.

EIR page 3-4:
The proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project lies within the boundaries
of three such community plans; the Navajo Community {8882%), the
Tierrasanta Community (1148%). and the College Area Community Plans
(less than 1%).

EIR page 3-14:

Please refer to response to comment TCCS5.

EIR page 4.12-2:

The Project Area includes the Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area Community
Plan areas. Only a very small portion of the Project Area lies within the Coliege

Area Community Plan areas and the portions of the Project Area located within
Tierrasanta is-are designated as sand and grave!l, and open space.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment TCC2:
Please refer to response to commeni TCCI.

Response to Comment TCC3:
EIR page 3-14 has been modified to reflect the exact language as provided in the
Tierrasanta Community Plan as follows:

. Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated area
should be rehabilitiated and a pathway 1o Mission Trails park be-provided.
Any other use of the property beyond open space uses will require an
amendment to the-this plan. {(page 56

D Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the City
should be allowed to apply the adjacent residential density for
development purposes._ Clustered development should then be used 1o
avoid development impacts on the designated open space. {page 55)




TCC4

ICC5

Topic: Project Description, Development Potential (Industrial Development)

§3.3.3 (pg 3-8): “It is estimated that .. industrial development would be increased by 6,145,342
square feet”
§3.4.1 (pg-3-10): Stated objective: “encouraging the development of manufacturing enterprises.”

Comment: Per Table 3-1 (pg 3-9), this is a quadrupling of industrial development from what exists
today. Such development clearly would result in significant, unavoidable impacts in Transportation &
Circulation and Air Quality (long-tciin), as is predicted in the DEIR, but contrary to the DEIR there is
no predicted significant and unavoidable long-term impact to Noise.

It seems extremely likely there also will be significant and unavoidable Noise impact to the community
of Tierrasanta. This probably is not predicted in the DEIR because nowhere in the document is there
mention of the atmospheric anomaly that typically occurs in the morning hours when the air is cool
and still: a form of sound ducting commonly exists ihat carries noises from the south side of Admiral
Baker all the way to Tierrasanta {example: backing bells on cement mixers). The mitigations proposed
in §4.4.5 (pg 4.4-15) will need to address this phenomenon as the added 6 million square feet of light
industry adds to what exists today.

Topic: Land Use, Stated Goals of the Tierrasanta Community Plan (1982)

§4.1.1.3 (pg4.1-8): Subpara B says “Goals applicable to the proposed project are described in
Section 2.3 and Section 3.6 of this EIR.”

Comment: Not all goals applicable to the proposed project are described in the referenced sections.
The Tierrasania Community Plan is full of goals and recommendations on the future development of
Tierrasanta, but Section 3.6 of the DEIR only includes two such goals and Section 2.3 of the DEIR
includes none (but §4.14.1.2, Subpara C on pg 4.14-4 quotes three goals related to the mine operation).
Appearing below are a few more of the goals that pertain are (listed references are to the Tierrasanta
Community Plan document):

e Paragraph | on page 48: “With the exception of sand and gravel extraction, only park related uses
should be allowed within the adopted regional park boundaries.”

o Paragraph 2 on page 48: “Future urban land use for all areas that abut the park should be sensitive
to it, as proposed within the Urban Design Element of this plan.” (Mentioned in §4.10.1.1 and
§4.10.5.)

e Goal on page 54: “Establish an open space system which protects the natural resources, provides
for the managed production of resources, provides outdoor recreation and enhances the identity and
character of the community.”

e Paragraph 6 on page 55: “Landscaped transition areas should be established between the developed
urban areas and the open space system, along traffic corridors, and at canyon overlooks, where
considered appropriate.”

e Goal on page 61: “Ta create a functional, affordabie, efficient and diverse suburban environment
which is esthetically pleasing and sensitive to the natural environment.”

» Goal vn page 62: “To protect the assets of Mission Trails Regional Park from degradation by
surrounding development.” (Mentioned in §4.10.1.1 on pg 4.10-3).

e Bulleted objective on page 90: “To minimize disrption to the community and its neighborhoods
by through trattic.”
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (coni.d)

Response to Comment TCC4:

Comment noted. The EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potentfial noise
impacts, including potential stationary noise associated with industrial-related uses
{see EIR pages 4.4-7 through 4.4-11, and 4.4-14). Miligation Measure N2 is proposed so
that the noise compatibility of redevelopment activities will be addressed on a case-
by-case basis as specific redevelopment activities are proposed. Additionally, afi
redevelopment activities are required to comply with City of San Diego sound level
limits as identified in Table 4.4-1 of the EIR. Compliance with Mitigation Measure N2
and City sound level limits would ensure no significant noise impact as a result of future
redevelopment activities.

Response to Comment TCCS:
EIR page 3-14 has been modified to reflect the additional goals suggested by the

commentor as follows:

3.6.2 The Tierrasanta Community Plan

ef-iThe Tierrasanta Community Plan;-whkich was adopted in 1982._There are
three non-contiguous areas located within the Project Area that are part of the
Tierrasanta Community Plan. These include the sand and gravel processing
areq, and two smaller pieces that are part of the Admiral Baker Golf Course and
are designated as open space. The sand and gravel processing area is isolated
from the Tierrasanta community at its southeastern corner and has been
designated as Open Space with a sub-designation of sand and gravel cpen
space-by the Tierasanta Community Plan. The following identifies goals and
recommendations related to future development in Tierasanta:

3.6.2.1 Open Space

« Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavaied area
should be rehabilitiated and a pathway to Mission Trails be provided. Any
other use of the properlty beyond open space uses will require an
amendment to the plan.

*+ Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the City
should be allowed to apply the adjacent residential density for
development purposes.

. With the exception of sand and gravel extraction, only park related uses
should be dllowed within the adopted regional park boundaries.

. Future urban land use for all areas that gbut ithe park should be sensitive to
it, as proposed within the Urban Desian Element of this plan.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment TCCS5 (cont.d):

Establish an open space system which protects the natural resources

provides for the managed production of resources, provides outdoor
recreation and enhances the identity and character of the community.

Landscaped transition areas should be established between the

developed urban areds and the open space system, along traffic corridors,
and at canyon overlocks, where considered appropriate.

To create a functional, affordable, efficient and diverse suburban

environmental which is esthetically pleasing and sensitive to the natural
environment.

To protect the assets of Mission Trails Regional Park from degradation by

surrounding development.

To minimize disruption to the community and its neighborhoods by through

iraffic.



TCCé

TCC7

Topic: Transportation/Circulation, Traffic Measurements & Predictions at Mission Gorge Road
Fig 4.2-2 (pg 4.2-5): '

Fig 4.2-3 (pg 4.2-6):

Fig 4.2-4 (pg 4.2-10):

Comments:

L.

‘I'he orientation of the 4-quadrant trip-assignment circle at Jackson and Mission Gorge is correctly
oriented in Fig 4.2-4, but appears to be 90° off in Fig 4.2-2 and Fig 4.2-3 (these need to be rotated
clockwise a quarter turn). This presumes Mission Gorge is deemed East-West and Jackson is
deemed North-South.

Given the above correction, what is the explanation in Fig 4.2-2 for 39 cars turning left from
Mission Gorge eastbound? This seems unlikely since zero cars originate from Jackson heading
southbound, an assessment derived from the fact there is no road segment heading southbound
from Mission Trails Regional Park at Mission Gorge and Jackson.

Given the above correction, the same reasoning applies o Fig 4.2-3. What is the explanation for
the following described traffic patterns given there is no road segment of Jackson north of Mission
Gorge:

® 32 cars turning left from Mission Gorge eastbound,

e 2 cars lming right from Mission Gorge westbound,

« 2 cars continuing straight through (northbound) from Jackson, or

o 4 cars heading south on Jackson (2 straight through, one turning left and one turning right)?

Figure 4.2-4 appears to correctly show meaningful data at the intersection of Mission Gorge and
Jackson: that zero cars will travel northbound from Mission Gorge at this intersection, and none
will emerge heading southbound from the north at this intersection, because there is no road
segment to turn into or emerge from.

Similar concerns apply to Fig 8-3 (pg 8-17) and Fig 8-4 (pg 8-18).

Topic: Transportation/Circulation, Traffic Measurements & Predictions at Mission Gorge Road

Fig 4.2-2 (pg 4.2-5):
Fig 4.2-3 (pg 4.2-6):
Fig 4.2-4 (pg 4.2-10):

Fig 4.2-6 (pg 4.2-16):
Fig4.2-7 (pg 4.2-17): 1.
Fig 4.2-8 (pg 4.2-18):
Fig 4.2-9 (pg 4.2-19):

Comment: Though orientations are correct (and identical) in the figures listed
to the lefi, the data in the 4-quadrant trip-assignment circles at Princess View
& Mission Gorge is questioned. The northward extension of this intersection
appears to enter into a quarry operation, so it is assumed this traffic is most
likely trucks related to the mining operations. Why then do Figures 2 and 3
show traffic north of the intersection but Figure 4 shows no such traffic?

Comments:

The orientations of the 4-quadrant trip-assignment circles at Jackson and
Mission Gorge are uncertain in light of the discussion above.

2. What is the explanation for traffic tuming/heading northbound from
Mission Gorge at Jackson, and what is the explanation for traffic heading
southbound here? (continued)

Enclosure (1)
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment TCCé:

#1.

#2.

#3.

#4.

The orientation of the existing turning movement figures (Figures 4.2-2 and 4.2-3) is
incorrect; however the analysis is correct.

EIR Figures 4.2-2 and 4.2-3 have been revised to depict the correct orientation.

Existing traffic counts at this location were conducted manually for the traffic
analysis. The left turns at this location could either be left-turns into a small parking
lot for Mission Trails park, or, more likely, U-turns,

The north leg of this intersection is a popular parking spot for people using Mission
Trails Regional Park. It is not surprising that the turning movement counts show
vehicles entering and exiting this location.

The "Peak Hour Trip Assignment” graphics correctly display the project vehicles
moving east and west along Mission Gorge Road. There are no trips entering or
exiting the north leg of the intersection because there is no redevelopment on the
north leg of the intersection; however, there is a small segment of road that dead-
ends where people park to access Mission Trails Regional Park.

Comment noted and responded to in tems #1-3. The northbound and
southbound turning movements in the AM peak hour General Plan Cpportunities
Area were also switched in the graphic. However, the analysis is correct.

Response to Comment TCC7:

#1.

#2.

#3.

As stated in response to comment TCCé, the orientation of the volumes at
Jackson Drive and Mission Gorge Road should be rotated 90 degrees clockwise.

As stated in response to comment TCCé, the orientation of the volumes at
Jackson Drive and Mission Gorge Road should be rotated 90 degrees clockwise.
The northbound fraffic at this location is heading in an easterly direction on
Mission Gorge Road.

While the daily trips entering and exiting a project typically match (using trip
generation tables}, the AM and PM peak hour entering and existing volumes do
not necessarily equal one another.



TCC7
{cont'd.)

TCC8

TCCY

TCC10

3. Why do the number of vehicles entering the quarry operation at Princess
View in each of these figures not equal the number of vehicles exiting this
quarry operation? .

Topic: Map Depictions, Connection of Tierrasanta Roads to Mission Gorge Road and
Jackson Drive

§4.235 (pg42-11): Comment: The DEIR, § 4.2.3.5, accurately reflects Tierrasanta’s intention

Fig 4.4-1 (pg 4.4-6): not to connect existing roads across the San Diego River or into Mission_
Trails Regional Park (final paragraph in “Planned Improvements™), and it

Fig 4.4-2 (pg4.4-8):  comectly states that such connections are not included in the analysis.

Fig 4.4-3 (pg 4.4-12): Unfortunately, the several figures listed to the left all show some of the
proscribed road connections. these drawings should be corrected to more

Fig 4.8-1 (pg 4.8-3): accurately reflect the DEIR’s statement made in § 4.2.3.5.

Fig4.11-2 (pg 4.11-4):

Fig 8-1 (pg 8-11):

Topic: Air Quality, Aluminum as an additional Quarry-Related Air Pollutant

Table 4.3-3 (pg 4.3-7): Aluminum is not listed as an air pollutant although this is known to exist
around the quarry.

Comment: The Final EIR should include airborne Aluminum dust as a relevant health concern
resulting from quarry operations.

Topic: Air Quality, Mitigation Measures for construction-related impacts to Air Quality

Table 4.3-5 (pg 4.3-11): Projected long-term air poilutant emissions, where levels of CO (carbon
monoxide), ROG (reactive organic gases), NOx (nitrogen dioxide) and PM,g
(fine particulate matter) are projected to exceed the existing “significance
threshold” values for these pollutants.

§4.3.5(pg43-14):

Comment: Table 4.3-5 predicts levels of CO will exceed the listed significance threshold by 800%,
and it predicts levels of PMo will exceed the significance threshold by 1,100%. Thresholds of other
pollutants are predicted to only exceeded their significance thresholds by 200% to 300%. The DEIR
lists in §4.3.5 a variety of mitigation measures, including: applying water to control dust, properly
maintaining diesel-powered vehicles, washing off trucks leaving construction sites, replacing ground
cover, speed limits on dirt roads, and the like. These are good, but the adjoining resident must know
how to voice a concern when it appears the mitigations are being ignored (who to complain to when
these measures are taken with undue reluctance). The Final EIR should provide guidance on how the
public can compel the required actions by developers shiouid the promised mitigations fail to be
followed.

List of mitigation measures to control short-term impact on air quality.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response o Comment TCCB8:

Comment noted. The maps utilized in the EIR are provided by SANGIS. As indicated
by the commentor, the EIR does not assume that roadways would connect (e.g.,
Princess View) to cross the river into the Tierrasanta Community. Specifically, none of
the figures in the traffic analysis show road connections at Tierrasanta/Princess View,
Santo Road, or Jackson Drive. Furthermore, the traffic analysis does not assume any of
these roadway connections.

EIR figures 4.4-1, 4.4-2, 4.4-3, 4.8-1, 4.11-2, and 8-1 have been modified in response to
this comment to delete the appearance of these roadway connections.

Response to Comment TCC?:
EIR page 4.3-2 has been modified as follows:

Aluminum emissions

According to the San Diego Air Pollution Conirol District (APCD), the existing
sand and gravel operation located within the Project Area generates aluminum
emissions. An emissions inventory (calculation) is complieted for each facility
once every four years. According to the APCD, Superior Ready Mix {Canyon
Rock) emitted 1,557 pounds of aluminum in 2001 (the last year that emissions
were calculated for this facility). Emissions from this facility will be calculated
again at the end of 2005. The emissions are calculated by identifying the
tonnage of concrete (or gravel, etc.) produced the previous year and then
calculating the emissions based on an emissions factor (from EPA, ARB, etc.). No
actual monitoring is conducted because it would not be accuraie for ihe site as
it would include surrounding emiissions (diesel, efc.). The toxics inveniory has no
limiting mechanism unless there is a significant health risk associated with it.
OEHHA does not have a limiting mechanism for atuminum. So, regardless of the
amount of aluminum emitted by this facility per year, APCD would not consider
it to be significant. According to APCD, aluminum emissions, in and of itself, is
not a considered the significant health risk for this facility; however, other
emissions {dust, diesel} are considered a hazard from this facility.

Response to Comment TCC10:

Table 4.3-5 depicts long-term air pollutant emissions associated with the generation of
traffic and non-point sources for the generation of energy. Short-term air quality
emissions as a result of construction activities will be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis as specific redevelopment activilies are proposed. EIR Mitigation Measure AQ1



RTC-46

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment TCC10 (cont.d):

requires the implementation of measures to control dust during construction
operations. Mitigation Measure AQ1 will be included in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP) adopted by the City. The MMRP will ensure compliance
with the proposed mitigation measures, and is also availabie to the public for review.
Also, an MMRP will be require for all future redevelopment activities requiring short-
term air quality mitigation.



TCC11

TCC12

TCC13

Topic: Hazards & Hazardous Materials, Use of acronyms

Pg ES-13: Uses the terms “UST” and “DEH” without explanation.
§4.8.1.3(pg4.8-1). Spells out both terms.

Gilossary, § 10: Spells out DEH but not UST.

Comment: The acronyms UST and DEH are used in the Executive Summary but these are not
explained. The Glossary is not uniformly complete. One must read §4.8 to learn the meaning of UST.

Topic: Aesthetics, Light and Glare produced by industrial Development
§4.10.1.2 (pg 4.10-3):  “substantial light and glare is produced by ... vacant land and open space”(?)

§4.10.3.2 (pg 4.10-4):  “The impact associated with an increase in light and glare is considered less
than significant.”

Comment: The earlier mention of an additional 6 million square feet of industrial development
suggests the DEIR’s conclusion (above) is flawed. The development of “vacant land and open space”
into industrial development should be revisited in the Final EIR in terms of the impact of light and
glare to the neighboring communities of southern Tierrasanta (and northern Allied Gardens).

Topic: Miscellaneous {leftovers from the Scoping Comments)

The following were provided as scoping commenis that do not appear to have been addressed. The
Final EIR should provide the missing answers:

Land Use: The DEIR should explain the relationship between this Grantville “Program DEIR” and a
subsequent project-specific DEIR that encompasses part of the Grantville project area? Will a project-
specific DEIR be standalone, or will it be beholden to what’s contained in the Grantville Program
DEIR? If they in fact are interrelated, then which will have seniority?

Land Use: The DEIR should explain the height restrictions that apply to property within the
redevelopment area and thus to building construction that may occur on this land.

Caltural Resources: The DEIR will require a confidential appendix (not released 1o the public) to
address certain historic cultural resources that lie within the Grantville arca and along the 8.D. River.

Biological Resources: The DEIR should explain how existing bedies of water will (or will not) be
protected by this project once they are included within the Grantvilie area boundary. Specifically, the
two “settling ponds” along the San Dicgo River and suuth of Admiral Baker, created as a part of the
Rock Quarry and resulting from gravel/sand/rock excavation, most iikely support certain biologic
needs for native species. I is not clear whether the DEIR will serve either to maintain these ponds or to
ensure such ponds even will exist into the future.

Aesthetics: The DEIR should explain how and whether residents of Tierrasanta (particularly those to
the south, with a vicw of the Grantville area) will be able to have input to project-specitic develop-
ments that are wholly within the Navajo planning arca. As above in “Noise,” development in Navajo
along the southern boundary of Tierrasanta, will have direct impact to Tierrasantans with a clear view
vt the Grantville project.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (coni.d)

Response to Comment TCC11:

The term “"UST" refers to Underground Storage Tank and the term “"DEH" refers io
Department of Environmental Health. EIR pages ES-13, 4.8-13 and 10-2 have been
modified to define these acronyms as follows:

EIR page ES-13 and page 4.8-13 [Mitigation Measures HM2 and HM3):

HM2 Any underground storage tanks {USTs] that are removed during
redevelopment activities shall be removed under permii by the
Department of Environmental Health (DEH). The soil and groundwater
within the vicinity of the USTs shall be adequately characterized and
remediated, if necessary, to a standard that would be protective of water
quality and human health, based on the future site use.

HM3 In the event that not previously identified underground siorage tanks
{USTs} or undocumented areas of contamination are encountered during
redevelopment activities, work shall be discontinued until appropriate
health and safety procedures are implemented. A contingency plan shall
be prepared to address contractor procedures for such an event, o
minimize potential for costly construction delays. In addition, either
Department of Environmental Health (DEH) or the Regional Water Quality
Control Board {RWQCB), depending on the nature of the contamination,
shall be notified regarding the contaminaticn. Each agency and
program within the respective agency has its own mechanism for initiating
an investigation. The appropriate program shall be selecied based on
the nature of the contamination identified. The contamination
remediation and removal actlivities shall be conducted in accordance
with pertinent local, state, and federal regulatory guideiines, under the
oversight of the appropriate regulatory agency.

EIR page 10-2 (Glossary):

UST  Underground Storage Tank

Response to Comment TCC12:

EIR page 4.10-3 recognizes that there are existing sources of nighttime light and glare
in the Project Area which is produced by existing developmeni. Any new
development would need to comply with City of San Diego Ordinance 0-86-5 and
Municipal Code Sections 142.0730 and 142.0740 regulaiing light and glare.
Additionally, as noted in response to comment DFG7, development adjacent to the
San Diego River would need to incorporate measures 1o minimize edge effects to the
San Diego River corridor, including lighting. Any new development, including industrial
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment TCC12 (cont.d):

development would be evaluated by the City for potential light and glare impacts as
part of development and environmental review. Additionally, fulure development
projects would be evaluated for consistency with River Park Master Plan, when
adopted by the City.

Response to Comment TCC13:

Land Use. EIR page 1-2 describes the CEQA Guideline requirements for preparation of
a Program EIR for the adoption of a redevelopment project area. ER page 3-15 -
Section 3.7 Intended Uses of the EIR, describes the various actions that may be
covered by the Program EIR, subject to review under criteria as described in CEQA
Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163.

As stated on EIR page 1-2:

This document has been prepared as a Program EIR in accordance with Section
15168(a}{3) of the State CEQA Guidelines. Preparation of a Program EIR for this
project is appropriate in light of Section 15180 of the CEQA Guidelines related to
Redevelopment Projects. Section 15180 of the CEQA Guidelines states:

{a) All public and private activities or undertakings pursuant to or in furtherance
of aredevelopment plan constitute a single project, which shali be deemed
approved at the time of adoption of the redevelopment plan by the
legislative body. The EIR in connection with the redevelopment plan shall be
submitted in accordance with Section 33352 of the Health and Safety Code.

{b) An EIR on a redevelopment plan shall be treated as a program EIR with no
subsequent EIRs required for individual components of the redevelopment
plan unless a subsequent EIR or a supplement to an EIR would be required by
Section 15162 or 15163.

The Program EIR addresses the potential environmental impacts associated with the
adopted of the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project Area. Similar to Program
EIR's that are prepared for the adoption of Community Plans, the Grantville Program
EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potential impacts associated with
redevelopment of the Project Area; however, no specific redevelopment project is
proposed. All future redevelopment activities will need 10 be evaluated for
compliance with the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act.
Depending on the size, nature, and scope of redevelopment activities, future CEQA
documentation may consist of an exemption, a Negative Declaration or Mitigated
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment TCC13 (cont.d):

Negative Declaration, a Secondary Study (pursuant to the Procedures for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act and State CEQA
Guidelines, July 1990), an Addendum, Subsequent or Supplemental EIR. A Subsequent
or Supplement to an EIR would be required under Section 15162 or 15163.

Land Use. The current height restrictions according to existing zoning in the Project
Area are as follows:

Ione Maximum Structure
Height
IL-2-1 None
1L-3-1 None
CC-1-3 45 ft
CC-4-2 60 ft
AR-1-1 30 fi
AR-1-2 30 ft
RM-3-7 40 f
CO-1-2 40 ft
CV-1-1 40 ft

Cultural Resources. A confidential appendix to the cultural resources report has been
prepared and is on file with the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency. The
confidential appendix is not provided to the public in order to protect cultural
resources, as locations of sensitive cultural resource sites within one mile of the Project
Area are depicted.

Biological Resources. The EIR identifies mitigation measures (see Mitigation Measures
BR 1 through BR 8) that places certain protections on biological resources within the
Project Area. Both ponds referenced by the commentor are located within areas
designated as Open Space according to the existing Navajo Community Plan
designation. No additional development was assumed for these areas as part of the
development assumptions analyzed in the EIR, which is consistent with the intent of the
Open Space designation of the Navajo Community Plan.

Additionally, as discussed in Section 4.6 Biological Resources, the setiling ponds are
mapped as Open Water and are surrounded by sensitive wetland habitats of riparian
forest and southern willow scrub. These ponds, and land immediately surrounding, are
located within the City of San Diego MSCP MHPA, and are subject to City of San Diego
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM THE TIERRASANTA COMMUNITY
COUNCIL, DATED FEBRUARY 14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment TCC13 (cont.d):

MSCP regulations, and potentially U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Depaitment of Fish
and Game and Regional Waler Quality Controt Board regulation depending on the
type of activity proposed.

Aesthetics, Any future discretionary actions within the Project Area are subject to the
public notification requirements pursuant to Section 112.0501-112.0509 of the San
Diego Municipal Code. Additionally, future subsequent redevelopment activities wilt
be evaluated by the appropriate community planning group where public input and
comment is invited.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 1%, 2005

Response to Comment DD1:
Please refer to responses o comments DD2 through DD13.
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Executive Summory

Project Description

The proposed project is the adoption and subsequent implementation of the Grantville Redevelopment
Project, located in porlions of the Navajo, Tierrasania, and Coliege Area Community Planning Areas of the
City of San Disgo. The primory discrelionary action associated with the proposed project is the adoption of
ihe Grantville Redevelopment Frojeci Area by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego. The
Redevelupment Agency proposes the esiablishment of ihe Grantville Redevelopment Project Area os a
catalyst fo reverse the physical and eccenomic blight in the Project Area. A variety of redevelopment
activities will be implemented subsequent 1o the adoption of ihe Redevelopment Project Area in order to
achieve the objectives of ihe project. These aclivities will include, bui 1ot be limited 1o, the acquisilion of
land or building sites, improvement of tand and building sites, relabiitation of siructures, improving public
faciiities and Infiastruciure, exponding employment oppartunities, exponding recreotional opportunities in
the Project Arew. and providing other public impiovements and londscaping.

The Grantville Redevelopmeni Project wilk De implementcd in accordance with the Caiifornio Community
Redeveloprient Law {CCRL), Health ond Safety Code Section 33000 et. seq. Approval of the projeci will
implenent a plan, with subsequent redevelopment, and private and public #Hnprovemenis within the
Redevelopriivnt Project Area encompassing approximately 970 ucies of land.

Redevelopment is defined pursuoni to Section 33020 of the CCRL as “ihe planning, development.
replanning, redesigi, cleurance. reconstruclion, or rehabilitalion o any combination of these, of aif ar port
of o survey area, and the provision of those residential, commercial, industriol, public, or other structures or
spaces as may be appropiiole o necessary i the inferest of the general weliare, including recreational
and olher facilities irlgi,fJemol or appuilenont 1o them.” Redevelopment also includes the aciivities
described in Seclior}}lo?l of the CCRL which comprise the following:

a} " Alteration, improvement, modesnization, reconsiruction or rehobilifation, or any combinaiion

of these. of exisling stiuciures in @ Project Area;

; D) Frovision of oper space and public or privute recreation areas; and,

c) Replanning or redesign or developient of undeveloped areas in which either of the following

conditions exist;

DD2 1} he wreos ore stognant or impropesly ulilized becouse of defeclive or inadequaie street
tayoul. faulty fot layuut in relation o sice. shape. occessibility or usetuiness, or for other

couses; of
2} the area requires 1eplanning and jund assembly tor development in the interest of the
general welfare because of widely scattered ownership, tax delinguency or other reasons.
. “hap Sl . L . P ) ) b o~
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD2: A
This section of the EIR quoles language directly from CCRL. The law in other ploces
addresses public improvements including roadways and infrastructure. Specifically,

Section 33030C defines blight as including:’

“A blighting area also may be one that contains the conditions Qescribed in
subdivision {b) and is, in addition, characterized by the existence of inadequate
public improvements, parking facilities, or utilities.”

Further provisions under Section 33445 allow the agency fo construct public
infrastructure improvements, subject to certain findings:

“(a) Notwithstanding Section 33440, an agency may. with the consent of the
legislative body, pay all or a part of the value of the land for and the cost of the
installation and construction of any building, facility, strucTure,‘ or other
improvement which is publicly owned either within or without the project area,

1

Flooding, in and of itself, is not a criteria for blight. Howev_er, flooding issues may
indirectly lead fo blight conditions. Flooding and inadequate infrastructure degrea}ses
incentives for investment in properties, which in turn, contribute fo overall blighting

conditions.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
Please refer to EIR page 4.2-21 which provides a description of the improvements
identified in the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans. Proposed mitigation would

¥00T ‘€1 J/aquiadaq

include both widening Mission Gorge Road as well as improving existing é-lane
segments of Mission Gorge Road so that the facility operates as a é-lane major
As stated on EIR page 4.2-2, the segment of Mission Gorge Road between Friars Road
and Mission Gorge Road is classified as a é-lane primary arterial transiticning to a 6-
lane major roadway. This includes the segment between Fairmont Avenue and Zion
Road. No further improvement is recommended for this specific segment as it current
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Execulive Summary

Impact(s) i Recommended Mitigation Measure(s)

Section’d.9-- Paleontological Resources (cantdy) =i -

4, Final Results Report
c. Prior tc the releose of the grading bond, two copies of the Finol Results Repon
|ever. ii negotive), which describes the results. anolysis, and conclusions of the
aoove Faieontological Monitoring Program {with appropriote graphics) shall be
submittec 1o MMC for opprovol by the ADD of LDR,
L MMC shall nofify the RE or Bl, os oppropriate. of receipt of the Finol Results f
Repori {

Sectian 4,10 -.Aesthelics, i Bt
Fulure recevelopment activities within the Project Arec may | Al
resuli in significont aesthetic impacis.

At redevelopment activiiies proceed within the Project Area. eoch individual Less Than

b deveiopment proposal shall be reviewed by the Agency ond City to comply with Significant

i the development standords of the City of San Diego Lond Development! Code and

\ the odopiec design guidelines of the Community Pians. Specific redevelopment

projects shall incorporale appropriaie design detoils and principals consisient with

the Navojo and Tierasonta Community Plans, including:

«  The reor elevotions of buildings which foce the Son Diego River or ore visible
from the street should be os well-detaited and visually interesting as the front
elevations;

+  Buildings devetoped adjacent to the river should be se! bock from the river to
avoic glare and shoding impacts to the habitat:

» Improve the appearance of the existing strip cammerciol development on
Mission Gorge Rood between Interstate & anc Zion Avenue by reducing signs.
improving landscaping and architectural design, providing consisten: ouilding
setbocks ond providing odequate off-sireei parking:

+  Site design should provide adequote visua: bulfers surrounding uses, such as
with the use of landscaping or grade separotion;

. Develop commerclal areas which hove aesirably distinctive qualities in their
design, oppearonce anc operaiion;

) n
S//Q[MM T/(//-(//I/WM +  Ensure that industrial appearance ond eflects of industriat uses are compatiole

0{ ,41 7 with the character of the surrounding resigential and coammercial oreas and the
DD4 AW!& . — sensitive resources of the San Diego River:
e — Development along Mission Gorge Road shall comply with the regulations
included in the Community Plan implementation Overioy Zone [CPIOZ); and.
. future developmeni of areas within the Tierrasanta Cammunity thot abut the
Missian Triols Regional Park shoulc be sensitive to it. os proposed within the |
i Urbar: Design Element of the Tierrasonta Community Plan. !

Gronivilie Redevelopment Project ES-18 December 13, 2004
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-— nental Seiling
rgical resources sensifivity. The Friars Formation has a high resources sensitivity and the Santiogo
anics, within the Project Area, has @ marginal resource sensitivily.

2.2.1v Aesthetics

portions of Project Area have public views to the relatively najural landscape of the San Diego River and
Mission Trails Regional Park to the north and noriheast. However, a majority of the Project Area is urban

and characierized by older development ana blighted conditions.

2211 Water Quality/Hydrology

The San Diego River is the primary hydrologic feature within the Projeci Area. The San Diego River bisecls
the norihwestern portion of Subarea B and generally forms ithe weslern boundary of the Project Area as it
flows from the southwest through the Navajo Conununity into Mission Valley. The San Diego River originates
in the mountains northwest of the historic tbwn of Julian and runs southwestward through an
unincorporated, largely uninhabited areo of San Diego County before entering El Capitan Reservoir.
Dowrstream of El Cupitun Reservolr, the iiver flows wesiward through the Cities of Santee and San Diego
and past Famosa Siough to the San Diego River Estuary. Ths iiver dischiarges into the Focific Ocean just
south of the jeliiea enirance of Mission Bay i e cormmunily of Ocean Beach. The maijority of the runoff
from Ihe Project Area flows inlo ihe San Diego River. Alvarado Cunyen Creek raverses the southem
portien of ihe Projec! Area. and is a fributary fo the San Diego River.

2.2.12 Population/Housing
There are no residentiol units localed within 1he Project Area, alihough the avajo and lierrasonta
Community Plan oreas are compiised piimnarily of residential land uses.  The redevelopment area

encompasses primarily non-residential uses.

2213 Public Services
mMuch of ihe infrastructure in the Redevelopmeni Pioject Area is deficient and in need of improvement.
Transporiation and tlood conirol infrastruciure are ihe miust notable deficiencies with respect 1o public
seivices ond ulililies in Ihe Pioject Area
/S TH A 7
2.2.14 Mineral Resources

A 200-acre poilion of u sand and gravel processing facility is loculed within Subaiea B in the noithern

Y

pution of the Project Area. |he facilily operates on balh sides of the San Diego River and cornpiises a tolal

ot 250 acres.

2.3 Planning Context

As a basis for ihe redevelopment of the project, the project will be consisient with the City of San Diego
Progress Guide and General Plon. community plans, ond ihe Land Development Code {Zoning Ordinance)
ui ihe Cily of San Diego. ws umended from fime fo time, and all olher applicabie state and locol codes

and guidelines.

(e e(fj?gg)«? ¢ A5 STATED 25 Z4 ST
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD5:

EIR page 2-4 states that there are existing public service deficiencies in the Project
Areg including, most notably transportation and flood control infrastructure. These
deficiencies are discussed in further detail in Sections 4.2 Transportation/Circulation
and 4.11 Water Quality/Hydrology of the EIR. Mitigation Measure HD 1 addresses the
flood control deficiencies by requiring that, among others, an appropriate drainage
control plan that controls runoff and drainage in a manner acceptable to City
engineering standards for the specific project.

The Draft Redevelopment Plan and Five-Year Implementation Plan also recognize the
flooding issues in the Project Area and improvements to infrasiructure, including
fiooding facilities, are incorporated into the redevelopment plan goals as well as the
five-Yeor Implementation Plan. Redevelopment plan goals addiessing this issue
inciude, “Improve public infrastructure and undertake other public improvemenis in,
and of benefit fo, the Project Area including: preparation of a compreghensive Fublic
Facilities Financing Plan to address short and long term infrastructure improvements;
sform drain improvements (particularly to properties affected by the Alvarado Creek
and San Diego River) ... {Objective #3).
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Inadequate lot size;

Response to Comment DDé:

No. Health and Safety Code Section 33030(c) provides that a blighted area may also
include inadequate public improvements, parking facilities, or utilities. Health and
erse the physical and Safety Codes Section 33445 allows the Agency to pay alf or a portion of the costs

Buposes of the CCRUJHealih and Sofety associated with public infrastructure improvements that will benefit the Project Area

. Indusirial pollution; ond,

. Low lease rates.

The Agency proposes ihe Grantville Redevelopment Projeci gs @ caialyst lo rg

N

economic blight in the area. Redevelopment would achieve thé

Code Section 33000 ef. seq ) by: e ——— i and eliminate blighting conditions. However, improving safety in.the. Project Areq is
DD6 included as an objective of the Draft Redevelopment Plan (see Cbjective #2).

. Eliminating physical and econemic blighting conditions;

. Repiacement of obsolete and deieriorated public improvemenis and facilities: , i

. Rehabiliiation of industrial and comimercial stiuctures; @Wrr [[/(Z /,V[ZMO’F

. Planning. redesign, and devetopment of areas which are undeiilized; /7?;0}"/7 ¢ /‘ijzg/?/m,l( h

. Participation of awness and tenants in the revitalizatian of their properties; fﬂ j’dféjy * “

. Providing offardabie housing; E

. Restaration of waterways and reductian of urban runcff aiong ihe San Diege River; and, =

. Revilalization of commerciat and industrial disiricts. -

3.3.1 Redevelopment Project Actions

The Cranlville Redevelopnient Project will invalve a number af subsequent aclians over a 30-year time
peiiod to implement the Redevelopment Project. Redevelopment aclions undertoken by private

[

development inferests and public agencies within ihe Redevelopment Project Area may include:

a. Rehabilitating, allering, remodeling, improving, modernizing, clearing or reconstrucling buildings,

structures and improvements;

b. Rehabiliating, preserving, developing, or constructing affordoble housing in compliance with Stale
Law;

c. Providing the opporiunily for awners and tenants presently locoted in the Redevelopmeni Project
Aica to porticipate i 1edevelopment projecls and programs, and exlending preferences to

occupants to remoin or relocote within the Redeveiopmeni Projeci Areo;
d. Providing relocation assistance to displaced residential and nornresideniial occupants, if necessary;

e. Facilitating the development or redeveicprnent of land for purposes ond uses consistent with the
Redevelopment Plan;

f. Praviding incentives for property owners, lenanis, businesses. and residenis io participate in
improving conditions Itioughout the Redevelapimenl Project Area;

g Acquiing real pipeily by purchose, lease, gift, request, devise, or ony othert iawtul means, afier ihe
conduct of appropriale hearings;

Gronl - ille Redevelopmenl Project 28 December 13, 2004
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pter 3 - Projecl Description

//estmenfs, pioviding incentives for private investments. and assembling propeities suitable for new
wevelapment at cuirent standards. To fund the improvements needed fo revilalize, rehabilitate, and
attraci private devefopment to the Grantvile Redevelopmeni Project Area, the Agency will ufilize tax

increment financing.

3.4.1 Redevelopment Project Objectives

specific objectives for the Grantville Redevelopmeni Project include:

1. Eiminate and prevent the spread of blight ond deterioration, and redevelop ine proposed
redevelopineni Project Area in accordance with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General
Plan, applicable community plans, the Proposed Redevelopment Plan, and locol codes and

crdinances;

2. Enhonce economic growih within the Redevelapment Project Area by continuing ongoing efforis 1o

revilalize industial and commercial areas;

3. Improve the flow of troffic within the Redevelopment Project Area and otnerwise enhance the
quality of pedestrian and vehicular mobility, ond improve transporiolion facilties, which support the

vitolity, safely. and viability of ihe Redevelopment Project Areq;

4 Alleviate the shortage of parking wihile avoiding negotive impacis on residentia neighborhoods
resulling from the oversupply of parking by implemenling a coordinated and comprehiensive plan for
ihe propariionai distribution and proper configuration of parking spaces and facilities:

5. Expand employment opporlunilies willin lhe Redevelopmeni Project Area by encouragiig the
development of manufacturing enterprises and improving accessibility of employment cenlers within
DD7 and outside the Redevelupinent Project Area:

6 Improve pubiic infrastivciure and undeiioke olher public impravenients in, ond of benchl fo. The
//l/h/m Redevelopment Project Areq, such as undergrounding elechical distribution lines and felephone

K’gﬂ’n/ ines along mager sheels, widening, reducing or alherwise niudilyilig gxsling roodways of crealing
- m}.g Ldditional stisets for pioper pedestrian and/or vehicular circutahion;
.
[/L /. Expand recieational opportunities wilhin the Project Area:
8. Creule an ailiaclive ond pleasant erviroiunent within the Redevelopmeni Areo.
3.4.2 Projects and Programs
3421 Economic Development Programs

tcunomic developiment programs are needed o improve the Redevelopmeni Project Area's eccnomic
buse. These programs would faciiitate the revilalization of biighted properiies by using redevelopment
tools. Agency staff will pursue reuse, redevetopment, ond revitalization of nonconforming, vacant. or
underulilized properties throbgh marketing of the area and encouragement of privoie seclor invesiment.

Polennal projecis iiclude, bul ate rol imited 1o:

Cranlvile Redeveiopmenl Pigject 310 December 13, 2004
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD7:

Plegse refer 1o responses to comments DD2 and DD5. EIR page 3-10 identifies
objeci_lves of the proposed project. As a component of the Redevelopment Plan
odgptlon process, the Grantvilie Redevelopment Advisory Commitiee {GRAC), has
reviewed and refined these objectives (see Section 110, Project Objectives 2 and 3 of
the Redevelopment Plan). The objectives specifically address improving traffic flow
and public infrastructure including storm drain improvements (particularly to properﬂe;
affected by the Alvarado Creek and San Diego River}.

Redevelopment Project Objective 4 identified in the EIR, “Improve public infrastructure

" would address flooding deficiencies in the Project Area as well. The
Reqevelopmenf Agency recognizes the flooding deficiencies in the Project Area as a
major public iacility deficiency of the Project Area. Correcting the Alvarado Creek
flood control deficiencies are among the priorities identified in the Draft
Redevelopment Plan and have been included in the Five-Year Implementation Plan
{see response to comment DF2).



4.0-knviionmenial Analysis 4.2 ~ Tronsportatio wn

4.2 Transportation/Circulation

The following summarizes the findings of the Granlville Redevelopment Traffic iImpact Analysis (Kalz. ¢
8 Associaies, Novernber, 2004). The taffic study technicai report is provided in Volume il Appendix B oy
EIR.

421 Existing Conditions

4.2.1.1 Methodologies

The traffic analysis examines existing (Year 2004) and Horizon Year (Year 2030) fimeframes. Sireet system
operating conditions are lypically described in terms of “level of service.” tevel of service is o repori-card
scale used lo indicaie the quolity of traffic flow on roadway segmenis and at intersections. The Level of
service {LOS) ranges from LOS A [free flow, litlle congestion) fo LOS F {forced flow, exireme congestianj. A
more detoiled description of LOS is provided in the iraffic lechnical study {see Yolume ll, Appendix B of this
EIR}.

Roadway Segmenl Capacity Analysis. The Cily of San Diego has published daily traffic volume standards
tor roadways within its jurisdiciion. To determine existing service levels on siudy area roadway segments. a
camparison was made among the appropiiate average daily traffic thresholds for level of setvice, the daily
capucily of the study orea roadway segments, and the existing ond future volumes in the siudy area.

infersection Capacity Analysis. The analysis of peak hour intersection performance was conducied using
the Traffix onalysis sofiware program, which uses the “operational analysis” procedure for signalized
intersections as defined in the Highway Capociiy Manual (2000 HCM]. This technique uses 1,200 passenger
cars per hour of green per lane [pcphgpl) as the maximum saluration flow of o single lane at an
intersection. This saturaiion flow roie is adjusted to account for lune width, on-sireet parking, conflicting
pedestrian flow, fraffic composition [i.e., percent of trucks] and shared lane movements {e.g.. through and
fight-lurn movements from the same iane). Level af service for signalized intersectians is based on the

average time (seconds) thai vehicles entering on interseciion are stopped or deluyed.

The Highway Capacity Manual analysis method far evalualing unsignalized, minor sireet siop inierseciions
is based on the average 1oial delay for cach impeded movement. As used here, total delay is defined as
the total elapsed time from when a vehicle stops at the end of a queue uniil ihe vehicle departs from the
stap line. This time includes the time required for the vehicle fo lravel frorm the lasi-in-queue 1o the firsi-in-
queue posilion. The average tolal delay for any parlicular minor movement is a functian of the service rate
or capacily of the appraach and the degree of saluiation.

4.2.1.2 Existing Circulalion Metwork
Streets and highways in the study area that could be impacted by the proposed project include Fairmount
Avenue, Friars kKuad, Mission Gorge Road, ond Waring Road.

DD8 LA AT /7//M/ 7
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (coni.d)

Response fo Comment DD8:

The actual functional capacity of a roadway segment is based on the ability of arterial
intersections to accommodate peak hour volumes. Efficient designs of intersections to
achieve acceptable levels of service could result in higher capacities.

The key signalized intersections of Twain within the project study area were analyzed.
These include the infersection of Mission Gorge Road/Twain Avenue (Intersection 10)
and Waring Road/Twain Avenue (Intersection 26).



YEnviuiuieilul Analysis 4.2 - Transporation/Circulation

4.2.3 Impact

The proposed action is fo redevelop areas wiihin the Navojo Communily Plonning Area. Fu1ure

redevelopment oclwmes will be in occordance with ihe opplicable development reguloﬂons ot 1he fime

DD9
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specific (:dcvelopmem ‘activities are proposed (e g‘_?onlng ordinan e) The inherent nolure of
“Tedev e\opmeni Iends to reod]usl' the ml‘ensny of lond use in the study area. Therefore, exisling land use
intensities were summarized and then compared {o the proposed land vse intensities ta estimate the

honge caused by the redevelopment. This nel change was used to calculaie the increase, or decrease,
of fraffic in the project area. Any change in current land intensily resulis in o change of iraffic on the

surrounding roadway network.

4.2.3.1 Project Trip Generation

Vehicular iraffic generation characieristics for projects are estimated based on rates in the City of San
Diego's Trip Generation Manuol {dated September 1998). This manuai provides standards and
recommendualions for the probable traffic generation of various land uses based upon local, regional and
nation-wide studies of existing developmenils in comparable seitings. Appendix C of the traific technical
study {see Yolume ll, Appendix B) contains excerpis from the trip generation manual used in this analysis.
Table 4.2-4 sumimarizes oniicipoted lip generation based on existing community plan land use designalion.
As shown in Table 4.2-4, redevelopment activilies according 1o the existing Communily Plan would odd
31,006 daily trips to the circulofion neiwork wilh 3,280 frips occuiring in the morning peak hour and 4,346
trips occurring duiing affernoon peck fiwour. The project impacis are analyzed in the 2030 “Horizon Year"

scengario.

4.2.3.2 Project Access

The broad nature of and diversity of land use throughout the redevelopmeni area necessitates that
geneiulized access poinis will dictaie access throughout the redevelopment area. Project redeveloprnent
in the Giunlvile Redevelupment Area will icke access on ihe primary, adjacenti sireets including friars
Road, Mission Gorge Road, Waring Road. Princess View Road, Twain Avenue, Jackson Diive, and Fairmouni

Avenue.

4.2.3.3 Parking
Adeyuule parking shouid be assured by ine developers per the San Diego Municipal Code. which
establishes parking requirement for development wiinin the City of San Diego.

4.2.3.4 Project Trip Distribution

Trip distiibution is the process of identifying the probable deslinaiions. directions, or fraffic routes that
project reloted traitic will likeiy aifect. 1np distribution inforinativn con be estimated from observed halfic
pattemns, eapeiience or tiough use of appiopriate travel dernand models. Trip diskributions for this analysis
are derived from bolh observed pallerns and a SANDAG Series 10 Select Zone Analysis. For purposes of this
analysis, the Select Zone Analysis was used in conjunciion with observed patterns ond then spiit into 18
graups defined by geographic area. A dishibulion was assumed for eacn area relalive to location.
Appendix D of the traffic technical study (see Yolume li. Appendix B) shows both the localion of the land
use groups ond the distributions used tor euch.

Gronlville kedevelopment Projeci 428 December 13, 2004
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD?:

As stated in Section 3.0 of the EIR, the redevelopment plan horizon is approximately 20-
30 years. The EIR states that future redevelopment activities will be in accordance with
the applicable development regulations at the time specific redevelopment activities
are proposed (e.g., zoning ordinance) (see EIR page 4.2-8). This would apply to any
land use amendments as well, if proposed in the future.
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Chapter 4 Enviionmental Impac! Analysis 4.12 - Populalion und Hausirs

B. City of San Diego

According to US. Census Bureau data, in 2000 the 1atal number of housing unils within the City of San
Diego was 450,691. In 1990, the estimated number of housing uniis was 406,096. During the fen year
period, 44,595 housing unils were added to the Cily’s housing stock. This represenis an increase of
approximately 11 percent in the tolal number of housing unifs. According to SANDAG, Ihe current {2004)
estimate of housing unils is 469,154, which represents a four perceni increase belween 2000 and 2004.

C.  Community Plan Areas

The Project Area includes both the Navagjo and Tierrasanta Community Plan areas. Only a very smali
portion of the Froject Areo lies within the College Communily Plan area. In 2000, i9.914 housing units were
located in the Novojo Community Plun area ond 10,635 housing unils were tocated in the Tierrosanta
Community Plan Area. According to SANDAG, the 2004 estimate for the number of housing unils in the
Navgjo Communily Plan area is 20,128 and ihe 2004 esiimaie for ihe number of housing units in the
Tierrasonia Community Pian Area is 10,985, This represents a 1wo percent increose belween 2000 and 2004
in the Novajo Communily Plan area ond o 4 percent increase between 2000 and 2004 in the Tienasania
Community Plon areo.

D. Redevelopment Project Area
There are no housing units localed within the Praject Area. However, housing unils are locoted in the
surrounding orea of the Navajo and Tierasonta Communily Plan areas.

4.12.2 Impact Threshold

For the purposes of this EIR, a significant impact fo population ond housing will occur if the proposed
redevelopment project will:

. induce subsiontiol growth or concenirafion of pogulution,
. Displace large numibers of persoris; or
. Create subsiantial demand for aaditionof hausing.

4.12.3 Impact

4.12.3.1 Population
ihe Redevelopmeni Flon does not propose fo chonge any land use designation within the Project Area.
S e bt S —

There?ore. the project would noi genergte an increqse in go’gulgio_npeyondihiiigaﬂm_that could accur
if the parcels designaled for mulli-family residential uses were redeveloped from iheir existing park and

tiotel uses lo residential (a tolal of 48 single-tomily and 86-muiti-family units could be constructed under this
scenario). The project wauld not resull in the displacemeint of o large nuinber of peisons. Therefore, the
project would not resuli in a significant impaci related to population within tne Counly, City, Cammunity
Plon Areos, or Project Areo ond no mitigation measure is required.

Granlville Redevelopment Project 4123 December 13, 2004
Diall Program EIR
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Chapled 4 - Envioningnial rmpuct Analysis 4.12 - Population and Housing
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4.12.3.2 Housing

The Redevelopmeni Plan does not Wa—addil@gl housing in the Project Area. Redevelopment
consistent with the Navajo Community Plan would allow for approximately 48 single-family and 86 multi-

family residential units. This would only occur if the existing uses of these parcels {park, hotel) are
redeveloped wilh residentiol uses. Development of these planned housing units within the Project Area
would be less than one percent of the existing number of housing units within the Navajo Community Plan
Area. Therefore, implemeniation of the proposed Redevelopmeni Plan would not induce substantial

housing growih or concentration of population.

As provided by CRL Section 33334.2{a}, no less than 20 percenl of all iax incremeni revenue allocated to
the Agency wili be used for the purpose of increosing, improving. or preserving the
community/neighborhood's supply of low and moderate income housing outside of the Redevelopment
Area. This provides the community/neighornood resources to maintoin the low and moderate housing
stock and assists residenis with homeownership.  Therefore. implementation of ihe proposad
Redevelopment Plon would nol requite 1he displocement of population or housing.

The Cily recognizes Ihat some residential land speculators may view opprovol of Ihe Redevelopmeni Plan
as an opportunity fo develop residential land uses within the Projeci Area, especially duiing favorabie
economic conditions. Should residential projecls be proposed on land that is not cuirenily plonned or
zoned for residentiol development, an amendment to the Novajo Community Plan ond appiavai of a zone
change would be required. Therefore, because the project does not involve any redesignation of land

uses, implsinentation of the proposed Redevelopment Pian would not induce substantial housing growth
ot neee subs jgdat

or concentration of popuiation.

4124 Significance of Impact

No impact ussuuiaied wilh populalion und housing s anticipated.

4.12.5 Mitigalion Measuies

No miligution measure is proposed, us no signiticant population and housing impact has been idenliiied.

4.12.6 Conclusion

No significant population and housing impact is anticipated.

TS 15 N UL T RN AR TS
pes Lot D (S0 SEE KT ﬁd/g)

Giundville Redevelopment Fiujec! 412-4
Droft Pregiar EIR

December 13, 2004

RTC-61

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD10:

The EIR analyzes the potential impacts associated with the existing, adopted
community plan land use designations. The EIR also provides an analysis of
alternatives to the proposed project (see Section 8.0 Project Alternatives) which
includes an analysis of a Transit-Oriented Development Principles alternative.  As
identified in the EIR (see page 8-25), the population/housing impact of the TOD
alternative would be greater than the proposed project as it would introduce housing
and population into the Project Area that is currently not contemplated in the existing
adopted Navajo Community Plan.
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apter 8 - Aliematives

6.3.1.12 Population and Housing

No impact to population/nousing has been identified for the proposed projeci because the
redevelocpment pian is consisteni with the Navajo. Tierrasania, and College Area Community Plans. Under
1nis alternative, substantially more housing {approximately 3,010 dwelling unils could be constructed} would
occtjr, which would represent a substantial increase in population beyond the level currently
contempigied in the Navoja Community Plan for the Project Area. This alternative wouid result in a greaier
impact ic pepulation/housing than the proposed project.

8.3.1.13 Public Services and Utilities

This altemotive would result in a grieoler impact to public services and ulililies than the prapased project as
aresuli of ihe increase in housing ond population that would occur in ihe Project Area. This increase would
ploce a greater denwnd on public services, including police, fire, schools, and parkland. This alternative
would generale approximalely 976 additional students (as compared to 65 generated under the proposed
projeci). Additionally, this allernolive wouid place a demand on parkiand thoi would not occur under the
proposed project. Bosed on Cily General Plan recommended paiks 1o population rafio (approximately 20
acres/1,000 people). this alternaiive would generale o demand for approximaiely 22 acres of popuiotion-
based poiklond

8.3.1.14 Mineral Resources

Implementation of ihis ulicinalive would result in conlinued operation of the sand and gravel-processing
tacility focated within the Project Arec until the resources are exhousted of marginal economic return ends
production. The conditional use permit expires in 2033. This alternaiive would resull in a similar mineral
resources impact os the proposed project.

8.3.1.15 Conclusion - General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept

This alternative is environmenially similar 1o the proposed project. Redevelopment thal occurs under 1his
alternative would resuli in grealer environmental impocis io fronsportation/circulation, air quality, noise,
population/housing, and public services. impocls would be simitor related o land use, culiural resources,
biologicul 1esources, geology/soils, hazards/hazardous maleriols, paleoniological resources, aeslhelics,
water quulily, and mineral resources. This alternative would meel mosi of the basic objeclives of the
proposed project

8.4 Transit-Oriented Development PrJnCIpols

Wnohve\ ALY UMPR S79momE 1S TIIT

- THIL (S TR Aty S Fard
8.4.1 Description of Altemative g, 0.0/ 480 mens
This allernotive considers the environmental impacts associated with redevelopment activities occuring
over Ihe 20 to 30 year redevelopment limeframe anticipating land uses thot would be consistent with
Tronsit Oriented Development principals. This alfernative assumes fhat land use designations would allow
muiti-family resideniial uses ot 25 dweling units per acre, wilhin approximately 2,000 feel of the frolley
station that will be locoled in Ihe southern portion of ihe Project Areo. This area generaily encompasses

Grunivibe Redeveiopmenl Pioject 8-22 December 13, 2604
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL J. DALLENBACH, DATED
JANUARY 19, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DD12:

Comment noted. The objectives of the proposed project are listed on pages 3-9
through 3-10 of the EIR as well as Section 110 of the Draft Redevelopment Plan. Draft
Redevelopment Pian project objectives include, “Explore opportunities in the Project
Area for development of mixed residential and commercial uses particularly transit-
oriented residential development to take advantage of nearby multi-modal transit
system." Implementation of TOD land uses would require a community plan
amendment.
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Response to Comment DD13:
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CALIFORNIA NEON PRODUCTS

January 31, 2005

Mr. Tracy Reed

City Redevelopment Agency
600 B Street, 4" Floor, MS 904
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Mr. Reed:

Culifornia Neon Products owns approximately 4.5 acres in Subarea A of the proposed
redevelopment project. As owners we would like to belicve the proposed redeveiopment
program will generally improve the area by mitigating traffic, improving drainage and

RM1 providing a better mix of uses thai are more compatible with a changing neighborhood.
Unfortunately, this Program Environmental Impact Report does not adequately address
the universe of changes being planned around us.

The Grantville Redevelopment Plan is being taken furward without a corresponding
Community Plan Amendment. Under normal circumstances, Redevelopment Plans are
RM2 adopted 1o implement a community plan or the City’s General Plan. The Navajo
Community Plan was adopted in 1982 and is out of date. The EIR addresses the impacts
associated with buildout of that plan. Proposed improvements to Mission Gorge Road
correspond o 1982 Navajo Plan and have little relevancy to today’s traffic problems. As
is noted in the following section of the EIR, if the detailed improvemenis were
implememed, they would not improve service levels above Level F. This is totally
unacceplable. The City needs to look for real mitigation before adopting this plan.

As shawn in Table 4.2-4, redevelopment activities according to the existing

Community Plan would add 31,808 daily trips to the circulation network with

3,280 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 4,346 trips occurring during

afternoon peak hour. The project impacts are analyzed in the 2030 “Horizon
RM3 Year” scenario.

The Navajo Community Plan also states that Mission Gorge Road be improved
to a six-lane major street between Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8. This
improvement has nol yet been completed and the roadway is classified as a 4-
lane major street. Table 4.2-7 shows that the impact that widening this
segment lo &-lanes would have on the Level of Service for the Community
Plan scenario. The level of service on this segment would remain an LOS F
with this improvement under the Community Pilan; and therefore, the impact is
considered significant and unavoidable.

We are particularly concerned about figure 8-1, General Plan Opportunities Area Map

RM4 Alternative Land Uscs. 1t shows our property with a different land use designation than
the one in the 1982 Navajo Plan. Duoes this mean that all the properties in my

4530 Mission Gorge Place, San Diego, CA 52120 - (619) 283-2191 Fax: (619) 283-9503
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM RICHARD MCCARTER, DATED
JANUARY 31, 2005

Response fo Comment RM1:
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to commenis RM2 through RMé.

Response to Comment RM2:

Comment noted. Pursuant to California Community Redevelopment Law, the
redevelopment plan must be consistent with the General Plan {i.e., Community Plans).
As noted on EIR page ES-2, it is proposed that uses be permitied in compliance with
the City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, Navajo, Tierrasanta and
College Area Community Plans. Implementation of the proposed redevelopment
project would not preclude future amendments or updates to the Navajo Community
plan. In the event the Navajo Community pian is updated in the future, the
redevelopment plan would be amended to maintain consistency as required by law.

Response to Comment RM3:

The EIR concludes that the traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable
based on buildout according to currently adopted Community Plan land use
designations, and roadway improvements as identified in the Community Plan. Future
land use changes may occur in the Project Area, and the fraffic and circutation
impacts would need to be evaluated as a part of the approval process for future land
uses. Furthermore, while the EIR traffic analysis is conservative (i.e., worst-case), in that
it assumes circulation improvements only to the level consistent with adopted
Community Plans, additional improvements and opportunities may be identified that
would improve circulation.

An objective of the Draft Redevelopment Plan is to, “Improve pubilic infrastructure and
undertake other public improvements in, and of benefit to, the Project Area including:
preparation of a comprehensive Public Facilities Financing Plan to address short and
long term infrastructure improvements; ... widening, reducing or otherwise modifying
existing roadways or creating additional streets, ... for proper ... vehicular circulation
... [Objective #3).

Please also refer to response to comment DOT3.

Response to Comment RM4:

The EIR evaluates alternatives to the proposed project that have the potential to
reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts associated with the propossd
project. Although the General Plan Opporiunities Map is evalvated as an alternative
to the proposed project, further implemeniation of this alternative would require a
Community Plan Amendment or Update, and a rezone of the affected properties. No
such change is proposed at this time.



RM4
{cont'd.)

RM5

RM6

neighborhood will be rezoned to allow for Multi-Family Residential and Commercial?
The Program EIR does not adequately address the impact of such a rezoning. The land
use impacts are not “similar to the proposed project”, (P. 8.9, Sec. 8.3.1.2).

Similarly, under the Transit Oriented Development Principals Alternative, our property
could be considered for TOD housing at 25 dwelling units per acre. Does including this
alternative in some way ailow for a future rezoning without community input?

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Program EIR. We look forward
to your response in the final document.

Sincerely,
ot P

Richard McCarter
Vice President
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM RICHARD MCCARTER, DATED
JANUARY 31, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment RM4 (cont.d):

It is expected that similar to redevelopment of the Project Area according to existing
adopted land uses, redevelopment of existing land uses according 1o the General
Plan Opportunities Map alternative would alsc reduce the cccurrence of existing land
use incompatibiiities within the Project Area.

Response to Comment RM5:

The evaluation of the TOD Alternative in the EIR does not allow for future rezoning of
the property. Any future rezoning would be subject to a discretionary review process
by the City, including further opportunities for pubiic review and comment.

Response to Comment RMé:
Comment noted.



Caster Properties, Inc.

Memo

BC1

BC2
BC3
BC4
BCS
BC6

BC7
BC8

o:

From:

Date:

Terry Reed, City of San Diego, freed@sandiego.gov
Brian R. Caster
2/9/05

Grantville Redevelopment EIR Comments

Dear Tracy,

| wanted to get this to you before the meeting with the city council, and | would like to talk 1o you about it
if | could. Below are my comments and questions.

Questions.

1.

2.

3.

In the EIR 5.1.12 can you say, “The redevelop agency will encourage high density housing
around lhe transportation hub of the wolley and bus station?”

If we were to get the property rezoned around the troliey station from industrial to residential,
would we be required to build 20% low income housmng?

Where in the EIR did it talk about the redevelopment agency working on the flood control
problem on Mission Gorge Place?

Page 3.13 in the EIR Transportation, | did not know that we were planning to use the
redevelopment funds to pay for any of the trolley?

Caster would like to see the figure in the EIR 8-1 show their property tc be designated as an
alterative use as High Density Residential. Can you do that?

Page 4.1-15 Goals-can you say that cne of the goals is to increase density wherever itis
appropriate?

Page 4.1-15 there are two paragrahs that repeat not sure if this is a typo?

In the EIR 3.4.2.1 Project Objectives. | would like to see housing putin here toa.

4807 Mission Gorge Place
San Diego, CA 82120
619-287-8873 Ext. 117
Fax 619-287 2493
brcaster@castergrp.com
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM BRIAN CASTER, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005

Response o Comment BCT:
The Redevelopment Plan must be consistent with the adopted community plan, which
currently shows industrial and commercial land uses in this area.

Response to Comment BC2:

Redevelopment Law requires that 20% of the tax increment generated in the Project
Area must be used to improve or expand low and moderate-income housing. These
funds may be spent either within or outside of the Project Area. Redevelopment Law
also requires that 15% of new dwelling units constructed in the Project Area must be
restricted for use by very low, low and moderaie income households. This requirement
must be met for the Project Area as a whole, not by each new housing project that is
constructed. Redevelopment Law also makes provisicn for meeting this requirement
outside of the Project Area boundaries.

Response to Comment BC3:

Description of existing flooding problems and potential flooding impacts are provided
in various sections of the EIR; however, Section 4.11- Water Quality/Hydrology, provides
a detailed discussion related to this issue. Figure 4.11-2 depicts the extent of the 100-
year and 500-year floodplains within the Project Area based on SANGIS data |Flood
Rate Insurance Map). This information depicts that large porticns of the Project Area
are subject to, and/or at risk for flooding. Mitigation Measure HD 1 is proposed to
addresses the flood control deficiencies by requiring that, among others, an
appropriate drainage control plan that controls runoff and drainage in a manner
acceptable to City engineering standards for the specific project. Furthermore,
flooding is addressed in specific objectives of the Draft Redevelopment Pian and the
Five-Year Implementation Plan, as discussed in responses 10 comments DRSé, DD2,
DDS5, and DD7.

Response to Comment BC4:

EIR page 3-13 provides a discussion of the project’s relation o existing community
plans, and lists applicable goals and objectives of the Navajo Community Plan. As
referenced by the commenior, Subsection 3.6.1.1 Transportation states, "Complete
the extension of the Mission Valley Light Rail Transit Lane to serve the College Area
community." This is an cbjective of the adopted Navajo Community Pian, and is not a
stated goal of the redevelopment project.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM BRIAN CASTER, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment BC5:

The EIR evaluates alternatives to the proposed project that have the potential 1o
reduce or avoid the potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed
project. Regardless of whether the subject property as referenced by the commentor
is shown as an alternative use, a Community Plan Amendment, rezone, and
subsequent environmental review would be required in order to implement residential
uses at this location.

Response to Comment BCé:

The goals listed on EIR page 4.1-15 are contained in the City of San Diego Progress
Guide and General Plan. As it related to the goals, guidelines and standards for
redevelopment and reinvestment, the General Plan does not identify the specific goal
fo “increase density wherever it is appropriate.” However, Objeciive #8 of the Draff
Redevelopment Plan states, "Explore opportunities in the Project Area for
development of mixed residential and commercial uses particuiarly transit-oriented
residential development to take advantage of nearby multi-modal transit system.”

Response to Comment BC7:
The two paragraphs, white duplicative, address two specific geals of the City of San
Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Response to Comment BC8:
Please refer to response to comment BCé.



DRS1

DRS2

DRS3

DRS4

DRSS

DRS6

DRS7

EL DORADO PROPERTIES

6136 Mission Gorge Road, Suite 230
San Diego, CA 92120

Phone: (619) 283-5557

Fax: (619) 283-0023

January 25, 2005

Mr. Tracy Reed

Project Manager

City of San Dicgo

Community & Economic Development
Redevelopaicnt Agency

600 "B" Street, Fourth Floor (MS-904)
San Diego, CA 92101-4506

Dear Mr. Reed:

Attached are pages from the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Draft, for the Grantville
Redevelopment Project Volume . | have marked my comments on the attached pages for your
review or comment.

In general, 1 am quite pleased with the content of the report. However, 1 do feel it is necessary to
be candid with my past, present, and future visions for the Grantviile Redevelopment Project.

The report throughout refers 1o the existing problem with flooding, and the need for traffic
mitigation at Fairmount Avenue, and Mission Gorge Road. It also points io the need for
planning and re-planning.

In the Executive Summary, on Page ES-1: The redevelopment also includes the activities
described in Section 33021, of the CCRL; which comprises of the following: C) (C) 2): Re-
Planning.

Figure ES-1: The Alvarado Creek drainage and ihe trolley station channel should be shown on
this figure.

The healih and safety of our neighbors and us is gt issue here. The same area referred to above is
a flood zone. This is an even bigger health and safety concem that has increased in magnitude
over the years

On Page ES-2: The Drafi refers to the possible amendiment 1o the City of San Diego Progress
Guide, City of San Diego General Plan, the Navajo Area Community Plans, and the Land
Developruent Codes, in order to achieve the objectives of the Grantville Redevelopment Project.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005

Response to Comment DRS1:
Comment noted. Piease refer to responses to comments DS2 through DS29.

Response ta Comment DRS2:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS3:
Comment noted.

Response o Comment DRS4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS5:
EIR Figure ES-1 has been modified to depict the Alvarado Creek drainage and trolley
station channel.

Response to Comment DRS4:

Comment noted. The EIR identifies flooding as an issue within the Project Area. As
stated on EIR page 4.11-3, “Portions of the Project Area are subject to flooding as
identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency {FEMA) maps during rain
events. This is attributable to the fact that portions of the Project Area are located
within the floodplain, the growth within the San Diego River Watershed (SDRW) that
has increased, and inadequate drainage/flooding infrastructure. As depicted on
Figure 4.11-2, the southeastern portion of Subarea A is located within the 100-year
floodplain of Alvarado Canyon Creek."

Please also refer to responses to comments BC3, DRSé, DD2, DDS5, and DD7.

Response to Comment DRS7:
Please refer to response to comment RM2.



DRS8

DRS9

DRS10

JIRS11
DRS12
DRS13

DRS14

DRS15

DRS16

DRS17

JRS18

JRS19

JRS20

DRS21

DRS22

Question 1: Section 3.3.3:  Docs this say that the current FAR of two (2) in some areas may be
teduced 1o 34- 40?7 The arca needs higher density, not less.

Section 3.4.1: Redevelopment Objective, 3. 6: To improve the flow of traffic, the roadway needs
to be the priority project. ‘t'he flooding issue also needs to be corrected.

Question 2: Section 3.4.2.1: Kconomic Development Program: Precisely, how will the
Agency pay for ilselt as it assists the Grantville Project Area?

Question 3: Section 3.4.2.2: Low and Moderate Income Housing Program: Does student
housing qualify as low and moderate-income housing?

Section 3.7.2, Page 3.15: Suggests that a rezoning map is necessary.
Question 4: Section 3.7.2: What zoning designation should a transit area have?

This Figure 4.1-1: Should show an area with land use: Mixed Use and Transit Oriented
Development next to the trolley station.

Section 4.2.6: The environmental impacts present in the area will not be completely mitigated by
the Grawville Redevelopment Projecl. Some mitigation can be achieved if the roadways
between Highway Eight and Fainmount Avenue, the extension to Alvarado Canyon Road and
Mission Gorge Road North 500’ are improved. See atiached Exhibit B.

Section 4.6-1: The Giant Reed (arundo donax), a very vbnoxious plant, needs to be eradicated as
a way to protect the native vegetation and those species of vegetation introduced by the planning
process.

Section 6.0: Growth Inducement: The upgrading of the area roadway system is the most
important inducement 10 bring development into the area. This infrastructure upgrading is
necessary, and should receive the first doltlars acquired by the Agency.

Question 4: Is the flood channei, also known as Alvarado Canyon Creek an infrastructure
project?

Question 5: What land use changes by amendnient to the Navajo Plan, or City General Plan
need to be made so that the project area would be consistent with Transit-Oriented
Development?

Figure 8-1 and 8.1: Mixed-Use, Transit-Oriented Development should be shown next to the
trolley station.

Section 8.4: The presence of the trolley station makes the area more suitable for Transit-
Oriented Development.

Section 8.4.1: This section refers to a possibie 2,500 multiple family units being built, whereas,
Section 3.3.3, references a total of 48 residential units, and 86 multi-family dwelling units.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY ¢,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DRS8:

As stated on EIR page 3-8, "1t should be nated that existing land use regulations in the
Project Area allow an FAR up to 2.0; however, the application of the .34 to .40 range is
considered a more realistic estimate of future growth based on land use and
infrastructure (e.g.. roadway) capacities in the Project Area." Neither the EIR, nor the
Redevelopment Plan propose to reduce the currently allowed FAR's within the Project
Areq.

Response fo Comment DRSY:
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments BC3, DRS4, DD2, DDS5,
and DD7.

Response fo Comment DRS10:

In compliance with Redevelopment Law, the Agency will adopit an Implementation
Plan every five years that outlines the projects and programs o be implemented and
how they will be funded. This will include necessary administrative costs. Additionally,
each year the Agency will adopt an annual budget that oullines the specific costs
and revenue sources that will be used to pay those costs, including administrative
costs.

Response to Comment DRS11:

The determination of a “low and moderate-income” housing unit is made based upon
annual household income, adjusted for family size, and the housing cost paid for that
unit. A student may qualify if the legally mandated criteria are met.

Response to Comment DRS§12:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS§13:

Transit areas, and transit-related uses, as well as land uses that may complement
fransit areas are allowed in various zones throughout the City. The City of San Diego
Municipal Code also identifies transit overlay zones, would include special provisions
for land uses within proximity to public transit systems {e.g., see Chapter 13, Adicle 2,
Division10).

Response fo Comment DRS14;

EIR Figure 4.1-1 depicts existing land uses in the Project Area based on land use surveys
conducted as part of preparation of the EiR and accurately reflects existing land uses
within the Project Area.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DAS15:

The segment of Fairmont Avenue between Interstate 8 and Mission Gorge Road is
planned as a six-lane major street. The improvement recommended by the
commentor would also improve traffic flow in this area. Fuiure redevelopment would
consider improvements such as suggested by the commentor and shown in the
commentor's exhibit A. However, subsequent detailed engineering analysis would be
required prior to implementation of the type of improvemeni suggested by the
commentor. Establishment of a redevelopment project area would aillow more
opportunity for this to be addressed. Please also refer to response to comment DOT3.

Response to Comment DRS16:
Comment noted. See also response to comment PRD11.

Response to Comment DRS17:

Comment noted. Public infrastructure improvement priorities will be established in the
5-year implementation plan. The EIR analysis assumes implementation of only those
traffic improvements as identified in the Navajo Community Plan. Please aisoc refer to
response to comment DDS (public facilities financing plan) and DF4 {(growth-inducing
impacts).

Response fo Comment DRS18:
The future improvement to the Alvarado Creek flood channel is identified as a public
infrastructure project in the Five-Year Implementation Plan.

Response to Comment DRS19:

As discussed in EIR Section 8.4 Transit-Criented Development Principles Alternative,
land use designations would need to allow multi-family residential uses at 25 dwelling
units per dacre, within approximately 2,000 feet of the trolley station. There are a variety
of land use and zoning designations in the City's General Plan and Municipal Code
that would allow residential and mixed-use deveilopments, consistent with TOD
principles. The subject areas are currently primarily designated for industrial and
commercial uses.

Response fo Comment DRS20:
Comment noted. EIR Figure 8-1 does depict mixed-uses in proximity to the trolley
station.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY 9,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DRS21:
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments DRS13, DRS19, LM4,

SNDG3, DD10, and DD12.

Response to Comment DRS22;

Section 8.4.1, as referenced by the commentor, evaluates a land use aliernative to
the existing adopted Navajo Community Plan. Section 3.3.3 refers fo the development
potential according to the existing Navajo Community Plan land uses.



DRS23
DRS24
DRS25

DRS26

DRS27

DRS28

DRS29

Question 6: Section 8.4.1: What is correct?
Section 8.4.1.1: Encourages higher density residential use in proximity to the trolley station.
Question 6: What FAR would be acceptable in the Transit-Oriented Area?

Question 7/8: Section 8.4.1: Does an FAR of two (2) equate to 25 units per acre? What section
is more obtainable?

Section 8.4.1.15; Transit Oriented Development Principal Alternative: This is what the
project is all about. Housing at the transit center promotes local retail business without the
aspects of automobile traffic.

A pocket park as open space and entryway into Grantville, and a roadway system change is
important to obtain. See proposed arca map attached as Exhibit A.

Thank you for your responses. Should you have any questions in reterence to any of the above,
please feel free to contact me al (619) 283-5557.

Sincerely,

s

Danicl R. Smith
Member
Grantvilic Redevelopment Project Advisory Committee
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DANIEL R. SMITH, DATED FEBRUARY ¢,
2Q05 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DRS23:
Please refer to response to comment DS22.

Response to Comment DR$24:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS25:
The acceptable FAR would be dependent on the specific type of mixed-use project
proposed and land use configuration.

Response fo Comment DR$24:

An FAR of 2.0 does not necessarily equate 1o 25 units per acre. However, FAR (floor
area ratio} does apply fo both non-residential (e.g.. commercial and industrial uses)
and residential square footage. It is the alliowed amount of building square footage
based on the lot size. For example, on a one-acre parcel (43,000 square feet) with an
FAR of 2.0, a maximum development of 86,000 square foot of building space would be
allowed (not including any further restrictions related to parking requirements,
landscaping and setbacks, etc.). Residential density is expressed in dwelling units per
acre as well as FAR. A residential density of 25 units per acre would allow a maximum
of 25 dwelling units on a one-acre parcel {not including any further restrictions related
to parking requirements, landscaping and setbacks, etc.).

Response to Comment DRS27:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS28:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment DRS29:
Comment noted.
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Executive Summary

Project Description

ihe proposed project is ine adopiion and subsequent implemeniation of the Grantville Redevelopment
Project, located in partions of the Navajo, Tismasania, and College Area Community Planning Areas of the
City of Sun Diega. The imary discrefionary action associaied with the proposed project is the adopiion of
ihe Granivile Redevelapment Project Area by the Redevelopment Agency of the Cily of Son Diega. The
Redevelopment Agency proposes the eslablishment of ihe Granlville Redevelopment Project Area as a
calalyst 1o reverse the physical and sconomic blight in ihe Project Area. A"V\'Jli:!z of redevelopment
activities will be implemented subseyuent to The adoplion of the Redevelopment Project A

achieve the ohjectives of the picject. These aclivities will include, but nat be limiled to, the acquisition of

land or building sites, ir nprover:sﬁ Ef_lcmd and buiiding siles, rehabilifatian of struciures, impraving pubtic

tacilifies and infrastruciure, expanding employment opportunities, expanding recreational apporiuniies in
e ;

—_—rr—————
the Project Area, and praviding ather public improvemients and landscaping.

The Granlivile Redevelopriient Project will be implemenited in accordance with the California Cormmunity
Keda etopment Law {CCRL), Heallh and Safety Cade Section 33000 ei. seq. Appraval aof the praject wiil
implement a plon, wilh subsequenl redevelocpment, und piivate and public improvements within ihe

Redevelopment Project Atea encompassing approximately 970 acres of land.

kedevelopmenl is defined purnuont ta Section 33620 of the CCRL as “ihe planning. developmeni,
replanning. redesign, clearance. reconskuction, or rehabilitalion, or aity combination of these, of all ar par}
of a survey area, and the provisiun oi ihose residential, commercial. indusiiial, public, or other structures or
spaces as may be upprapriate of necessary in the inteiresl of the general welfare, including recreational
and other facilities incidenial or appurtenant to lhem.” Redevetopiment also includes the aclivities
described in Seclion 33021 of Ihe CCRL which comprise the following:

a) Alleration, improvernent, modernization, reconstruction or rehabiiitation, ar any cambination

of Ihese, of existing structures in a Project Area;
D) Provisian of open space und public or privaie recrealion areas; aond,

c) keplanning or tedesign or development of undeveloped aceas in which eilher of ihe following

wist:

“~Condifions
1} the areas are stagnant or improperly utilized becouse of defeclive or inadequale street
- layout, fauily ot layoul in relation fo size, shape, accessibility or usefulness, or for other
causes; o
——
2} ihe areu requwres_rep_lgnning and land assembly for development in the interest of ithe
geaneral welfure b:cuuse of widely scoltered ownership, tax delinquency or other reasons.

Grunivillie Redovelopmen Project ES-1 December 13, 2004
Drali Piogram EIR

in order to
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Execulive Surninary

As 0 bosis for the redevelopment of the Praject Area under considerotian. it is proposed that uses be
permitted in compliance with the City of San Diego Progress Guide and Generol Plan, Navajo, Tierrosanta
and College Area Community Plons, and the Land Development Code (Zoning Ordinance) of the City of
from time 1o time, and all other appilicable state and local codes and guidelines.

San Diego, as amend.
DL

Project Location

The proposed Grantville Redévetopmenl Project Areaq is located in San bDiego County, in ihe easiern
portion of ihe Cily of Son Diego north of Inlersiate 8 and east of Infersiate 15. A majority of the Project
Area is localed wilthin the Navojo Community Plonning Area, and generally includes the existing industial
and cammercial areas along Friars Road, Mission Gorge Road, foirmount Avenue and Waring Road. The
appioximately 970-ocre Project Area consists ol three non-conliguous subareas, referred to in this EIR as
Subarea 4, Suborea B ond Subareo C. Figure ES-1depicis the locaiion of each subarea. The three subareas

are described as follows:

. Subarea A - Subaieu A is compiised of comimercial, office, indusirial. public facility. pork and open

- space uses nntnediolely nuilh of 8 und lecated along boin sides of Fainnount Avenue, Friars Rood
. ‘/ and Mission Gorge Road north to Zion Avenue {and including several parcels norih af Zion Avenue}.
/ The soulheast portion of Subarea A olso includes ine first seven porcels on the southern side of

Adabe Falls Road (starting ail Waring Rood). Subarca A comprises approximatiely 400 acres.

- Subarea B - Subareo B consists af Ihe commeicial, office, industriol, sand and gravel, and open
space uses locoted along Mission Gorge Road from zion Avenue, norlheast to Margerum Avenue.
Wwithin 1his subareo, sand and gravel processing operotions take place on both sides of the Son
Diego River. The weslem boundary is defined by ihe iesideniial neighborhood along Calina Darada

Diive. Subareo B comprises approximalely 505 acres.

- Subarea C - Subareo C inciudes o shopping cenler, relall uses ond community facilities, at and
adjacent 1o, the inferseclion ot Zion Avenue and Waring Rood. The Allied Gardens Comniunily Park,
and other community services such os the Edwin A. Benjomin Library. Lewis Middle School, ond two
churches e included os the communily focililies in ihis suboreo. Subarea C comprises

appraximotely 65 ucres.

Environmental Impacts

ihe Redevelopment Agency determined that o Progrom EIR is required pursuont ta the California
Environmenioi Quuiity Aci [CEQA]. The environmeniol issue orees identified by the Agency and as a resuli
of input received on ine Notice of Preparation (NOP) and public scoping meeling for the praject include
the following: land use, tronsportalion/circulaiion, air quality, noise, cultural resources, biological resources
geology/soils, hozards ond hozardous matesiais, paleontalogical resaurces, aesthelics, water
quakiy/hydralogy, populalion/housing. public services, minerol resources, cumulative impacis, growih-
inducing impacis, and significant irreversible enviranmental cnonges. Table ES-1 presents a summary of the
enviraniuenial impacf; ol the proposed project. mitigalion measures foureduce polential significant
impocts for the proposed project, ond the level of significance of eoch impoct after implementation af

proposed miligation reasures. i

Granhville Redevelopment Projec) ES-2 December 13, 2004
Droft Fiugram EIR
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Execulive sSummary

Significant, Mitigable iImpacts

implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Praject will resuit in significant impacts as a result of iutute
redevelopment activities that will occur within the Praject Area. Significant impacts have been identified

1o the following environmental issue creas:

. Air Quaiity {Short-term Construction)
. Noise

. Culiural Resources

D Biological Resources

. Geology/Soils

. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
. Paleontological Resources
. Aesihelics

- Waler Qu 'y/_Hydrology
A B g e
4 Public Services . p
, Py . .
H Comtoriyod Feo ﬂﬂ]
Imptementation of proposed Miligation Measures idénlilied in this Program EIR will reduce the impact io

these resource areas 1o alevel less than significant.

Significant, Unavoidable Impacts

Bosect on the data and conciusions of this Progrom EIR, the Redevelopmenl Agency finds that the project

wili resuli in significant unavoidable impacts ta the following resources areas:
- Tronsportation/Circutation

- Air Quolity [Long-ienn Mobile Emissians)

» /f/,-/a“l M pa Ex-
Implementation af proposed Miligation Measures will reduce Ihe potential impaci to these resaurces fo the
extent feasible; however, Ihe impact will remain significant ond unavoidable. These impacts are nol a
resull of implementolion of ihe Redevelopment Project in and of ifself, rather they are a result of iorecasted
growlh in the region, which will occur both inside and outside of the Project Area. If the Redevelopméni
Agenc'?chooses fo approve the Granivile Redevelopment Project, it must adopt a “Statemeni of
Overriding Considerations” pursuant to Seclions 15093 and 15126{b) of the CEQA Guidelines. —

Gionlvile Redevelopreni Fraject ES-4 December 13, 2004
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Executive Summary

TABLE $-1

Summary of Significan® Impacts and Mitigation Measures

impact(s)

Recommended Mltigotion Measure(s)

2section’.2 ZIransportation/Crrevlatio

o Signlficance of

Impact(s) After
Mitigation

R

Proposed redevelopment octivities based on exisling

community plon tand uses are anticipated to odd 31,406

daily trips to the circulotion network with 3,280 trips

occuriing in the marning peak hour ond 4.34¢ trips

occurring dwiing afterncor. peck hour. The fallowing

roadway segments would be significantly impacted:

. Friors Raad fram |-15 Narth Bound Ramps to Rancho
Missian Road (LOS F):

~ Friars Road from Rancho Mission Raac to Santo Road
{LOS F}:

+  Fairmount Avenue from I-8 East Bound Off Ramp o
Comino Del Rio North [LOS F):

+  Mission Gorge Raad from Mission Gorge Place to Twain
Avenve {LOS F};

~ Mission Gorge Road from Twoin Avenue to Vandever
Avenue [LOS FJ; and.

~ Mission Garge Rood from Friars Road to Zian Avenue
{LOS €).

The foilawing intersections would be significantly impocted

by the proposed redeveiapment;

. Friors & 1-15 South Bound Ramps {#M Peak hour);

»  Friors & Missian Garge Raad [PM Peak haur):

. Twain & Mission Garge Road (AM and PM Peak hours);

= Foirmount Avenue & Missior Gorge Road (AM and PM
Peak hours);

+ Comino Del Rio & -8 Wes! Bound Off Romp &
Foirmount Avenue [AM and Pim Peak hours); ond.

* I-B East Bound On ond Off Romps & Fairmaunt Avenue
{AM Peok hour).

Romp meter analysis was also conducted for the proposed

praject. This analysis indicates impocts would occur to the

following ramp meter locations: Friars Rd., to I-15 Narth (aAM

Peak Hour); Friars Rd. to 115 Sauth {loop) |PM Peak Hour):

and, Friars Rd. [HOV) to I-15 North (PM Peak hour)

mn

Improvements identified within the Novajo ond Tierrasanta Community Plcns_shgl]
be implemenied as sutlicient finoncial resources become ovailoble through the”
esiablishment of fhe proposed redevelopment project oreo. These improvements
inciude:
*  Widen Mission Gorge Road fo ¢ six-lane facility north of Zion Avenue with no
left-turn lones except at signolized intersections,
+ Widen Mission Gorge Rood to o six-lone_mojor street between Foirmount
——
Avenue and Inferstote 8.
» Imprave Missior. Gorge Raad fo o six-lane major street between Fairmount
Avenue and Inierstale 6. e

//gog,\»j a;# M/ SS o 62)»7/‘- )
oo PS5 s @"}/ﬂ AL

L
e

Significont and
Unovoidobie

e <

Grantville Redevalopment Project
Drolt Progrom EIR
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Chapter 3 - Project Descriplion (ATTACH.)

invesimenls. providing incenlives for privale investments, and assembling praperties suitable for new
developmenl af current standords. To fund the improvements needed jo revilalize, rehabilifate, ond
atlract private development fo the Graniville Redevelopment Project Area. the Agency will uliize tax

inciemenl financing.

3.4.1 Redevelopment Project Objectives
Specific abjectives for the Graniville Redevelopment Project include:

}. Eliminate and prevent the spread of blight and deterioration, und redevelop ihe proposed
redevelopment Project Area in accordance with the Ciiy of San Diego Progress Guide and General
Plan, applicable community plans, the Proposed Redevelopment Plan, and local codes and

ardinances:

2. Enhance economic growih wifhin the Redeveiopment Project Area by coniinuing ongoing efforis to

revitalize indusiiial and commercial areas;

3 Improve the flow of traffic within the Redevelapment Project Area and olherwise enhance the
quality of pedesirian and vehicular mobility, and imprave transportation facilities, which support the

viiality, safely, ond viability of ihe Redevelopment Projeci Areo;

4. Alleviole ine shortage of parking while ovoiding negaiive impacis on residenfiol neighborhoods
resulting from the oversupply of parking by implementing a coordinated and comprehensive plan for
ihe proportional diskibution and proper canfiguratian af parking spaces and facilities:

5. Expand employment opporlunities within the Redevelopment Project Ared by encouraging ihe
deveiopment of manufaciuring enterprises and impraving accessibitity of employment centers wilhin
wind ovlside the Redeveiopment Project Area;

b, Improve public infrastruciure and undertake other public improvements in, and of benefit {o, the
Redevelopment Project Area, such as undergrounding electrical distibution tines and telephone
lines along major sireels, widening, reducing ar olherwise modifying existing roadways or crealing

additional sireels far proper pedesirian and/or vehicular circulatian;

7. Expand recrealional opporiun'rﬁés within the Project Area;

8. Create an aliractive and pleasani enviranment within the Redeveiopment Area.
9. oa & S/ /‘Oro 5/1 a1

3.4.2 Projects and Programs

3.4.2.1 Economic Development Programs

Economic development programs are needed ja improve the Redevelopment Project Area's economic
base. These programs would facilifate the revitalization of blighted properties by using redeveiopmeni
tools. Agency staff will pursue reuse, redevelapment, and revitdlization of nonconforming, vacant, or
underutilized properties through muiketing of the area and encauragement of private secior investment.

Potential prajects include, but are not limited ta:

Gionlville Redevelopment Projec) 310 December 13, 2004
Program Drafl EIR i
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Chapter 3 - Project Descripfion

. Assist with rehaobilitation of industriial und commercial buildings thioughout ihe Redevelopment

Project Area;

- Assist in the developinent of commercial nodes along Mission Gorge Road including mixed-use B
projects; o

. Assist in the development of oddiiionol‘borking opportuniiies throughoui the Redevelopment Project
Areq;

. Assist in the development of light industrial ond manufacturing parks; and

ist in assermbling land for new deveiopmeit,

Economic development iniliatives include implementotion of an industiial and commercial rehobilitation
program. This program would provide assistonce in the form of grants and/or low interest loans 1o eligible
Redevelopment Project Area businesses fo encourage and assist in modernizing and irnproving induslriol
and conwnerciol structures.  The reinvesiment in the business communily would include fagade
improvernents, rehabilitalion of deteriorated buildings., hazordous rnaterials disposal and signage

upgiades.

Furthermore, the Agency proposes a proaciive business expansion ond selention program that would
encourage new businesses 1o locole wilhin Ihe boundaries of the Redevelopmeni Project Area, and ossist
in the releniion of exisling businesses. This invesiment in the business communily may include expanded
marketing of the areqa, improvemenis to business facilities to meet modein market demonds. and other

actlions to deter sales tax leckage. - P
R YV R I o .

3.4.2.2 Low And Moderate income Housing Progroms'
As provide by CRL Section 33334.2{a), no less than 20 percent of all tax increrneni revenue ollocated to the
Agency shall be used for ihe purpose of increasing, impraving. or pieserving the community's supply ai low
and moderate income housing. Taken together, these factars present a substantial chollenge for the
Agency, yet also provide an opporiunity to influence the community by providing resources io maintain
ihe low and moderale housing stock and 1o assisl residents with homeownership. In order to meet these

objectives, the Agency may develop new programs for property owners such as:

. First-Time Hame Buyer Program - Develop o training program for first ime homebuyers o educate
them aboul saving for, financing und caring for @ home. Another facet of the program could offer
"silent second” morigages to homebuyers that are very low or low income according to HUD
guidelines. Both the realty and becking communities would be key pardicipants in this program,

. Rehab Loan Program for Single-Fomily Owner-Occupants — This program would be offered fo existing
homeowners and provide granis, low-inlerest rate loans for propery improvement or odditions. This
would assure residents live in sofe ond sanitary housing ond alleviale overcrowded conditions by

consiructing addifional bedroams as needed.

. Multi-Family Rehabilitation Program - Offer low interest rate locns ta rehab units occupied

predominantily by very low, low and moderate income residents. This would assure that owners are

Giunlville Redeavelopiment Project 31 December 13, 2004
Progrom Oiafl K
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Chapter 3 - Project Descriplion (ATTACH-)
3.6.1.4 San Diego River Revitalization
. Continue ihe ongoing process 1o complete the San Diego River Masler Plan.
. Ensure that future development along the San Diego River is designed {o minimize impacts to this
/] sensilive fesource y C\
Kl /l/.'rrt?#l@ r;Le/(
3.6.1. 5 Economic Restructuring ond Reinvestment Goals )
. To enhance Grontville's commercial corridors as neighborhood and community oriented shopping
and employment centers.
. To improve accessibility of employment centers within and cutside the communily.
3.6.1.6 Utilities
. Undergrounding of eleclricol distiibution lines and telephone lines along major sireels is joinily

financed by the Cily and Son Diego Gas and Electric SDG&E). Priorities for undergrounding ore
bosed upon the omount of traffic, congeslion of wires, ond mojor scenic routes. The plon
recommends continuotion of lhe Undergroundmg of overheod lines, and recommends_

~1u|deiines be esioblished lor ihe hmeiy removal of uiility poles once underground facilities ore in

place.
3.6.1.7 Parking
. As a result of hislorical development patiemns, changed demogrophics and cusreni parking needs,

ihe Grantville cornmunily faces problems with the quaniity, location ond sofety of it's existing porking
supply. Many of ihe older, predominaiely commercial and indusiriol areas were developed with
parking standards ihal were appropriale for the early tweniieth-ceniury, but do not meet curreni
demands. Furthermore, the existing porking supply of mony projecis is found {o have inadequate 1

configuration far its location and is unsuited io the needs af current businesses.

3.6.2 The Tierrasania Community Plan

Approxsiinately 130 acres of sond and gravel operations fall under ihe jurisdiction of 1he Tierrosania
Community Plan, which was adopted in 1982. The sand and gravel processing area is isolated from the
Tienrasanta community b iis sculheastern cormer and has teen designaled as open space by ihe [

Tigirosania Conwnunity Plan.

3.6.2.1 Open Space l

. Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations. ihe excavaled area should be rehabilitioted
and a pathway o Mission Trails be provided. Any other use of the properly beyond open space uses I

will require an amendment to the plan.

. Designated open space areos which are not 1o be acquired by the Cily should be allawed o apply l

the adjacent residential density for development purposes.

Giunlville Redevelopmend froject 34 December 13, 2004
Program Drofl EIR E
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Form A

Nouce of Completian & Environmental Document Transmittal

DRS

Mall 1o: State Clearinghouse, PO Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 916/445-0613

SCH#

Project Title: Gr‘ar“"\llll& Redeyelo mé"/+ D[‘Djlﬁ{"

Qoutac!?crson mn. TI"ﬂC\/ Reed

Lead Agency: o] 100 0
Street Address: OO Stée: h 04| A 9e NL Phone:
Ciy: SQADW&O zip _qAl0f County: _ Sam Dueao
Project Location:
county: San D[ €al Cxty/N:aIcst Community: Sq,\l DquD
Cross Streets: 1g0s MisTiod oo Zip Code: TowlAcres: R 3|
Assessor's Parcel No. aniows (5¢ d«; Twp. Range: Base:
Within 2 Miles:  SmcHwy#: T—|S T~ R Walcrways s San D\{;\ o Biyer
Alrports: Railways: Schools:
Document Type:
CEQA: OoP [ Supplement/Subsequent EIR NEPA [Jnotx Other: [0 Joint Decument
[ Early Cons (Prior SCH No.), OEeA | (7] Final Document
[ Neg Dec [ Other {J] Draft EIS [ Other.
[ Draft EIR [] FONSI
Local Action Type:
[} General Plan Update [ Specific Plan [ Rezone [J Annexation
{7} General Plan Amendruent [ Master Plan [ Prezone edevelopment
(7] General Plan Element [ Planned Unit Development {J Use Permit [0 Coastal Permit
] Community Plan [ Site Plan [ Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) [ Other.
Development Type:
[ Residensal:  Units. Acres. [] Water Facilities:  Type Pump Station MGD,
Croffice: Sg.fi. Acres. Employees. (7] Transportation:  Type.
[O-eomunercial: Sg.f1. Acres Employees. [ ¥ining: Mineral,
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[ Educational ] Waste T : Type.
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[ Other:
Funding (approx.) Federal § State §_ Total §
Project Issues Discussed in Document:
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Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Form A, continued

KEY

____Resources Agency
____ Boating & Waterways
_____Coastal Commission
____ Coastal Conservancy

Colorado River Baard

- Conservation
. \~Fish & Game

____Foresiry & Fire Protection
_____Office of Historic Preservation
___ Parks & Recreation
_____Reclamation Board
____S.F.Bay Conservaiion & Development Comunission
____Water Resources (DWR)
Business, Transportation & Housing
______Aeronauiics -
____California Highway Patrol
L~ CALTRANS Distmict#
____Deparmment of Transportation Planning (headquarters)
Housing & Community Development

Food & Agriculture
Health & Welfare

Health Services

State & Consumer Services
General Services
_____OLA (Schools)

Public Review Periad (o be filled in by lead agency)

Starting Date jl/o/ll G/O‘i

Signature

$ = Document sent by lead agency
X = Documenat sent by SCH
v = Suggested distribution

Environmental Protection Agency
_"CAJ': Resources Board
_ ¥ California Waste Management Board
___ SWRCB: Clean Water Grants
_____SWRCB: Delta Unit
_____ SWRCB: Water Quality
_____ SWRCB: Water Rights

_b~Regional WQCB # ( )
Youth & Adult Corrections
Corrections

independent Commissions & Offices
—__Energy Commission
_____Native American Heritage Commission
_____ Public Utilities Commission
______Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy
State Lands Commission

___Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Other

Ending Date ?/3 d o (/
Date /.7//35’?2 ,/ 0 7,

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable):
Consulting Firm: E)R(? Conlsu H’\ NG }LMC .

Address: 30"* Tyy S‘_r\ed' ~

City/State/Zip: ek D'\leqo; CA 9qatel
Conac: _ L iM_(onl ?%US‘FAI (j)
Phone: ﬁl l ) 3‘1 3:'114}'7

Applicant;

Address:
City/State/Zip:

Ehonc: [ G T

For SCH Use Only:

Date Received at SCH

Date Review Starts

Date to Agencies
Date to SCH

Clearance Date

Notes:
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CLA1

CLA2

SLA3

CLA4

CLAS

CLAG

CLA7

CLAS

Page 1 of 2

Tracy Reed - Grantville Draft EIR

From: "Charles Little" <lchuck @sprynet.com>
To: <treed @sandiego.gov>

Date: 1/24/2005 4:01:09 PM

Subject: Grantville Draft EIR

Mr. Tracy Reed
Re: Draft Grantville Environmental Impact Report

As | read the EIR | see no way the redevelopment plan as envisioned would meet
the stated goals for Grantville.
As outlined in the Draft Grantville Redevelopment plan.

improve Public Infrastructure and undertake other public Improvements.
Seems as though those are the responsibility of government to take care of from
tax dollars we pay on a yearly basis.

# 4 Improve the flow of traffic , relieve congestion.

The EIR as | read it indicates that the redevelopment will NOT accomplish this.
As | look at the stated time it takes to go thru the traffic light at the intersection at
Fairmount and Mission Gorge road.

| find those numbers unrealistic and they would not improve with the so called
redevelopment.

# 6 Establishing a Business Improvement District and/or Maintenance Assessmer
District.
Does the above mean we get no services from our tax money???

We need a updated Grantville plan so the existing owners can meet the demands
the community.

So far the additions to the Grantville area has increased traffic with no help to
improve the traffic flow.
| speak of the Honda facility Sav-on and Home Depot.

| am not against upgrading our area, but we should do it without creating more of
traffic nightmare.

Eminent shouid not be a tool of this plan.
As you all know Eminent Domnain was not to be used to take property owners
property for the use of some third party.

file://C:\Documents%20and %20Settings\twn\Local %20Settings\Femp\GW }00001. HTM 1/24/2005

RTC-87

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005

Response to Commenl CLAT:

Comment noted. The EIR provides a conservative analysis with respect to traffic
impacts, as only those improvements currently shown in the adopted Navajo
Community plan are evaluated. This does not preclude the ability of the agency to
implement currently undefined improvements within the Project Area in order fo meet
the goals of the redeveiopment plan. Additional, specific traffic improvements will be
identified as specific redevelopment projects are proposed and evaluated. See also
responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17.

Response to Comment CLA2:
Comment noted.

Response o Comment CLA3:

Appropriate mitigation at each impacted location will be looked at on a project-by-
project basis (see responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17). Individual development
will be required to evaluale environmental impacts and implement appropriate
mitigation where necessary. Fairmont Avenue (Mission Gorge Road) is planned as a
six-lane major street.

in accordance with City of San Diego intersection capacity methodology, the delay
reported for signalized intersections is average delay for all vehicles entfering the
intersection.

Response ta Comment CLA4:
The Business Improvement District (BID}) has been removed from the proposed
Grantville Draft Redevelopment Plan.

Response to Comment CLAS:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment CLAS:

Recent developments, such as those referenced by the commentor and including the
Honda facility, Sav-on and Home Depot are currently allowed by right within the
Project Area. The adoption of a redevelopment project area would provide the ability
to implement additional trafiic improvements through tax increment.



RTC-88

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment CLA7:
Comment noted. It should be noted that the EIR evaluates future growth of the
Project Area according to existing community plan land use designations.

Response o Comment CLAS8:

The Grantville redevelopment plan as currently drafied proposes the inclusion of
eminent domain authority (see Section 410 of the Redevelopment plan). Eminent
domain continues to be the subject of public review and review by the GRAC. The
GRAC has modified the language 1o require specific findings that would need to be
made to use eminent domain in the Project Area. The City of San Diego will ultimately
be the authority as to whether eminent domain authority will be included in the
redevelopment project area.
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CLA9 And to increase the tax base of the area. RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITILE, DATED JANUARY 24,
. ' 2005 (cont.d)
Charles Little
P.O. Box 600130 0190 Response to Comment CLAY:

San Diego, CA 92160-0190 See response to comment CL-A8.
lchuck@sprynet.com

file://C:\Documents%20and%20Seitings\twr\Local%20Settings\Temp\GW }00001. HTM 1/24/2005
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CLB1

CLB2

Mr. Tracy Reed February 1, 2005
Redevelopment Agency

600 B Street, Fourth Floor, MS 904

San Diego, CA 92101-4506

SUBJECT: Personal Comments
Program Environmental Impact Report Draft
Grantville Redevelopment Project, Volume 1, Dec. 13, 2004
San Diego, CA

Dear Mr. Reed:
Below we have itemized our concerns regarding the following wems.
A. Executive Summary — Significant, Unavoidable Impacts

“Based upon the data and conclusions of this Prqgram E]R ;he _
Redevelopment Agency finds that the project will result in significant
unavoidable impacts to the following resources area:

1. Transportation/Circulation o .
2. Air Quality (Long-terrn Mobile Emissions)

Please refer to Page 4.2-9, Table 4 2-4, regarding TRPIrP GENERA;I‘ION for
j : t projects an

the proposed project. The proposed Redevelopment Projec ot ¢

incr’;asle) of 31,606 Daily Trips. Please refer to Page 4.2-20' fq Slgmﬁf:ance

of Impact. There are six roadway segments, and there are six intersections

that will be adversely impacted.

The above data certainly shows how this dcvelopmen_t will add to a existing
very serious traffic problem in the Navajo Community Plan area.

The mitigation measures on Table S-1. Page ES—ﬁ, not only come up short in
the view of those of us who iravel these roads daily, the measures w1l_l only
add to the existing travel gridlock along Mission Gorge_ Roac! and Fairmount
Avenue. Please also note that there is no mention of mitagation measures
for Fairmount Avenue. Problems exist today on Fainmount at the Traffic
Light at Mission Gorge Road. This traffic problem is exacerbated by

RTC-90

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITILE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005

Response to Comment CLB1:

The commentor restates data and analysis as provided in the EIR. It should be noted
that the trip generation estimate of 31,066 trips is estimated for the life of the project,
which may occur over an approximate 25-30 year period. The EIR idenlifies that
significant traffic conditions and deficiencies exist in the Project Area and are not likely
to improve, even with the implementation of traffic improvements as currently
identified in the adopted Navajo Community Plan. It is evident that additional
improvements will be required in order o improve traffic in the area. Piease also refer
o responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17.

Response to Commeni CLB2:

Piease refer to response to comment CL-B1. The commentor identifies other traffic
deficiencies within the Project Area that could be addressed through redevelopment
activities. For example, as referenced by the commentor, the traffic problem on
Fairmount at the traffic light at Mission Gorge Road is exacerbated by loading and
unloading of car fransporters. Also, the design of the intersection does not meet the
needs of current traffic. Circulation improvements, as those suggesied by the
commentor can be incorporated into redevelopment activities and should continue
fo be suggested to the Agency and City who will make decisions and prioritize
improvements within the Project Area. Specific circulation improvements are
identified in the proposed Five-Year Implementation Plan including Mission Gorge
Road traffic improvements and Interstate 8 interchange at Alvarado Canyon Road.
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CLB2
(cont'd.)

CLB3

CLB4

CLBS

CLB6

15:81 6195638618 o ragE vz

the unloading and loading from Car Transporters. The design of this
intersection does not meet the needs of current traffic.

The following is the amount of time it took the undersigned to wavel
southbound on Fairmount Ave., on to Mission Gorge Road, at 11:45am,
February 4, 2005, Weather clear.

From a dead stop, waiting for 10 cars, and an undetermined number of

light cycles, it took us three minutes and 31 seconds to arrive at the white
line at the entry of the intersection. Additionally, it took us another one
minute and 30 seconds stopped at the red light, before we could turn right
and go south onto Mission Gorge Road through the green light. No right
tumns are permitted on a red light. The total elapsed time to make a right turn
on to Mission Gorge Road was five minutes. The important thing to note
that the above time trial was done at Off Peak Time.

Please refer to Page 4.2-3, Table 4.2-2, of the Program Environmental
Impact Report, that states “Existing Peak Hour Intersection Conditions™.
Item No.11 (Fairmount Ave & Mission Gorge Road) only indicates a
Average Intersection Delay at AM PEAK HOUR of 15.8 seconds. A
Average Intersection Delay of 19.2 seconds is for PM PEAK HOUR.

We question the validity of the above times listed under “Existing Peak
Hour Intersection Conditions”

Regarding Air Quality (Long Term Mobile Emissions), we ask you to refer
to Page 4 3-11, Table 4.3-5. Four out five of listed pollutants exceeds
significance Threshholds.

Page 4.3-12, Table 4.3-6
Four out of five listed pollutants exceeds significance Threshholds.

Page 4.3-13, Table 4.3-7; Poorly Operating Intersections.
Five out of the listed six intersections show a “Level of Service” of “F”.
One intersection is listed as “E”.

Quoting from 4.3.3.4, CO Hotspots )
“Vehicles idling at these intersections could create CO hot spots which may
impact sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the intersections.”

RTC-21

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment CLB3:

Comment noted. This information confirms what is already stated in the EIR, that traffic
and circulation impacts are, and will continue to remain significant even with the
implementation of improvements as currently identified in the adopted Navajo
Community Plan. Please also refer to response to comment CLA3.

Response to Comment CLB4:
Please refer to response to comment CLA4.

Response to Comment CLBS:
Comment noted.

Response fo Comment CLBé:
Comment noted.
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Our final concem regarding the approval of this project is summarized on
Page ES-4:

“If the Redevelopment Agency chooses to approve the Grantville
Redevelopment Project, it must adopt a STATEMENT OF OVERIDING
CONSJIDERATIONS pursuant to Sections 15093 and 15126(b) of the
CEQA Guidelines.”

Because of aforementioned concerns, we feel that the proposed project
should not go forward.

Respectfully submitted,

Charles Little

PO Box 6000190

San Diego, CA 92166-0190
(lchuck{@sprynet.com)

Alfred Venton

6371 Murray Park Court
San Diego, CA 92119-2930
(email venton@cox.net)

(1) addressee by fax
(1) Councilman Jim Madaffer

Hhak ¥l

RTC-92

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM CHARLES LITTLE, DATED JANUARY 24,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment CLB7:

Comment noted. Pursuant to Sections 15093 and 15126(b) of the CEQA Guidelines,
"CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the
economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project against
its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to approve a project.”
In so doing, the City must adopt a statement of overriding considerations for the
proposed redevelopment project as significant unavoidable impacts to
traffic/circulation and air quality have been identified.

Response to Comment CLBS:
Comment noted.
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February 8, 2006

Tracy Reed
Redevelopment Agency
600 B Street, Suite 400
San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft EIR
Mr. Reed,

The following are some of my comments and/or concerns regarding the Draft EIR
pertaining to the Proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project.

TRAFFIC

Traffic is the major concern of the GRAC, business owners in the proposed area and
residents in the surrounding area. The EIR indicates that traffic will increase, mitigation
measures will be taken and the impact after traffic mitigation will still be significant and
unavoidable. If the EIR projections on traffic increases are correct, and many believe the
numbers will be worse because ultimately the City will use this project to increase
residential density, this proposed redevelopment area creates a even bigger traffic
problem than the area has currently. All you have to do is take a look at the traffic
problems in Mission Valley where major development (both commercial and residentiai)
has been permitted to see what will happen to Grantville. Why would the City Council
go forward with a project that does not solve (or at least improve) the major problem in
the area? If the project does go forward what assurances do those inside the project area
and those surrounding it have that traffic mitigation measures will be the first project
undertaken?

1 would also like to see a more detailed plan on how increased transportation/circulation
within the project area will impact the areas outside of the project area. If the problems
with the I8 interchange at the Fairmount/Mission Gorge area are not resolved, many cars
will be looking for alternative routes through residential areas. You stated in a recent
GRAC meeting that the anticipated cost of work at I8 would be extremely costly. When
will it be known if this work will be done?

CHAPTER 8§ ~ ALTERNATIVES

Section 8.3 describes the “General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept” that basically
says the altemnative would implement the conceptual land use patterns identified in the
City of San Diego General Plan (City of Villages). The plan would increase commercial,
industrial, single and multi-family residential units and reduce institutional, religious,
hospital development and commercial recreation areas. The conclusion is that this is
environmentally similar to and would meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed
project. About two years ago the Allied Gardens Community made it very clear to our
elected representative that they did not want the “City of Villages™ concept in their
neighborhood. Why would this now be included as an altemnative?

RTC-93

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LYNN MURRAY, DATED FEBRUARY 8,
2005

Response to Comment LM1:
Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, DRS17, and CLB2,

Response to Comment LM2:

The traffic analysis dees include an analysis of roadway segments and intersections
outside of the project area, and in same cases intersections were included in the
Project Area so as to allow the City more ability to correct existing deficiencies. A
specific example is the inclusion of the I-8/Fairmount/Mission Gorge interchange in the
redevelopment project area. It is currently not known when interchange
improvements will be initiated for this interchange; however, it is a well recognized,
and documented traffic deficiency. The EIR tfraffic analysis further documents this
existing deficiency and anticipates the deficiency will continue to exceed acceptable
LOS standards in the future. No specific improvements were assumed in the traffic
analysis as the currently adopted Navajo Community Pian does not identify
improvements to this area, and any future improvements will require Caltrans
involvement and further analysis and documentaticn pursuant to CEQA and the
National Environmental Policy Act. Please aiso refer to responses to comments DOT3
and DRS17.

Response to Comment LM3:

he EIR does not conclude that the General Plan Opportunity Areas Alternative is
similar to the proposed project. In fact, the EIR states that the General Plan
Opportunity Areas Alternative is NOT environmentally superior to the proposed project
and identifies greater impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, noise,
population/housing, and public services that would result with this alternative than
would occur under the proposed project (existing community plan land uses).

This alternative was originally included in the EIR analysis as one of several alternatives
evaluated in the EIR that would have the potential to reduce one, or any combination
of several environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. However,
further evaluation of the alternative as part of the EIR process found the contrary.
Additionally, this alternative was including in the alternatives evaluation as it generaily
represents recently adopted City policy as concepiualized in the General Plan
Opportunity Areas Map, which is an adopted component of the City's General Pian.
Any further consideration of this conceptual land use pattern by the City would require
a community plan update and would undergo its own environmental review process
in accordance with CEQA.
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LM5

LM6

LM7

Section 8.4 describes the “Transit-Oriented Development Principals Alternative” that is
considered environmentally superior to the proposed project and meets most of the basic
objectives of the proposed project. This alternative would add 2500 dwelling units in the
proposed area. We keep being told that the proposed redevelopment is not an attempt to
put in more housing yet this alternative is specifically for that purpose. Again, it seems to
be the “City of Villages™ concept that the community has indicated they do not want.
Were these alternatives chosen by the outside consultants who prepared this report or
were they based on input from City staff?

APPENDIX A

Letier submitted by Jeryl W. Cordell, CDR, USN (Ret.) includes a 1999 letter pertaining
to development at Admiral Baker Field. While this area is not in the current proposed
redevelopment area, it cites various problems that relate to the whole Mission Gorge
Valley. Flooding, hazardous material, noise, traffic, air quality and the resulting
cumulative effects were some of the issues listed. These issues were cited as having
significant impact; with recommended mitigation being that individual development
projects submit appropriate studies and reports that shall be reviewed by the Agency and
the City. Significance of Impact afier mitigation was considered less than significant.

1 don’t understand how issues as serious as some of these appear can be evaluated and
considered less than significant when you do not even know at this point what “projects™
will be proposed for the area. How can you evaluate cumulative effects if each project
will be reviewed on an individual basis?

An additional letter from the United State Marine Corps expressed concerns that the
project area will be affected by military operation of aircraft from Miramar. How would
potential occupants of this area be notified of this situation?

Thank you,

Lynn Murray
6549 Carthage Street
San Diego, CA 92120

RTC-94

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LYNN MURRAY, DATED FEBRUARY 8,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LM4:

The primary objective in evaluating alternatives in the EiR is to find alternatives to the
proposed project (in the case the existing adopted community plan) that have the
potential to reduce the potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed
project. Because fransportation/circulation and air quality impacts were found to be
significant an unavoidable, the TOD alternative was evaluated. TOD concepts are
widely recognized and accepted by planning agencies, including the City of San
Diego, SANDAG [refer to responses to comments SNDG1-4), and the San Diego Air
Pollution Controt District, as well as numerous national planning organizations as a
mechanism to improve quality of life, livable communities, reduce local and regional
traffic and benefit air quality as they encourage livable, walkabie, community
concepts, and emphasize the use of public transit systems, such as the Grantville
trolley station located in the Project Area.

Response to Comment LM5:

The Program EIR, in fact, provides an evaluation of cumulative impacts as it analyzes
the whole of the project based on the development potential according to existing
adopted community plan designations. The Program EIR includes, among other
environmental topics, a comprehensive evaluation of potential traffic and air quality
impacts in the Project Area, in which case no feasible mitigation measures have been
identified at this time that wouid reduce the impacts to a level less than significant
(i.e.. below significance thresholds). With respect to the remaining issues identified by
the commentor, specific mitigation measures have been identified in the EIR that will
ensure that the impacts to these environmental issue areas would be reduced to a
level less than significant.

Additionally, individual projects will also need to be evaluated pursuant to the
provisions of CEQA, which includes the consideration of cumulative effects. By
disclosing these cumulative impacts at this level of analysis, the Agency understands
that traffic improvements are needed to be conducted on a comprehensive basis,
and can begin to prioritize improvements within the Project Area based on this
information.

Response fo Comment LMé:

With the exception of two areas, the majority of the Project Area does not aliow
residential uses. Any future development proposal within the Project Area that
includes residential uses would require a community plan amendment, and
notification disclosure as required by law.

Response to Comment LM7:
Comment noted.
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February 2, 2005

Tracy Reed

Redevelopment Agency

600 B Street, Suite 400, MS904
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Grantville Redevelopment
Dear Mr. Reed,

The following are some of the concerns I have regarding the proposed redevelopment for the
Grantvilie/Allied Gardens area. 1understand my concemns will be incorporated and answered in
your proposal process. If this is not correct, please let me know and advise me on the proper
channels to have my issues addressed.

1. Our beautiful City is in a mess (i.e. pension fund, zoning enforcements, traffic lights not
timed correctly, pot holes, etc., etc.,); shouldn’t we hold off taking on more of a financial
burden until some of our current issues are resolved?

2. What assurance do we have that City employees can handle this job competently?

According to Donna Frye, the information regarding police and fire protection may be

inaccurate in the proposal. Who is verifying the data?

Who is behind the push for this project? Fenton?

Will the air quality be impacted by the proposal? To what specific degree?

How much, specifically, will traffic be increased?

How will increased traffic impact crime in this area?

Have the owners of the small businesses in the impacted area been notified in writing? I

understand perhaps the owners of the property may have been notified but the renters

who own the businesses have not. This is there livelihood!

9. Why are property owners, i.e. Albertson’s Shopping Center, not being held responsible
for the upkeep of the property rather than the City?

10. Has this area been neglected so that it will becoie “blight™?

11. Why haven’t zoning laws been enforced in this area?

12. 1 understand if this proposal is approved, funds will be diverted from schools. Is this
correct?

13. 1 live on Carthage Street, what is the specific impact to my home?

W

hal

o

As well as including my questions in the proposal I would appreciate a reply to my letter.

Thank you.

e
“\‘/’fé/nnifer Nickles

6591 Carthage Street
San Diego, CA 92120

RTC-95

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM JENNIFER NICKLES, DATED FEBRUARY
2, 2005

Response to Comment JNT:

The implementation of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area would increase
revenues that could be expended on improvements within, and benefiting the Project
Areq.

Response to Comment IN2:
Comment noled.

Response to Comment IN3:
Please refer to response io comment DF1.

Response to Comment JN4:
The City of Planning Commission initiated the Grantville Redevelopment Adoption
process by adoption of Resolution No. 3550-PC on August 5, 2004.

Response to Comment JN5:
Please refer to Section 4.3 Air Quaiity of the Program EIR for a detailed discussion of
potential air quality impacts associated with the proposed project.

Response to Comment JNé:

Piease refer to Section 4.2 Transportation/Circulation for a detailed discussion of
potential traffic/circulation impacts associated with the proposed project.
Development of the Project Area, according to the existing adopted community plan
designations, is estimated to generate a net increase of approximately 31,606
vehicular trips over the implementation of the project (an approximately 25-30 year
timeframe).

Response to Comment IN7:

The increase in traffic does not necessarily correspond to increases in crime. The
Project Area currently experiences higher crime rate percentages than occur in other
portions of the community.

» The Project Area generally has 37% higher crime rates per one thousand
population than San Diego County.

» The Project Area generally has 16% higher crime rates per one thousand
population than City of San Diego.

s There is a significant homeless population in the Project Area. 162 people were
arrested along the San Diego River during a 4-week sweep period in the summer
of 2004.



RTC-26

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM JENNIFER NICKLES, DATED FEBRUARY
2, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment IN8:

In addition to the CEQA and Redevelopment Plan adoption process noticing
requirements, the Grantville Redevelopment newsletter was mailed fo over 1,500
property and business owners and interested members of the public in August 2004.
The Grantville internet website has been active since January 2004 and has had a
minimum of 100 visitors per month since it has been available.

Response to Comment JN?:
Neighborhood Compliance addresses code violations. Please refer to response to
comment JN1T.

Response to Comment JN10:

Blighting conditions are caused by a variety of factors, including lack of incentive by
property and business owners to invest in improvements and enhancements to the
physical conditions of the properties.

Response to Comment IN11:

Many of the properties within the Project Area are considered non-conforming uses
and/or were constructed prior to current zoning controls and development standards
were in place. Because there is little investment incentive in the Project Area at this
time, these propenies can not legally be brought info conforming with current zoning
standards until that time the property is sold and/or converted to another use.

Response to Commeni JN12:
Please refer to response to comment HS18.

Response to Comment JN13:
Existing residential uses are not included within the Redevelopment Project Area.

Response to Comment JN14:
Comment noted.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SWONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY

14, 2005
Holly Simonette
4838 Flsa Road Response to Comment HSAT:
San Diego, CA 92120-4211 Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments HS-A2 through HS-A32.

(619) 501-7414

Response to Comment HSA2:

Comment noted. The individual quoted in the newspaper is affiliated with San Diego
February 14, 2005 State University and is not affiliated with the City of San Diego. No specific

development proposal has been proposed, or has been applied for in the Project

Area as referenced by the commentor. Should such project be considered in the

future, a community plan amendment, rezone and other actions would be required,

Mr. Tracy Reed and would be subject to review in accordance with CEQA.
Project Manager

Grantville Redevelopment Project
Economic Development Division

600 B Street, Fourth Floor (MS-904)
San Diego, CA 921014506

RE: Comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report for the
Grantville Redevelopment Project

Dear Mr. Reed:

‘ollowing are my comments regarding the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report
for the Grantville Redevelopment Project. I have also included a written copy of my

HSA1 comments at the Noticed Public Hearing of the Redevelopment Agency. Community and
Economic Development on January 25, 2005.

Section 2.2,12 - Population/Housing: While it is true that the proposed Redevelopment
Project Area encompasses primarily non-residential uses, recent statements by Tony
Fulton, Executive Director of Development for San Diego State University suggest that
he has already been involved in conversations with developers regarding putting
student housing in the Grantville area. A recent article by Steve Laub, President of the
College Area Community Council, also suggests that high—-density residential uses are
praposed in the Project Area:

The City Redevelopment Agency is starting the process of a Grantville

HSA2 redevelopment project. Good news for them, but maybe belier news for
us because Grantville has the positive distinction of being one trolley stop
away from the heart of SDSU. The large number of students driving io
and from SDSU causes a lot of congestion on our arterials.. Grantvilie
redevelopment offers the opportunity for much more housing virtually on
the doorstep of SDSU. An affordable housing component next to the
trolley theere [sicl would allow students to roil out of bed and onto a train
that drops them off in the heart of Aztecland. Our Mayor and Council are
advocates of srmart growth along major transit carridors.

RTC-97
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Draft Program
February 14, 2005 Envircimental Impact Report for the
Paue 2 Grantville Redevelopment Project

These statements are reminiscent of the City of Villages concept that the Grantvitle
community successfully fought several years ago. Additionally, the 12-acre property at
the corner of Mission Gorge and Twain is being proposed as a mixed-use residentiai-
commercial area with more than 500 units. Please address specific projects that are
currently in the planning stages, or outstanding permit requests. within for the
Grantville area within the proposed Redevelopment Project Area. Flease incorporate ail
of these projects into the findings for the Program Draft EIR,

Section 2.2.13 ~ Public Services: Please address the needs for police ang fire
protection in the Grantville Redevelopment Project area with the additional traffic,
residences, commercial, and industrial uses in the area. Please address how local
public safety officials will be able to serve the area with the increased traffic as
identified in Section 4.2.

Section 3.4.2.1 - Economic Development Programs: It would seem that eminent domain
proceedings against land owners and small businesses would be necessary in order for
the Redevelopment Agency to “assist in assembling land for new development.” Please
address how eminent domain proceedings (as allowed under CCRL (Health and Safety
Code Section 33000 et seq.} would be used by the Agency to successfully implement its
plans. Additionally, please address alternatives to eminent domain proceedings that
may be used in the area. Please explain why these alternatives could not be used to
immediately address the conditions along the Mission Gorge corridor without declaring
Grantville 2 Redevelopment Project Area. ’

Section 3.6 — Relation to Existing Community Plans: Please address why many, if not
all, of the proposals noted in the Draft EIR cannot be completed under the existing
comununity plans, through programs such as declaring Grantville a Business
Improvement District,

Section 3.6.2.1 - The Tierrasanta Community Plan notes that upon termination of the
sand and gravel operations on Mission Gorge, the area should be rehabilitated.
Reclamation in the southern region of the quarry is aiready taking place. Additionally,
Councilmember JIim Madaffer noted in his January 21, 2605 Mission Times Courier
column, “Straight From Jim,” that “the long—term transiormation is to change what is a
rock quarry and light industrial area into a bio—tech and high—tech production area.
Please investigate and address any and all permit applications, plans submitted to the
City’s Development Services agency for even numbered addresses from 7188 to 7500
Mission Gorge Road. FPlease incarporate these proposals into the Draft EIR for the
Grantville Redevelopment Project. Please investigate and address the PID that Superior
Ready Mix submitted, and subsequently put on hold, for its quarry property. Please
investigate and address Councilmember Madaffer's comments regarding the area and
incorporate these long-term plans, including the impact on the region (including nearby
residential areas) into the Draft EIR,

RTC-98

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment HSA3:

Currently, no formal application has been submitted 1o the Agency or City of San
Diego therefore the specific characteristics of any such project, if in fact proposed in
the future, are not known at this time and could not be evaluated. Projects of the
nature as referenced by the commentor would necessitate a community plan
amendment. Because the Redevelopment Plan must be consistent with the
community plan, the project was evaluated in the context of the currently adopted
community plan land uses within the Project Area.

Response to Comment HSA4:
Please refer to response to comment DF1.

Response fo Comment HSAS:

The Agency has no current plans for acquiring any property in the Project Area:
however, the Redevelopment Plan gives the Agency the authority to acquire
property, including the use of eminent domain if certain criteria area met. The
Agency will adopt Owner Parficipation Rules (currently under review by the Grantvilie
Redevelopment Advisory Committee) that provide preferences to existing property
owners and businesses to participate in the redevelopment implementation process.
The private marketplace has and wilt continue o have the option of consolidating
properties for new development without participation by the Agency. Such private
market activity is preferred and will be encouraged. However, private enterprise has
not been successful in the past in redeveloping the entire Project Area and it is for this
reason that the tools of redevelopment are being sought.

Response to Comment HSAé:

Specifically, existing business owners in the Project Area have not shown an interest in
forming a Business Improvement District (BID). The formation of a BID involves a “self-
tax” on participating businesses, the funds of which would be used for improvement
programs. Reference 1o the BID has been specifically removed from the Draft
Redevelopment Plan; however, adoption of the redevelopment plan would also not
preclude the formation of a BID by businesses in the Project Areain the future.

CDBG funds can be used to set-up the formaiion and analysis of a BID (if the area
qualifies for CDBG funds); however, given the nature of certain regional improvements
needed for the Project Area, the cost is likely excessive in terms of creating a
successful BID that would significantly improve the Project Area.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA7:

Please refer to response to comment HSA3. The land use activities referenced by the
commentor would require a community plan amendment, rezone and other related
actions, including subsequent environmental review pursuant to CEQA. No
application has been submitted regarding these projects and the details and
characteristics are not known, therefore detailed environmental evaluation is not
possible at this time.
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Dratt Program
February 14, 2005 Environmental Impact Report for the
Page 3 Grantville Redevelopment Project

Section 3.7.1 - Redevelopmenl Agency of the City of San Diego: Recent news stories
indicate that the City is unable (or unwilling) to issue bonds for redevelopment projects
in other areas. most notably the NTC project. Please address how the Agency would
undertake the “sale of tax increment bonds” for the Grantville Redevelopment Project.
Additionalty, please address how the Agency would acquire and dispose of property,
and why it would be necessary to construct or rehab replacement housing (when no
residential units are currently included in the Redevelopment Project area),

Section 4.1.1.1.B — Land Use - Existing Conditions - Surrounding Land Uses — Please
address how the projects praposed in the Redevelopment Project area, specifically
increases in traffic congestion, air quality, and noise, would affect the surrounding land
uses (i.e., residential communities next to or in—between Subareas A, B, and C.

Section 4.1.3.1 - Development potential: This section notes that the primary goals of
the Redevelopment Prouject include: improve the quality of life, eliminate physical and
economic blighting condutions, and improve traffic flows. Please specifically address
how this will be accomplished. Please address how it will be accomplished without “an
amendment to the community plan land use designations,” and how the Agency will
accomplish these goals while being “consistent with the provisions of the community
plan in which the activity is located.”

Sections 4.1.4, 4.1.5, and 4.1.6 — Mitigation Measures and Conclusion: | daon't
understand how the Draft EIR can note that:
« “No significant land use impact is anticipated.
= “No mitigation measure is proposed, as no significant land use impact has been
identified.
o “Implementation of the proposed project will not result in a significant land use
impact.”
These statements seem inconsistent with other areas of the Draft EIR and public
statements made by Counciimember Madaffer, Tony Fuiton, and Steve Laub. Please
clarify and rectify.

Section 4.2 — Transportation/Circulation: SANDAG forecasts that in the year 2030,
even without the proposed Redevelopment Project, these roads and intersectuans will
conuinue to operate at an unacceptable Level of Service. The Redevelopment Project
would add more than 31,000 cars along Mission Gorge and Friars Roads and other areas
of the project. The draft EIR states that the Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans
would help reduce the cumulative traffic impact when implemented. However, the
“timing of these improvements is unknown, and the cumulasive impact would remain
significant and unavoidable.”

" It appears from the Draft EIR that the widening of Mission Gorge Road to 6 janes nortn

of Zion Avenue and between Fairmount Avenue and Interstate 8 would create more of a
bottleneck in these currently (and highly) congested areas. Additionally, these
improvements are already part of the current Navajo and Tierrasanta Community Plans,

RTC-100

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSAA:

The Agency may underiake the sale of bonds secured by tax increment at any time
during the next 20 years. The sale will depend on the Agency’s willingness to issue,
and finding a wiling underwriter for the bonds. The Agency would acquire property
only after following the adopted procedures for seeking owner pariicipation. Any
property purchased by the Agency would be disposed of in accordance with law that
may include negotiated sale subject to a public hearing. Replacement housing
would only be required if, af some point in time, the Agency caused units of housing
for low and moderate income persons to be destroyed. This is uniikely because there
are no known housing unifs in the Project Area. However, given the 30-year life of the
Redevelopment Plan, it is important to have this provision included in the Pian.

Response fo Comment HSA9:

The EIR provides a detailed analysis of traffic, air quality, and noise, which includes
areas both within the Project Area, and surrounding the Project Area. Please refer fo
Sections 4.2 Transportation/Circulation, 4.3 Air Quality, and 4.4 Noise of the EIR.

Response to Comment HSA10:

The Agency will adopt a Five Year implementation Plan as part of the Redevelopment
Plan adoption activities. This Implementation Plan identifies potential projects and
programs to be undertaken. The draft of the Implementation Pian recognizes the
potential for an amendment to the pertinent community plans.  Land use within the
Project Area will be controlled by the appropriate community plans as they exist or are
amended in the future, therefore, the Agency's aclivities will be consistent with ihe
provisions of the community plan in which the activity is located.

Response to Comment HSA11:

The conclusion with respect to land use that no significant land use impact
anticipated is based on the fact that there are a variety of land use incompatibilities,
conflicting tand uses, and incompatible uses within the Project Area that do not
comply with current City Municipal Code regulations. Any new development that
occurs within the Project Area would be required to conform with current land use
and zoning regulations including parking. setbacks, building heights, etc. Therefore no
land use compatibility impact is anticipated.

Response to Comment HSA12:
Comment noted.
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Draft Program
February 14, 2005 Environmental Impact Report for the
Page 4 Grantviile Redevelopment Project

and therefore it is not necessary to declare Grantville a Redevelopment Project area
Please address why these improvements could not be made by working with Caltrans
=nd City Traffic Engineers at this time, and prior to the area being declared a Grantville
Redevelopment Project area. Also, please address the costs associated with this
\:'ealignment, with or without the Grantville Redevelopment Project.

Additionally, please investigate and incorporate into the Draft EIR the current conditions
along the Fast/West arteries between Mission Gorge and Waring Roads, most notably
Zion and Twain, and the North/South major artery of Crawiord Street. These roads are
already heavily impacted by vehicular traffic trying to avoid congestion along Missior
Gorge, Waring. and Friars Roads. Please investigate and incorporate the impact of this
additional traffic on these same roads in the event that redevelopment in the area is
pursued.

Section 4.3 - Air Quality: “Development forecasied for the region will generate
increased emission levels from transportation and stationary sources.” The analysis of
long-term effects on the air quality concludes that “combined emissions from the
Redevelopment Project Area and other developed areas in the Basin are expected to
continue to exceed state and federal standards in the near term and emussions
associated with these developments will exceed threshold levels.”

The Draft EIR notes that project-specific air quality analysis shall be prepared for
future redevelopments to determine the emissions associated with construction
activities and identify measures to reduce air emissions. It would seem that this
projeci-specific analysis would open the door for poorer air quality in the Basin. For
example, if 5 projects along Mission Gorge each added 150 vehicles and industrial~
related emissions, the cumulative impact would be far greater (if analyzed
comprehensively) than one project that added anly 150. Please address the reason for
project-specific analysis rather than comprehensive project analysis (as in other areas
of the DEIR) for air quality,

Section 4.10: Aesthetics notes that recommended mitigation includes “improve [ing] the
appearance of the existing strip commercial development on Mission Gorge Road
between Interstate 8 and Zion Avenue by reducing signs, improving landscaping and
architectural design, providing consistent building setbacks and providing adequate off-
street parking.” While 1 do not disagree that this strip of commercial deveiopment could
use a face-lift, ] am appalled at the idea of declaring the area a Redevelopment Project
zone, when these same improvements could be made through implementation of a
Business Improvement District or other programs for these business owners. Please
address why this corridor has not been declared a Business Improvement District or
received other programmatic assistance prior to the proposed declaration of it as a
Redevelopment Project area.

Section 4.12.3.1 — The first sentence of this section seems inconsistent with the plans noted
earlier in this letter, as wel) as other areas of the Draft EIR: “The Redevelopment Plan does not

RTC-101

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA13:

The widening of Mission Gorge Road to 6 lanes north of Zion Avenue and between
Fairmouni Avenue and Interstate 8 are improvements identified in the currently
adopted community plan. Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, DD5 and
DRS17.

The costs associated with these improvements are not known and would depending
on numerous factors including engineering, environmental, and land use constraints.

Response o Comment HSA14:
Please refer to response 1o comment DD8.

The Program EIR evaluates community plan and general plan circulation element
roadways, including intersections that serve the roadway segments identified by the
commentor. As specific developments are proposed, each will be required fo be
analyzed for their potential localized traffic impact, including, residential streets.

Response to Comment HSA1S:

The cumulative impact as a result of the development potential of the entire Project
Area is quantified and disclosed. As stated on EIR page 4.3-13 that, “A project that is
consistent with the applicable General Plan of the jurisdiction in which it is located has
been anticipated within the regional air quality planning process {i.e., the RAQS Plan).
Consistency with the RAQS Plan will ensure that the project does not have an adverse
impact on regional air quality.” Because the redevelopment plan must be consistent
with the General Plan, the project is consistent with the RAQS. However, the EIR also
analyzes the project as a whole based on project-specific significance thresholds
(refer to EIR Table 4.3-4). As shown, the cumulative impact of development of the
entire Project Area would exceed significance thresholds, and is considered
significant. Therefore the impact of multiple projects are not sighted, and are in fact
evaluated comprehensively. In recognizing this condition, Mitigation Measures AQ 1
and AQ 2 are proposed to ensure that each individual project is evaluated for
compliance with appropriate air quality thresholds and measure are implemented to
address air quality impacts. As specific developments are proposed, specific
mitigation measures can be applied to each individual project based on the nature,
size, and characteristics of the project. in accordance with CEQA, cumulative effects
would need to be considered as part of the CEQA evaluation of each project.
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RESPQNSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA15 (cont.d).

Additionally, CEQA does not allow the piece-medling of project analysis. Mitigation
Measures have been identified in the EIR to ensure that, although a significant
unavoidable impact has been identified, measures will be incorporated into future
projects to ensure conformity to applicable air quality regulations.

Response fo Comment HSATé:
Please refer to response to comment HS-Aé6.

Response to Comment HSA17:
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment RM2.
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Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Draft Program
February 14, 2005 Environmental linpact Report for the
Page 5 Grantville Redevelopment Project

propose 1o change any land use designation with the Project Area.” However, in order to
accomplish many of the long-terms goals of the Redevelopment Project, including but not
limited to the proposed high-tech/bio-tech industrial development at what is now the quarry, it
would seem that significant changes would need to be made in the Community Plans. Public
statements rade at the Grantville Redevelopment Advisory Committee meeting on January 31,
2005 indicale that that is exactly what is planned - adopting the Buvironmental Impact Report
and Grantville Redevelopment Project — then changing the Community Plans to be consistent
with this new development. I hereby request that the Redevelopment Agency address these
inconsistencies, and immediately stop any and all planning necessary to designate the

Grantville Redevelopment Project area.

Section 4.13.1 — Schools: Pleas¢ address in the DEIR how the allocation of the tax
increment to the Grantville Redevelopment Project area would affect local schools in the
community and outside the Grantville community — i.e., with fewer tax dollars available w
the San Diego Unified School District and San Diego Community College District taxing
agencies.

Section 4.13.4 — Sewer Facilities: The City cannot finance its current obligations to improve the
waslewaler and sewer pipes throughout the region. Please address how 60-year-old sewer
pipes in the Graniville region will be able to bandle an increase of approximately 26,160
gallons of sewer flows per day without any mitigation measures being proposed.

Scction 4.13.5 — Police Services: As Councilmember Donna Frye noted during the
Redevelopment Agency meeting on January 25, 2005, the existing conditions statement in this
section is incorrect. I hereby request that ALL existing conditions statements throughoat
the entire Draft EIR be reviewed, investigated, corroborated, and, if necessary, changed for
accuracy. Additionally, I request that any changes to the existing conditions that may
result in changes to the Draft EIR be publicly noticed and additional time be given to
review and make comments on these changes.

Section 4.13.5.4 -~ Please address any and all potential impacts on Police Services related to
response times in and around the Grantville Redevelopment Project area. These impacis
should include analysis related to increased traffic congestion, increased population, and
increased business entities in the area.

Section 4.13.6.6 ~ Fire Protection: Please address any and all potential impacts on Fire

- Protection and Emergency Medical Sexvices related to response times in and arouand the
- Grantville Redevelopment Project area. These impacts should include analysis related to

increased traffic congestion, increased population, and increased business entities in the area,
including but not limited to transport of patients 10 Kaiser Hospital Emergency Department and
other facilities.

Additionally, Police & Fire Protection Services are paid for out of the City’s General Fund.
It is my understanding that the Grantville Redevelopmeat Project, as with other
Redevelopment Projects throughout the City of San Diego, would divere property tax
increment funds from the City’s General Fund into infrastructore projects in the

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment H$A18:

Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated formula for
paying a portion of the tax increment to all of the affected taxing entities. In the case
of school districts (K-14), a portion of the tax increment paid to the district is not
deemed “property faxes" for the purposes of their financing pursuant to State law,
and therefore, it is funding beyond what the school district would otherwise receive
had there been no redevelopment project area. These new funds are available to be
used for education facilities that benefit the Project Area.

Response to Comment HSA1%:

The City requires upgrading sewer facilities and infrastructure commensurate with
development. The improvement of sewer facilities can also be identified in the 5-year
implementation plan for the Project Area.

Response to Commeni HSA20:

Existing conditions and impact analysis information was researched and verified by the
public service providers serving the Project Area. Please refer to DF1. The additional
response provided in response to this issue and as responded to in DF1 does not meet
the criteria for recirculation of the EIR as set forth in the CEQA Guidelines.

Response to Comment HSA21:

Piease refer to response to comment DF1. Under the currenily adopted Navajo
Community Plan, no residential/population increase is anticipated within the Project
Area (see response to comment PRD14}.

Response to Comment HSA22;
Please refer to DF1.

Response to Comment HSA23:

Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated formula for
paying a portion of the tax increment to all of the affected taxing entities. The City's
General Fund will receive its portion of the first tier of these payments. 1t is probable
that with redevelopment activities enhancing the area, the growth in assessed value
will exceed what would have occurred absent the Redevelopment Plan so even
though the City will receive only a portion of the tax increment, it could exceed what
it would have received without adoption of the Redevelopment Plan. Additionally,
new development caused by redevelopment activities will be planned to be
"defensible space” built io current fire and safety codes that will improve the fire and
public safety of buildings in the Project Area.



bent py:

HSA23
(cont'd.)

HSA24

HSA25

HSA26

HSA27

HSA28

HSA29

LLLy OT §.U. Lommun econ uev B19 533 5270; 02/14/05 2:50FM; JetFax #977;Fage 7/1:

Mr. Tracy Reed Re: Comments regarding the Draft Program
February 14, 2005 Euvironmental Impact Report for the
Page 6 Grantvilie Redevelopment Project

Granrville area. Please explain how Police and Fire Protection Services would be paid for
once this diversivn of General Funds is accomplished.

Section 4.13.7.6 — Solid Waste: Please address any and ail potential impacts on Solid Waste
zenerated in the Project area. This should include anticipated closure of West Miramar
—andfill in or around the year 2011.

Section 4.14,1.2.B — Mineral Resources/Navajo Conununity Plan: I understand that owners of
7188 through 7500 Mission Gorge (which includes Superior Ready Mix), submitted (then
withdrew) an application to the City’s Development Services for a master planned industrial
development (PID) permit. This submission seems consistent with Councilmember Madaffer’s
wrilien statements regarding the bio-tech/high-tech industrial area in what is not the quarry.
Please address the proposed PID for this area and what it includes. Please incorporate
these proposals into the Draft EIR and address how the resulting impacts would be
mitigated.

Section 6.0 — Growth [nducement: Please provide me with apprapriate documentation from
the City’s General Plan and Program Guide that includes the definition of “urbanization.”
It is my understanding that mining activities do not constitute urbanized aclivities,

Section 8.1.1 — No Project/No Redevelopment Plan/Description of Alternative: It is noted that,
even without the Project, “the Project Arca would be developed pursuant ro the existing
community plan land use designations and zoning. The amount of development would be
similar to the level estimated for the proposed project; however, the overall rate of
development would be slower than under the Redevelopment Plan.” Given that proposals
within the Project Area would oceur without designating the Grantville Redevelopment Project
arca, it would seem that the Agency has not met the conditions required for physical and
econormic blight, and is merely atiempting 1o increase its portion of the property tax increment. I
hereby request thas the planpiag for and implementation of the Grantville Redevelopment
Project be stopped immediately.

Section 8.2.1.15 — Conclusion - No Additional Development Alternative: As noted, “[t]his
alternative is environmentally superior to the proposed project. This altemative would reduce. or
avoid, the project’s impact to transportation/circulation, air quality, cultural resources, biological
resources, and paleonfological resources.” The section also nores, “this alternative would not
meer most of the basic objectives of the proposed project. It seems that, with the negative
environmental impacts associated with this project, the No Additional Development
Alternative would be preferable to the full implementation of the Redevelopment Project
Area plan. Please address this recommendation.

" Section 8.3 — General Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept — This plan would “generally

implement the conceptual land use patterns identified in the City of San Diego General Plan
(City of Villages) Qpportunity Arcas Map for the Project Area.” It appears that this
alternative would generate a net increase of 50,359 daily trips, as opposcd to 31,606 daily trips
noted earlier in the Project Draft EIR. This altemative is unacceptable. The community has
already kept the City from implementing the City of Villages in the Grantville area. Please

RTC-104

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA24:

The EIR provides an analysis of potential solid waste impacts {see pages 4.13-13
through 4.13-15). As discussed, the City of San Diego Environmental Services
Department policy is to ensure that all requirements of a waste management plan are
satisfied at the time of discretionary review, demolition, grading, or any other
construction permit. Landfill capacities are discussed on pages 4.13-14 and 4.13-15 of
the EIR.

Response to Comment HSA25:

An application for a Planned Industriai Development Permit for the subject property
was submitted to the City approximately 5-6 years ago. There has been no action
taken on the permit. The Grantville Redevelopment Plan EIR analyzes the potential
impacts associated with implementation of land uses according to the existing
adopted community plans. Sand and gravel and open space uses are assumed for
the area referenced by the commentor in the proposed project scenario. Because no
specific development is proposed for this areq, it is not possible to evaluate the
specific impacts and mitigation measures associated with any such project. Any
future redevelopment of this area with an alternative use would require discretionary
approvals including a community plan amendment and environmental review
pursuant to CEQA.

Response to Comment HSA2é:

The City of San Diego's General Plan and Progress Guide define "urbanized™ areas
within the City. The Redevelopment Project area, as well as surrounding areas are
located within the City's designated urbanized area. The EIR assumes redevelopment
of the Project Area according to existing adopted community plan designations. The
sand and gravel area, although designated as Open Space with a sand and gravel
subcategory, is within the urbanized area as set forth in the City's General Pian.
Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15387 defines an urbanized area as, ... a
central city or a group of contiguous cities with a population of 50,000 or more,
together with adjacent densely populated areas having a population density of at
least 1,000 persons per square mile."

Response to Comment HSA27:
The Agency must adopt findings that show that the Project Area meets the criteria for
blight as set forth in Section 33030 of Cdliforniac Community Redevelopment Law.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HQLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response ta Camment H§A28:

The comment is noted. The Redevelopment Agency will consider the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR and will make findings regarding the adoption of the project and
rejection of alternatives pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091.

Response to Comment HSA2Y:
Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments RM4 and HSA28.
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HSA29 address why it is considered an alternative. Additionally, I request thac this alternative be
{cont'd) removed from tbe Draft EIR and not be considered as an alternative.

Section 8 4 ~ Transit-Oriented Development Principals Alteatives — This alternative “assumes
that land use designations would allow multi-family residential uses at 25 dwelling units per
acre, within approximately 2,000 feet of the trolley station.... The area comprises approximately
100 acres of land. Under this altemative, it is assumed that exisiing non-residential uses would
be replaced with residential uses and no additional non-residential development would occur
with this area.” It seems ridiculous to assume that this configuration would result in 7,200 fewer

HSA30 daily trips than the proposed project, as most residents in San Diego County do not use public
transportation. Please address how this assumption was made and the data/information that
was used to generate this result. As this alternative wonld result in substantially more
housing, which would result in additional strain on public safety, utilities, sewer, traffic,
and other services, I hereby request that this alternative not be considered and that the
zoning not be changed to accommodate this alternative, nor any proposed residential
development ia this area.

Additionally, please provide me the services and fees billed, paid, and/or budgeted for the
production of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Environmental Impact Report,

HSA31 Draft Preliminary Report, Draft Project Plan. Please inciude the salaries and benefits costs
or City/Redevelopment Agency staff working on the Grantville Redevelopment Project.
‘hank you for accepling these written comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact
HS A32  ‘eport for the Grantville Redevelopment Project. I look forward 10 your written response
ddressing each of my concerns and comments.
Sincerely,
C)@?i:&mc‘mnc

Grantville Resident

cc. All Members of the San Diego City Council
Michael Aguirre, City Attorney
P. Lamont Ewell, City Manager

02/14/05 2:51PM; JetFax #977;Page 8/12
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSA30:

The conclusion that the Transit-Oriented Development Alternative would generate less
average daily trips than the existing community plan land uses is based on applying
the trip generation factors as identified in the City's Trip Generation Manual associated
with each land use. A net decrease of average daily trips is expected because
although there would be an increase in residential uses, there would be a decrease
(i.e.. these uses would be replaced), of industrial and commercial uses.

Piease also refer to response to comments HSA28 and HSA29.
Response to Comment H5A31:
The information requested by the commentor is public information and is available at

the City Clerk’s office.

Response to Comment HSA32:
Comment noted.
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HSB2

HSB3

HSB4

Public Comment

My name is Holly Simonette, and I'm a
Homeowner at 4838 Elsa Road, San Dlego 92120.(between Subareas A and C)

Honorable Mayor Murphy and Council Members:

Thank you for allowing me to speak today about my concerns related to the
Grantville Redevelopment Project and the Draft EIR. Council Members Frye and
Atkins, my comments also relate to the ongoing lack of government transparency

and the community’s right to know.

The entire community of Grantville and Allied Gardens has @igpbeen kept in the
dark about what the City’s Redevelopment Agency and private developers are
trying to do in our neighborhoods. Those of us who live near the project area have
not received updates or notices, and have had to find out information on our own

or by word of mouth. Talk about secrecy at City Hall.

I am here today with petitions in opposition to the Grantville Redevelopment
Project. They are signed by my neighbors and local business owners who live and
work near the Subareas. My neighbors and I are continuing to gather signatures.

We respectfully request that you stop the project immediately.

I am also here today to address concerns about the Draft EIR. The project
description on page 3-6 sawthat the Project will serve as a catalyst to reverse the
physical and economic blight in the area. What blight? How can you say there’s
blight when housing prices in our neighborhood have gone up 23.5 percent in the

last year and the median price is over $530,0007

RTC-107

RESPONSE TQ COMMENT LETTER FROM HQLLY SIMQNETTE, DATED JANUARY
25, 2005

Response fo Comment HSB1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment H3B2:

The Agency has complied with all public noticing requirements with respect to the
California Environmental Quality Act and the Cadlifornia Community Redevelopment
Law. In addition, the Agency has formed the Grantville Redevelopment Advisory
Committee {GRAC]). The formation of the GRAC is not a requirement for the formation
of a redevelopment project area when no residential uses are involved. The GRAC
was formed as an additional mechanism to encourage public involvement, and
includes representation from portions of the community iocated-outside of the Project
Area. In addition to all notficing and meetings, all documentation related to this
project has been posted on the Redevelopment Agency's website.

Response to Comment HSB3:
Comment noted. The referenced petition is included as an attachment to this
responses 1o comments document.

Response to Comment H$B4:
Please refer to response to comment HSA27. The commentor also references housing
prices. However, there is no residential use located within the Project Area.



HSBS

HsBe

HSB7

We all know traffic in the area is bad — it’s the thing people complain about the
most. In fact, people already drive on Twain and Crawford near my house to avoid
the traffic mess on Mission Gorge. Your own highly paid experts say the
Redevelopment Project would add more than 31,000 cars along Mission Gorge and
Friars Roads and other areas of the project. But they note that even with some road
improvements, “the cumulative impact would remain significant and
unavoidable.” This means even more cars will be driving through my
neighborhood to avoid the increased traffic congestion on Mission Gorge. That
puts more kids at risk for being hit by a car, more accidents, and more car exhaust
around our schools. In short, there’s going to be more traffic in my

neighborhood because traffic on Mission Gorge is going to stay screwed up.

Your experts’ analysis of the long-term effects on the air quality concludes that
“combined emissions from the Redevelopment Project Area and other developed
areas in the Basin are expected to continue to exceed state and federal standards in
the near term and emissions associated with these developments will exceed
threshold levels.” In short, more vehicles and industry in the Redevelopment

Project Area will keep the air quality unhealthy in our neighborhoods.

Honorable Mayor Murphy, Council Members, please do not ignore the findings of
your own experts and put a rubber stamp of approval on this Draft EIR or the

Grantville Redevelopment Project. There’s no reason to screw up traffic and air

quality even more for a project that has no justification in the first place, because

there is no blight.

Thank you.

RTC-108

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE, DATED JANUARY
25, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment HSBAS:
Please refer to responses to comment DOT3 and DRS17.

Response to Comment HSBé:
Please refer to response to comment HSA15, LM5, andg CLB7.

Response to Comment HSB7:
Comment noted.
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The College Area Community Council
THE PRESIDENT’S PERSPECTIVE

The biggest hope for the College Compmymity may lic in.. Mission Gorge. The City Redevelopment Agency is
surting the process of a Grantville redavelopinent project. Good news for them, but maybe beiter pews for us becguse
Guantville has the positive distinction of being onc trolley stop away from the heart of SDSU. The large number of
students driving to and fram SDSU causes 4 lot of cangestion on our artaials. While several local prejects wilk
proudemhcibyaddmghmngwmwam\gdlmaoeefmpus,dlsmxmoughmhousaaﬂofSDSU‘s:wMﬂ
studeqls, <nuum.ue + ity far much moce hansing virwally on the doacstep of SDSU,
An affordabl mmd;emlkyh:u:wmlddlowswiensmmﬂmdbdmdmmam
that dropslhmnqﬁml.hc bcart of Aztecland  Owr Mayor and Council are advocutos of smart growth along mgjor
trant comidors. What could be smarter than thar?
- Steve Lsub
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HSLM1

HSLM2

HSLM3

HSLM4

HSLM5

1SLMé
HSLMT

HSLMS8

JUST SAY “NO” TO THE GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT
Hand-delivered January 2005
Dear Neighbor:

Did you know the City of San Diego is planning to declare the area around our homes a “blighted area,”
create moreg traffic on Mission Gorge and Waring Roads, develop low-income housing in our area, take
away property from local business owners. And they want to do all of this in violation of State law?
It’s time to tell the City Courcil “NO” — the residents of Grantville do NOT want the Grantville
Redevelopment Project.

Make sure your voice is heard. The City Couxcil will only pay attention if enough of us show up
and make our voices heard. Sign the petition and attend the City Council meeting on January 25,
2005 at 10 a.m. (Council Chambers, 12" Floor, City Administration Building, 202 C Street, downtown).

The Grantville Redevelopment Project would:

&
» Make Traffic Congestion Worse: The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) predicts
significant traffic increases in the area from the Project Activities, but does not propose anything to } 'A
alleviate the traffic. No improvements are proposed for the bottle-neck on Mission Gorge Road
between I-8 and Friars Road. This means even more traffic through our neighborhoods.

» Declare Area Around Our Homes “Blighted”: The City says this won’t affect our property values,
but we have no assurance of this. They say that values typically increase, but this is for areas that
truly are blighted—ours is NOT!

> Violate State Law; The proposal of this Project Area VIOLATES state law: Qur area is NOT
blighted by definition of California state law! How much more illegal activity should we tolerate
from this city government?

» Take Away Property: Redevelopment will give the City extraordinary powers to take property
away from business owners in order to make way for pet projects from developers like Fenton
Development, who has an employee sitting as Chair of the planning committee! Don’t let the City
put your neighbors out of business just for their own convenicnce.

» Build Low-Income Housing: This places additional strain on social services in the area while taking
money away from the very agencies that provide the services. This will result in reduced services and
worse conditions for low-income residents. '

> Take Money Away from Schools: This project will take money away from other governmental
agencies, schools, and community colleges—all of which provide valuable services to our
community. They’re doing this simply becaunse they can’t manage their own finances!

Everything that the City proposes to do to improve our area are things they should already be doing—like
improving landscaping and enforcing code violations.

Redevelopment simply becomes a vehicle to do things that the community has repeatedly said “No!” to,
like high-density housing, new developinent in open spaces, and more congestion! If they aren’t doing
their jobs now, why would they when they get more power by forming a Redevelopment Area?

City documents about the Grantville Redevelopment Project are on the Internet:
htep.//www sandiego.goviredevelopment-agency/grantville shtmi.  Read them! Get informed!
o Draft Redevelopment Plan
o Draft Environmental kmpact Report
o Rules Governing Participation by Property Owners
o Address Ranges for Properties within the Proposed Redevelopment Project Area

Please contact us if you have any questions.

Holly Simonette
Homeowners on Elsa Road
(619) 501-7414

Lynn Murray
Homeowner on Carthage Street
(619) 582-1024

RTC-111

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE/LYNN MURRAY,
DATED JANUARY 2005

Response to Comment HSLMT:
Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, AG1, RM3 and DRS17.

Response to Comment HSLM2:

Research indicates that between 2002-03 and 2003-04 the assessed value of properties
in the Project Area increased 4.97% and between 2003-04 and 2004-05 increased
7.59%. This compares with 10.01% and 10.38% in the City of San Diego, and 9.92% and
11.15% in the County of San Diego. This is an indicator that property within the Project
Area suffers from blighting conditions that are not present elsewhere.

Response fo Comment HSLM3:

The Preliminary Report for the Grantville Redevelopment Project Area documents the
existence of blighting conditions in the Project Area. Not all properties in the Project
Area are blighted by blighting conditions do exist and private enterprise acting alene
has not addressed these conditions. Please also refer to responses to comments DD2,
DDé, JN10, and HSA27.

Response to Comment HSLM4:
The Redevelopment Plan allows the Agency to acquire property in the Project Area
only after extending Owner Pariicipation preferences 1o existing owners and
businesses, and only after paying just compensation based upon an appraisal of the
property at its highest and best use.

Response to Comment HSLM5:

Affordable housing is a documented need throughout the City of San Diego and the
region. The claim that such housing places additional strain on social services while
taking money away from the very agencies that provides the services is not
substantiated.

Response to Comment HSLMé:

Health and Safety Code Section 33607.5 presents the legally mandated formula for
paying a portion of the tax increment fo all of the affected taxing entities. In the case
of school districts (K-14), a portion of the tax increment paid to the district is not
deemed "property taxes” for the purposes of their financing pursuant to State law,
and therefore, it is funding beyond what the school district would otherwise receive
had there been no redevelopment project area. This new source of school funding is
available fo be used for education facilities that benefit ihe Project Area. With regard
to other taxing entities, it is probable that with redevelopment activities enhancing the
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HOLLY SIMONETTE/LYNN MURRAY,
DATED JANUARY 2Q05 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment HSLMé (cont.d):

areaq, the growth in assessed value will exceed what would have occurred absent the
Redevelopment Plan so even though these entities will receive only a portion of the
tax increment, it could exceed what they would have received absent adoption of
the Redevelopment Plan.

Response ta Comment HSLM7:
Comment noted.

Response o Camment HSLM8:
Comment noted.



HSLM
(ATTACH,)

Executive Summary

Significant, Mitigable Impacts

Implementation of the proposed Redevelopment Project will result in significant impacts as a result of future
redevelopment activities that will oceur within the Project Area. Significant impacts have been identified
o the following environmental issue areas:

. Air Quality {Short-term Construction)

. Noise
- Culiural Resources
. Biological Resources

. Geology/Soils

. Hazards and Hazardous Materiails
. Paleontological Resources
. Aesthetics

. Water Quadiity/Hydrology
. Public Services

implemeniation of proposed Mitigation Measures identified in this Program EIR will reduce the impact to
these resource areas to a level iess than significant.

Significant, Unavoidable impacts

Based on the data and conciusions of this Program ER, the Redevelopment Agency finds that the Erojecf
will result in significant unavoidable impacts 1o the following resources areas: .

. Transportation/Circulation

. Al Qudiity (Long-term Mobile Emissions)

Implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures will reduce the potential impact to these resources fo the
extent feasible; however, the impact will remain significant and unavoidable. These impacts are not a

result of implementation of the Redevelopment Project in and of iiself, rather they are a result of forecasted
growth in the region, which will occur both inside and outside of the Project Area. If the Redevelopment
Agency chooses fo approve the Grantvile Redevelopment Project. it must adopt a “Statement of
Oveniding Considerations” pursuant to Sections 15093 and 1512é{b) of the CEQA Guidelines.

Gionivilie Redevelopment Project ES-4 December 13, 2004
Draft Program IR

RTC-113



ATTACHMENT 3

Tree CTYY OF SaN Dirco
DATE OF NOTICE: January 5, 2005

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

DATE OF HEARING: January 25, 2005

TIME OF HEARING: 10:00 AM

LOCATION OF HEARING: Council Chambers, 12th Floor, City Administration
Building, 202 C Street, San Diego, Califorpia 92101

PROJECT: Grantville Redevelopment Project Area (Proposed)

PURPOSE OF HEARING: Receive public testi y and c ts regarding a
draft programmatic Environmental Impact Report

COMMUNITY PLAN AREA: Navajo, Tierrasanta, and College Area

COUNCIL DISTRICT: District 7

The San Diego Redevelopment Agency is pursuing the Grantville Redevelopment Project which would
eliminate physical and economic blighting conditions and promote a variety of land uses, expand
employment opportunities, improve public infrastructure, parking, and services. California Community
Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et. seq.) controls redevelopment activity
and the Draft Grantville Environmental Impact Report (EIR} has been prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The Redevelopment Agency has scheduled a meeting on Tuesday, January 25, 2005 at 10:00 a.m. to
take public testimony and comments on the draft programmatic EIR. A final EIR incorporating public
input will be prepared for consideration by the Redevelopment Agency for a noticed public mesting in
the future.

The draft programmatic EIR can be reviewed at www.sandiego.gov/redevelopment—agenc*/g[antville

and at the following locations: City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency, 600 B Street, 4™ Floor; City
of San Diego Central Library (Science & Industry Section), 820 E Street; Mission Valley Branch
Library, 2123 Fenton Parkway; Tierrasanta Library, 4985 La Cuenta Drive; Benjamin Branch Library,
5188 Zion Avenue; San Carlos Branch Library, 7265 Jackson Drive; and the Navajo Community
Service Center, 7381 Jackson Drive.

For additional information, contact Tracy Reed, Project Manager, at the Redevelopment Agency at

(619) 533-7519 or ueed@sandiego.gov.

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
600 B Street, Suite 400  San Diego, CA 92101-4506
Tel (619) 5334233 Fax(619) 533-5250
Community and Economic Development

HSLM
(ATTACH.)
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DON STILLWELL, DATED JANUARY 31,
2005

Response to Comment DSAT:

The specific impacts of bus rerouting were not evaluated as part of the traffic analysis
for the proposed project: however, vehicular trip generation was analyzed. The
specific traffic impacts associated with the trolley were evaluated by MTDB [MTS) as
part of the EIR prepared for the Grantville Trolley station, which is referenced by the
commentor. According to MTS, there will be a maximum of six bus trips (three buses in,
and three buses out} per hour at the trolley site. This number of bus trips would not
significantly impact intersections in the vicinity of the station. The recent extension of
Alvarado Canyon Road (the bridge connection) has also helped reduced traffic
along Mission Gorge Road and Fairmount Avenue.

Additionally, the provision of trolley service in the Project Area may reduce the traffic
generation by 5% for residential uses, 5% for office uses and 3% for commercial uses
within 1500 feet of the troliey station {City of San Diego Trip Generation Manual). This
potential trip reduction has not been taken intc account in the Grantville
Redevelopment Project Program EIR traffic analysis; therefore, the study is
conservative.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM DON STILLWELL, DATED FEBRUARY 8,
2005

Response to Comment DSB1:
Please refer to response 1o comment DSAT.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM HELEN R. HUNTER, DATED FEBRUARY
14, 2005

Response to Comment HH1:
Please refer 1o responses to comments HH2 through HHé.

Respanse to Comment HH2:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment HH3:
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17.

Response o Comment HH4:

Comment noted. These conditions, in that existing streets and intersections within the
project study area do not meet cument conditions City LOS standards, are
documented in the EIR. Please also refer 1o responses to comments DOT3 and DRS17.

Response ta Comment HH5:
Please refer to responses to comments DOT3, DRS17, CLAT, CLAS, CLB1.

Response to Comment HHé:
Comment noted. Please also see responses to comments JN10 and HSLM3.



MR1

MR2

MR3

MR4

MRS

February 13, 2005

Mr. Tracy Reed
Project Manager

600 B Street

Fourth Floor, MS 504
San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Response to the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Reed;
After reviewing the Draft EIR, 1 have the following concerns:

1. The increase of vehicular traffic on already crowded streets has been shown to be a
considerable problem and will increase as more development occurs. In section 4.2.6
(Conclusion) roadways are listed, which are to be significantly impacted by the redevelopment
project. Waring Road is omitted from this list. 1do not feel adequate research was given to this
roadway, especially during peak AM or PM hours. Waring Road is a major roadway ihrough a
residential area that has been documented with high speeds and traffic volume. It is the main
access to subarea C of the Grantville Redevelopment Project and will become significantly more
impacted, should any changes take places in that area.

2. The speed of cars on all the surface streets of the Project area is at this time a tremendous
problem. Yet little is mentioned regarding that impact or how to mitigate it. Emphasis is given
to volume of traffic.

3. There appears to be little discussion on height limitations for buildings in the
Redevelopment Area. Visual impact on the neighboring community could be significant. Height
limits need to be considered and implemented to help retain the character of the community and
to prevent uncontrolled densification that would adversely impact road, utility and protective
services (police and fire).

4. Section 4.13.1.1 discusses impacts to schools. I strongly disagree with table 4.13.1,
which refers to future enrollment at Foster and Marvin as “falling”. It is not realistic to assume
that the tenants of new multifamily projects will all be, as scveral developers have suggested,
only “young executives”. Even if that were so, there is a strong probability ihat some of these
“young executives” will be parents needing affordable housing close to schools. The homes in
the Allied Gardens/Grantville area may also be more affordable for young families then in San
Carlos and Del Cerro. Enrollments may increase, not decrease. Projected impacts to area
schools are inadequately researched in the EIR.

5. Open space is extremely important when an area is being considered for redevelopment.
Densification with little regard for parks, running trails, etc. will put the character of the

RTC-118

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM MARILYN REED, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005

Response fo Comment MR1:
Please reter toc response to comment DOT2 and DD8.

Response to Comment MRZ:

The traffic impact analysis conducted for the EIR was based on the City of San Diego
traffic impact manual. Impacts are based on volume to capacity ratios and increases
in intersection delay. In areas where enforcement of speed limits is at issue, more
specific, detailed analysis is required to ascertain speed conditions, and potential
street calming measures that may be implemented to address the issue.

Response to Comment MR3:
Comment noted. Please also refer to response ioc comment TCC13.

Response to Comment MR4:
The existing school data and projections provided in the EIR were obtained directly
from the San Diego Unified School District (2004).

Response to Comment MR5:

Comment noted. Please refer to responses to comments PRD2, PRD4, PRD5, PRD7,
PRD14, and PRD17.



MRS
(cont'd.)

MR6

MRT

MR8

MR9

community at a disadvantage. The closest park to the Grantville Redevelopment subarea A is
along Crawford Street and Vandever. Whether in Subareas A or B, any children wanting to use
a park must cross busy streets to get there. Although the San Diego River Project intends

to develop running or bike paths along the river, that does not leave areas for playing sports such
as soccer. The need for large landscaped grass areas should be further explored.

6. Air quality is also uf concern and should not be simply deemed “signiticant and
unavoidable”. The health and well being of residents in and imunediately adjacent to the
redevelopment area should always be of foremost concern 1o the City Redevelopment Agency
when projects are accepted for consideration. 1 did not find in the EIR a discussion of locations
that are presently considered California Hot Toxics Spots.

7. Adequate police and fire protection need to be maintained. With densification comes a
greater need for protection and safety in a community. How will that be accomplished
efficiently over time?

Finally, and perhaps out of the scope of the draft EIR, is the ability of the communities of
Grantville and Allied Gardens to participate in the review and recommendation process of any
proposed redevelopment project. A PAC was not established because there were no residences
in the Project area. However, the GRAC will disband in May and that will leave the community
lacking the ability to cifective participate in the recommendation process. The Navajo
Community Planners, Inc. will be the group to review projects and submit recommendations.
The current makeup of the board has Grantville and Allied Gardens at a disadvantage due to its
current election and representation procedures. There also are no guidelines, as required by 600-
24, in NCPI Bylaws to direct the review of redevelopment projects by subcommittees, for the
community directly impacted.

1 appreciate your consideration of these concermns.

Sincerely,

Marilyn Reed

RTC-119

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM MARILYN REED, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment MR4:

According to the San Diego Air Pollution Control District, there is no real definition of a
“hot spot.” As of now, facilities are pricritized based on their health hazard. If the total
score for carcinogenic compounds is above 100 and for non-carcinogenic
compounds is above 10, then a heatth risk assessment is required for the facility. A
health risk assessment (HRA) is a study of the possible pubfic heaith risks that may be
posed by emissions of toxic compounds. If the cancer risk per million is greater than 10
and the cronic and acute THI's are greater than 1, then the following steps are
required: a public noftification (for those living in the surrounding areas) and risk
reduction {a plan to reduce risk to below a level of significance).

Flame Spray, inc. (4674 Alvarado Canyon Rd, 92120} and Superior Ready Mix {7500
Mission Gorge Rd, 92120) are the only two facilities in the Project Area that were
required to do an HRA. Flame Spray, Inc. performed a Public Notification in 2000, held
a Public Meeting and successfully implemented a risk reduction program. The facility
has reduced the potential health risk below the nofification thresholds and therefore,
pubiic notifications are no longer required. Superior Ready Mix had a 5.6 per millfion
cancer rnisk and chronic and acute THI's below 1. Therefore, Superior Ready Mix was
not required to do public notice and risk reduction.

The Air Resources Board [ARB) is in the process of changing the emissions standards to
incorporate diesel emissions. ARB has determined that diesel emissions, especially
those from internal-combustion engines, are a major airborne pollutant. This is the
upcoming concentration of the APCD. As of now, the available data for specific
facilities does not include diesel emissions, so this data may change in the next few
years.

Please also refer to responses to comments TCC10, CLB7, LM3, LM4, LM5, and HSATS.

Response to Comment MR7:
Please refer fo DF1.

Response to Comment MR8:

The Draft Redevelopment Plan was amended to include Section 480 Participation of
Area Planning Committees and Other Appropriate Community Organizations to
encourage additional community input during the planning and review of Agency
plans, policies, procedures, agreements and proposed projects and programs.

Response to Comment MR¥:
Comment noted.
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Grantville EIR Cominents
Submitted by:
Lee Campbell lee@campbellot.com; 858-560-1213

General Comments

1.

1t is not clear what plan or plans are being referenced when refeiring to “plan area”. Iam
told it refers to community plan area. Does this refer to the Navajo Plan only? The
Tierrasanta Plan or the small portion of eastern Tierrasanta that is in the Development
Plan? Action: The document should be specific, for example vol 1,para, 8.4.1.15 states
that the transit oriented altemative would resuit in less environmental impact to
transportation/circulation, air quality, noise etc.

The word “project” is used throughout the EIR. Action: Please refer to the various
projects as Community Plan Project, Redevelopment Plan Project, TOD plan Project, etc.
This would help the reader.

Action: Instead of using the word “alternative” when referring to a plan alternative
identity the plan, such as, the TOD Plan Alternative.

The impact to Tierrasanta, which borders the eastern side ot the basin inctuding the San
Diego River, Admiral Baker Field, Mission Gorge Road and the Grantville and Allied
Gardens communities appears to be significantly impacted in particular with air quality
(Ref vol 1, para 4.3.6.2.) due 1o the increase in traffic that the redevelopment plan and the
TOD plan will generate.

Action: Address this specifically related to Tierrasanta Community Plan area and not just
to the Project area included in the Tierrasanta plan. Please address the entire Tierrasanta
Community Plan area for all alternatives when addressing pollution.

Traffic average on all Project Plan arterials increases with:

a. Project Plan = 153% over existing 2004

b. Transit Oriented Alternative Plan = 165% over existing 2004

Reference vol.2 appendix D.
Volume 1 has summarized this daia in charts that using the A through F levels of impact.
So the F impact leve! designation can be 1% higher than the existing conditions or 65%
or infinite.Action: Install the vol. 2 appendix D tables in appropriate consecutive pages in
vol. 1 so all can see the scope of the impacts for comparison.

. Volume i refers to areas in community plans that are not in the development area. 1t is

suggested that when improvements are implemented in these areas the traffic impact
would be improved, but these are in some instances are not specifficallyidentified. In
addition there is no analysis documented in vols. 1 or 2 to show that these traffic
improvements would in the long run benefit the Tierrasanta, Navajo, or College area
communities or cause “significant impacts” to these communities. For example, vol. 1,
page 5.3, para. 5.1.3 states,” Traffic improvements are identified with the Navajo, and
Tierrasanta Community Plans, ... that when implemented would help to reduce the
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005

Response o Comment LC1:

Reference to "plan area" in the EIR is used when referencing the applicable
community plan area, or portion thereof. If "plan area” is not preceded by a
community name, it is located under a specific community plan heading. in response
to this comment, a word search was conducted and areas of the EIR that make
reference to “plan area” were reviewed to confirm this condition. Additionally, the EiR
clearly states that the alternatives to the proposed project are evaluated against the
potential impacts of the proposed project. No additional modification to the EiR has
been made.

Response to Comment LC2:

The term “project” refers to the proposed redevelopment plan project, and/or
subsequent activities that may occur under the redevelopment plan. The term does
not refer to community pians or alternatives as evaluated in Section 8.0.

Response to Comment LC3:

Each alternative is evaluated within its own section and under its own heading. No
further modifications to Section 8.0 of the EIR are proposed in response to this
comment.

Response to Comment LC4:

The environmental impact analysis provided in the EIR is not necessarily limited to the
proposed Project Area. In fact, regionaily significant conditions are evoluated
including air quality issues as stated by the commentor.

Response to Comment LC5:

Volume Il Appendix D, as referenced by the commentor, depicts the project trip
distribution. This information is also provided in EIR Volume | Figure 4.2-4. Also, as noted
by the commentor, even a relatively small contribution of traific to a significantly
impacted intersection, is considered significant in some instances according to City of
San Diego Traffic Significance Thresholds (see EIR Table 4.2-3).

Response to Comment LCé:

The traffic improvements identified and evaluated on EiR pages 4.2-20 through 4.2-21
are contained in the existing adopted Navajo Community Plan. Although identified in
the existing adopied Tierrasania Community plan, several roadway extensions were
not assumed (please refer to response o comment AG2). The traffic impact
associated with these extensions were evaiuvated in conjunction with the preparation
and adopted of the Tierrasanta Community Plan {reference Figures 23 and 24 of the
Tierrasanta Community Plan). The extension of these roadways would need to be
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cumulative traffic impact. However, ... the cumulative impact would remain significant
and unavoidable.” Would not this transfer significant impacts to surrounding
communities due to the diversion of traftic?

Action: Remove these references or provide proof by analysis including traffic studies
for the Caltrans impacts to 1. Mission Gorge Road at route 52; 2. Jackson Drive at route
52: 3. Tierrasanta Blvd. at I-15; 4. Navajo Rd at 1-8; 5.Santo Rd. at Friars Rd and Santo
Road at 1t 52. Also because these “improvement” are mentioned so often it clear that
these improvements are intended to be implemented “shall” be implemented when the
funds are available’ even though the are not covered by analysis.

Mission Gorge Road section from Old Cliffs Road to Katiyn Court and on to Princess
View should be included in the traffic analysis and in the Redevelopment Plan.

The Transit Oriented Alternative Plan proposes 2500 housing units within 2000 feet of
the trolley station. Does this include the current in work projects of 100+ units at Waring
Road and 1-8, and the units that are projected to be on the hiliside above the Nazarene
church; neither of which are feasibly within the transit oriented zone of 2000 feet? In any
case 2500 units could probabty bring 2500 to 5000 automobiles to the area within 2000
feet of the trolley. This figure could be increased if (and it is likely) the units are
populated by college students. Is this included in the analysis? It appears that the traffic
between [-8 and Twain Ave wilt increase to an average of 208% of current values if the
project plan is selected and to 254% if the alternate Traffic Oriented plan is sclected.
Both are unacceptable. This traffic will be diverted onto local residential streets.

Action: Please address in the EIR the probability of traffic increases due to student
residents in the TOD alternative plan and mitigation suggestions.

There are archeological resources along the river at the terminus of Tierrasanta blvd that
appear to not be referenced in the EIR. Action: Please identify and include in the
document, or identify a city report that addresses these resources and modify the EIR to
identify the impact at this portion of the redevelopment area.

. Bicycle routes and pedestrian walkways are not covered in detail. They are not shown as

existing or proposed. Action: How will pedestrian walkways and bicycle routes be
accommodated? With the traffic increases on the major roadways and intersections it is
probabile that if they exist at all they will be routed to side sireets or as independent paths.
How much improvement in traffic can be expected by utilizing these paths/walkways?
Please address in detail in the EIR

. Along with Transpurtation and Circulation, area flooding is 4 major concurn of residents

and businesses in the Project arca. Action: How is the Alvarado Creek flood potential to
be addressed with the Transit Oriented plan? Will the 2500 units be on stilts, fill etc.; the
cost of development within the 2000 feet of the trolley seems to be prohibitive; Is it?
Please address this in the EIR.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LCé (cont.d):

evaluated as to their environmental impacts and potential for redistribution of traffic
should they be considered in the future. The City agrees that additional analysis of the
extension of these roadways would be required, and there is currently no funding
identified for these improvements.

Response to Comment LC7:

The roadway segment referenced by the commentor was included in the traffic
analysis. Additionally, this segment would not be excluded from consideration as part
of the redevelopment plan improvements.

Response to Comment LC8:

The TOD does not propose any use or development at this time, it is included in the EIR
as a potential alternative fo reduce the pofentially significant traffic and air quality
impacts associated with the proposed project (see responses to comments SNDG3,
DD10, DD12, RM5, DRS19, and LM4). Compliance with City of San Diego Municipal
Code parking regulations would be required for any future development within the
Project Area.

Response to Comment LC%:
Please refer to response to comment BW 1.

Response to Comment LC10:

The adopted Community Plans depict the planned circulation network for the
community planning area. Any proposed traffic improvements would need to include
trail systems as designated in the Community Plan and/or roadway classification. The
EIR does not specifically account for a deduction in vehicular trip generaied based on
the availability of existing or planned trails systems; although it is widely recognized
that such systems are beneficial o overall circulation and are enccouraged as part of
the redevelopment plan {see Draft Redevelopment Pian Objectives #2 and #3).

Response to Comment LC11:

The potential flooding of Alvarado Creek is identified in the EIR (see Section 4.11 Water
Quality/Hydrology). Regardiess of what type of development is proposed within the
Project Area, flooding issues will need to be addressed. Mitigation Measure HD1 is
proposed to ensure that a detailed hydrology study is prepared for each specific
development and that drainage and floeding is addressed as pari of redevelopment
activities.
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Action: With the TOD altenate plan, increased density in the Mission Gorge Area has
the impact w the interstates been considered? How wilt Caltrans accommodate this?
Please address this in the EIR ; provide or reference Caltrans data,

. Per vol 2 appendix D, the average daily traffic at the interstaie 8 underpass to Mission

Gorge will be between 76,600 and 88,195 average daily trips. (Highway 52 currently has
an average daily tip count of 80,000). Action: Will Mission Gurge Road qualify to be
upgraded (o a freeway status (e.g., 125 south)?

When mitigation measures are addressed, there is no cost identified. Mitigation for
vegetation, biological, Lust case environmental, groundwater, paleontological, etc.
impacts could be very high. Action: Picase include a relative cost such as with the traffic
impacts; 1.e., significant,...insignificant for all mitigation measures and relate to averall
cost of the project.

There are a significant number of open LUST cases in the area A Mission Gorge corridor.
Action: Please identify how long these cases have been open. Who will pay for the
cleanup? Will cleanup be funded by redevelopment return?

. The Flooding coverage is totally inadequate. Traffic and flooding in the project area are

among the top three major goals of the Redevelopment Area. Traffic has been addressed
in great detail and analysis (in Vol. 2). Action: The issue of flooding must be addressed
in its own section as is section 4.2- Transportation. In addition, there must include an
analysis appendix for tlooding which should include A. current volumes of water that can
be accommodated, B. the Horizon year volumes that must be in place to prevent flooding,
C. how the Fairmont Avenue under interstate 8 will be prevented from flooding which
when flooded stops all traffic. D. Mitigation such as motorized water barriers and pumps
that could be implemented in time of flooding, how the 2500 residential units of the
alternate plan could be designed (on stilts or provided with pumps for ground level
parking garages). In addition, include a map of current drainage facilities. Finally,
flooding in the area is a concern of shop owners and residents in the area and should not
be addressed on a development project by development project as mitigation HD1, page
4.11-18, suggests. Flooding is an immediate and global concern in the project area.

When discussing the alternatives there is a global practice within the EIR to make
statements like in para. 8.1.1.1, “Overall, the land use impact would be greater than under
the proposed project, as land use goals identified within applicable community plans
would not be achieved.” When these statements are not backed up with references to the
“applicable community plan” goals or paragraphs within the EIR defining these goals, the
argument looses credibility. Action: Please enhance all such paragraphs throughout the
EIR with community plan paragraph references or list the goals with para. references.

18. Table 2 is missing from vol. 2, appendix D. It is assumed that this table should be the

summary of the CNEL analysis for the 2030 horizon year with no community plan
project. Action: Please inciude this table in the document.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LC12:

CEQA does not require an evaiuation of alternatives at the same level of detail as is
conducted for the proposed project. Potential impacts to the circulation system are
evaluated for the proposed project and the General Plan Opportunities Areas Map
Concept. Although less traffic is estimated to be generated under the TOD
alternative, it is anticipated that improvements would be required to the |-8/Mission
Gorge Areq, regardless of the future land uses in this area. As idenfified in the EIR,
improvements are needed for this area in the existing condition. Please also refer to
responses 1o comment DOT3 and DRS17.

Response to Comment LC13:
There are no plans to improve Mission Gorge Road to a freeway; however, Mission
Gorge Road from Fairmount Avenue to Interstate 8 is planned as a six-lane major.

Response to Comment LC14:

CEQA does not require specific costs to be identified for recommended mitigation
measures. According to CEQA Guideline Section 15364, *'Feasible’ means capable of
being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
info account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors." As
such, only those improvements idenfified in the adopted Navajo Community Plan are
assumed and have been analyzed in the EIR. The cost associated with future
improvements would depend on engineering, environmental, land use, and right-of-
way constraints.

Response to Comment LC14&:

EIR Table 4.8-1 identifies the open LUST cases and provides historical data related to
each facility. The responsibie entity for site remediation will be depending on property
transfer agreements and/or the entity proposing improvements to the property. The
Agency may contribute to site remediation.

Response to Comment LC1é:

Flooding is addressed comprehensively in EIR Section 4.11 Water Quality/Hydrology.
Overflow of the Alvarado drainage is identified as an existing drainage deficiency in
the ER (see EIR pages 4.11-15 and 4.11-16, and Figure 4.11-2). As identified in the Draft
Redeveiopment Plan, an objective of ihe plan is 1o make storm drain improvements
particularly to properties affected by the Alvarado Creek and San Diego River
{Objectives #3). Mitigation Measure HDI1 is proposed to ensure that a detailed
hydrology study is prepared for each specific development and that drainage and
flooding is addressed as part of redevelopment activities. Specific mitigation
measures would be developed for individual projects to ensure that flooding and
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LC14 (cont.d);

drainage improvements are made to accommodate new development, and/or
repair existing drainage infrastructure. Please also refer to responses to comments
DD5, DD7, BC3, ORSé, and LC11.

Response to Comment LC17:

The applicable goals of the community plan are defined in Section 2.3 Planning
Contexi of the EIR. Because these alternatives would reqguire community plan iand use
amendments for implementation, the applicable goals, as described in Section 2.3
would need to be reevaluafed by the appropriate planning group to determine
whether they apply to the new land uses. As an example, the existing Tierrasanta
Community plan land use for the sand and gravel area is Open Space with a Sand
and Gravel subcategory. The General Plan Opportunities Area Map shows this area as
50% Open Space and 50% Industrial. Development of 50% this area with industrial uses
would not likety meet the community plan’'s goais of:

¢ Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated area
should be rehabilitiated and a pathway to Mission Trails park provided. Any
other use of the property beyond open space uses will require an amendment
to this plan.

* Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the City should
be allowed to apply the adjacent residential density for development purposes.
Clustered development should then be used to avoid development impacts on
the designated open space.

Response to Comment LC18:

Table 2, Appendix D, was not reproduced due to an apparent printing error.
However, as indicated on Table 4.4-7, Future Noise Levels (CNEL}, the project
contribution fo the future with project scenario ranges between 0 and 3.5 dB(A)
increase on area roadways.



19. Table 3, vol. 2, appendix D is labeled “Alternative”. Action: Please label to identify
LC19 which alternative. 1t is assumed that it is the alternative to the community Plan; which is
the Redevelopment Plan.

20, Throughout the EIR there has been a tendency to justify an alternative by statements or

phrases such as identifying the date that a community ptan was adopted (ref. Para 3.6.2).
These kinds of statements appear to be inserted to “sell” redevelopment since, tor
example, the community plan is so old. In other cases when “selling” is trying to show

LC20 that redevelopment is what the people want, a statement like “and this is consistent with
the community plan” is used. Action: Remove these phrases “and is consistent with the
community plan” and similar ones since the community plans are being set aside and
later rewritten to comply with whatever redevetopment “plan’ is selecied. If left in
identify specifically the community plan and the appropriate paragraph.

2

—

. No concluding paragraphs include a technical summary of the data provided in the
section paragraphs; instead there are statements using words or phrases like “similar”,
LC21 “would not meet most of the basic objectives”, “superior”. Action: Add summary data

that defines what these words are describing.

22. Action: Please provide a timeline chart or graphs showing the Caltrans improvements
needed at 1-8 (and other Caltrans roads) related to the proposed development activity (all
alternatives), the peak iraffic and infrastructure impact in the development area during the
transition, the tax increment funds expected to support the iraftic and infrastructure. It is
expected that this would show a lagging curve with development first, fanding lagging,

LC22 and city and caltrans traffic and infrastructure improvements lagging funding. It is
expected that the lag from beginning of development in the area 1o be 8 to 10 years. Will
the city issue bonds to close the gap? Pleasc address this in the EIR (and the Draft
Development Plan).

Specific Comments Volume |
1. page 2-2; para. 2.2.1. Land uses also include restaurants which because they are leased in
small retail shopping strips are a blight to the area due to parking demand of restaurants
LC23 on the associated undersized parking lots.
Action: Add “restaurants” to the first sentence.

2. page 2-2; para. 2.2.3 Second paragraph- Comment: Mission Gorge is a basin of polution.
This is an area that is on a smaller scale much like the city of El Cajon and pollution due
to traffic and industrial activity is boxed in at periods during the day and night. This
pollution is blown into Tierrasanta by the afternoon and evening winds. An increase in

LC24 traffic of up to163% times 2004 traffic (TOD plan) can cause severe vs. significant

pollution in the Tierrasanta community. Action: Please address and provide analysis for
the entire Tierrasanta Community Plan area for all development options when addressing
pollution.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response ta Coamment LC1¥:

EIR Volume lI, Appendix D, Table 3 depicts the noise levels associated with the General
Plan Opportunity Areas Map Concept. While the technical daia is provided in the
appendix, the information is also provided graphically on EIR Figure 8-5.

Response to Comment LC20:

CEQA requires the evaluation of adopted plans and the Redevelopment Plan is
required to be consistent with the General Plan. The Agency is not aware that existing
Community Plans are being set aside and all development in the City is reviewed for
consistency with the applicable adopted community plan.

Response to Comment LC21:

CEQA only requires the analysis of alternatives on a qualitative level; although where
possible, additional technical data has been provided. EIR Table 8-1 provides a
summary comparison of project alternative impacts to proposed project impacts.
Additionally, in certifying the EIR the Agency will adopt CEQA Findings, which will
describe the specific basis for the rejection of each alternative. Please also refer to
response to comment HSA28.

Response to Comment LC22:
None of the information requested by the commmentor is available at this time. Piease
also refer to response to comment DOT3. The adoption of the redevelopment project
would allow the Agency to issue bonds in order to facilitate transportation
improvements in the Project Area.

Response ta Camment LC23:
Commercial uses include, but are not limited to, restaurants.

Response ta Comment LC24:
Sections 2-2 and 4-3 describe existing air quality conditions, which include regional air
quality and neighboring communities. Please refer to response to comment LC4,
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. page 2-5, para 2.3.1 --Action: Add “ retail and restaurant” to the last sentence.

. page3-1, para. 3.1. The statement “ The primary purpose of establishing this

redevelopment project area is to create a sirong economic base within, and for, portions
of the Navajo and Tierrasanta Communities” It is not likely that there will be any
economic base created “within and for” Tierrasanta except through taxes returned due to
redevelopment and shared by the two communities. The redevelopment plan is clearly
“for” the benefit of the Navajo community.

. Action. Remove the reference to the Tierrasanta community from this paragraph.

. page3-1, para. 3.1, first para.,- The sentence starting with “After adoption. .. improving

the area’s” should begin with “transportation/ circulation alleviate flooding.”

. page 3-10, para. 3.4.] item 6. — Action: Insert as item 4. “alleviate flooding ...«

. page 3-14, para 3.6.2.1 - Action: 1. Please add as third bullet as a goal from the

Tierrasanta community plan related to the sand and grave extraction operations
conditional use permit (CUP)“An access easement from Tierrasanta Boulevard to
Mission Trailes Park will also be required . (ref Tierrasanta Community Plan, page 54,
second para.) . 2. Please reference Tierrasanta Community Plan paragraphs for the two
bullets.

. page 4.1-8, paras. A. and B. — states” goals applicable to the propused project are

described in Section 2.3 ...of the EIR. This is not the case para 2.3 references in general
the “San Diego Progress Guide, the General Plan and the community plans and the Land
Development Code”. There are no specific seferences to community plan goals.

. page 4.1-8, paras. A. and B. — These paragraphs should refer to “land use” Action:

Remove statements identifying when the community plans of Navajo and Tierrasanta
were adopted. Such references are made earlier in the document and continued reference
to the age of the community plans sends a message to the reader that ‘since the plans are
old there should be redevelopment’.

. page 4.1-6, paragraph 4.1.3.5 — states , “some of the existing development within the

project area is not currenily consistent with the land use designations identified in the
... Tierrasauta ... community plans. Action: Please identify specificaily the developments
in question for the Tierrasanta (and other community plans).

. page 4.1-13 - Figure shows parcel 4550202500 as sand and gravel. Action: Please re-

designate correctly as designated open space.

. page 4.1-16, para 4.1.3.5, second para - states, "The Draft Redevelopment Plan (DRP)

identifies these improvements(related 1o public improvements identified in the
community plans). Action: Since the DRP does not “identify” any specific
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LC25:

Section 2.3.1 discusses existing land uses designations. There is no specific retail and
restaurant land use within the Project Area. These uses are allowed in the commercial
zones.

Response o Comment LC28:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment LC27:
No change to the EIR is proposed. This EIR text is a component of the project
description as defined by the Agency.

Response to Comment LC28.
Please refer to responses to comments DD2, DDS, DD7, BC3, DRSé, LC11, and LC1é.

Response fo Comment LC29:
Please refer to responses to comments DD2, DDS5, DD7, BC3, DRSé, LC11, and LC14.

Response to Comment LC30:
The text referenced by the commentor is provided on page 54 of the Tierasanta
Community Plan, but is not a specific goal. EIR page 3-14 lists applicable goals.

EIR page 3-14 has been modified io reflect the exact language as provided in the
Tierrasanta Community Plan as follows (see response to comment TCC3):

*  Upon termination of the sand and gravel operations, the excavated area
should be rehabilitiated and a pathway to Mission Trails park provided. Any
other use of the property beyond open space uses will require an
amendment to this plan._{page 56)

o Designated open space areas which are not to be acquired by the City
should be allowed to apply the adjacent residential density for development
purposes. Clustered development should then be used to avoid
development impacts on the designated open space._[page 55)

Response to Comment LC31:

EIR page 4.1-8 states goals applicabie to the proposed project are described in
Section 2.3 and Section 3.6 of this EIR. Section 3.6 lists the applicable goals of the
Tierrasanta Community Plan. No change to the EIR is proposed.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response o Comment LC32:
Comment noted. However, the EIR simply states the date of adoption of the
applicable community plans.

Response fo Comment LC33:
EiR page 4.1-16 has been modified as follows:

The project is required to comply with the adopted Community Plans in order to
guide the orderly growth of the community. Some of the existing development
within the Project Area is not currently consistent with the land use designations
identified in the Navajotierasanta-and-Celiege-trea Community Plans;

Response to Comment LC34:
EIR Figure 4.1-2 has been modified to depict the referenced parcel as Open Space.

Response to Comment LC35:

The Community Plans identify public improvements (e.g., roadway classifications, bike
facilities, parks, etc.). The Draft Redevelopment Plan does not identify specific
improvements; however, these improvements will be idenfified in the 5-Year
implementation plan. Please also refer to response to comments DDS5 and RM3.
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improvemenis, please modify para. 4.1.3.5 to identify the specific improvements that will
be implemented when funds become available.

. page 4.2-2, para 4.2.1.2 - states, “However, the segment of Old Cliffs road to Katelyn

Court is a 4-lane roadway and the segment of Katelyn Court to Princess View Drive is a
5-lane roadway.” Action: Although not specifically stating that this area is a bottleneck
it is logical to conclude that this section of Mission Gorge Road will be a bottleneck. If as
alluded, the extensions of the Navajo, Santo, Tierrasanta, and Jackson roads are part of
the 2030 redevelopment goals then impacts to the circulation in the Mission Gorge
segments between Katelyn and Princess View are inevitable. Please add these sections of
Mission Gorge Rd. to the analysis (and table 4.2-1 identifying existing LOS) .

. page 4.2-3, table 4.2-1 — shows I-8 east bound to Camino del Rio North as 4 lane.

Action: Itis a 2 lane off ramp from the 8 to Fairmount, which is 4 lanes then Camino del
Rio North is 4 lanes. EB from Camino Del Rio to 8 east is a one lane on-ramp. Please
review and recalculate the LOS etc.

. page 4.2-3, table 4.2-1 — shows [-15 NB Ramps to Rancho Mission Road as 6 lanes.

Action: The Ramp is currently 1 lane and may be 2 lanes with re-striping Please review
and recalculate LOS.

page 4.2-3, table 4.2-2 — shows the peak hour delay. Action: Please modify the table to
traffic that causes the delays. Please address the peak time of day related 1o pollution
also.

. page 4.2-9 — Table 4.2-4 is identified as “Trip Generation for the Proposed Project” but

in vot 2 page 14 the same table is labeled “Trip Generation for the Additional Land Use
in the Community Plan”. Action; Please change Table 4.2-4 title to be more descriptive
and correct to “Trip Generation Added by the Redevelopment Project for the Additional
Land Use in the Community Plan”. Als

page 4.2-9 first paragraph states, “Figure 4.2-4 shows the increase in trips that the project
would add to the circulation network using the distributions shown in appendix D of the
traffic technical study. The same table in vol 2, page 13 is introduced by, “As shown in
Table 4, the community Plan Scenario would add 31,606 daily trips to the circulation
network ...” Action: Please modify the table 4.2-4 to show that Daily Trips are actually
“Daily [ncrease in Trips”.

page 4.2-11, para. 4.2.3.5 — Comment: There is reference 1o road extensions in the
Navajo and Tierrasanta community plans. Action: Councilman Madaffer, recognizing the
traffic, environmental, and blighting impacts to the respective communities of completing
these extensions, has requested that these extensions be removed from the community
plans (see attached). For example, the diversion of traffic from I-15 (at Tierrasanta Blvd)
and route 52(at Sanio Road) through Tierrasanta and merging with a possible 41000
vehicles per day on Mission Gorge Road at Princess View would devastate both
communities. Please provide the analysis necessary for these intersections since it is
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LC34é:

The segment of Mission Gorge Road between Zion Avenue and Princess View Drive is
analyzed as one segment. In the future, the average daily traffic {ADT) for this
segment is 33,200, 39,500, and 41,200 without any redevelopment, with the
Community Plan redevelopment, and with the Alternative redevelopment,
respectively. The Navajo Community Plan shows that Mission Gorge Road wili be
improved to a six-lane facility in the future. Therefore, the segment of Mission Gorge
Road between Zion Avenue and Princess View Drive will operate at LOS C without the
project as well as under the Community Plan redevelopment, and LOS D under the
Alternative Plan.

Response 1o Comment LC37:
The segment that Table 4.2-1 is referring to is Fairmount Avenue from |-8 eastbound
ramps to Camino Del Rio North, which is four lanes.

Response la Comment LC38:
The segment that Table 4.2-1 is referring to is Friars Road from 1-15 northbound ramps to
Rancho Mission Road, which is six lanes.

Response to Comment LC39:
Please refer to response to comment CLA3.

Response to Comment LC40:
The proposed project is the trip generation associated with buildout of the community
plan iand uses. No change to the EIR is proposed.

Response to Comment LC41:

EIR Table 4.2-4 depicts the Trip Generation for the Proposed Project, which is the
increase in trips. EIR page 4.2-8 text expiains that, "As shown in Table 4.2-4,
redevelopment activities according to the existing Community Plan would add 31,606
daily trips ... " No change to the EIR is proposed.

Response to Comment LC42:
The EIR traffic analysis does not assume the extension of roadways as referenced by
the commentor. Please refer to responses to comments AG2 and LCé.



LC43

LC44

LC45

LC46

Lc47

2

—

22.

24.

25.

stated elsewhere in the EIR (see para 4.2.5) that “when money is available" these
‘improvements’ will be accomplished.

. page 4.2-14, para. 4.2.3.5 “Peak hour intersection performance” Table 4.2-6 should be

labeled “Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Performance with and without the
Redevelopment Project.”

page 4.2-18, figure 4.2-8 — The bubble for the Princes View/Mission Gorge should have
0 (zero) on the right turn arrow pointing toward Tierrasanta.

. page 4.2-20, para 4.2 .4 — states,”Proposed redevelopment activitics based on existing

community plan land uses are anticipated to add 31,606 trips per day to the circulation
network with 3,280 trips occurring in the morning peak hour and 4,346 trips occurring
during the afternoon peak hour. Action: It appears it is stating that the peak trips are the
added peak trips; what will be the total peak trips? (3280/60 = 55 trips/minute = approx
1/sec. --- cars are traveling at 60 mph)

page 4.2-20, para 4.2.5 — states, “Improvements within the Navajo and Tierrasanta
Community Plans shall be implemented as sufficient financial resources become
available through the establishment of the proposed redevelopment project area.” Action:
These "improvements’ are identified and aliuded to throughout the EIR. It is clear from
the para 4.2.5 statement that there is a “plan” to extend the Jackson Drive, Santo Road,
Tierrasanta Blvd. and Navajo Roads as part of the 30 year redevelopment effort. This is
the first place that specifically states these ‘improvements’ “shail” be completed. The city
knows the opposition the respective communities have to extending these roads and it
continues to inch away at every opportunity trying to weasel these community and
environmentally devastating roads into a city that has a policy of ‘development first and
freeways will accommodate later’. Please remove every reference to these
‘improvements’ or conduct and publish the analysis that shows acceprability based on
todays peak and average traffic and that of the horizon year 2030. What other
improvemenis would the EIR framers be considering if not those stated above?

page 4.3-15, para 4.3.6.2 States: “The long term impact is considered significant and
unavoidable, as there are no technologies available to reduce the future vehicular related
air peliutant emissions to a level less than significant. However, the project is consistent
with the General Plan ( Navajo, Tierrasanta and College Area Community Plans) and no
conflict with implementation of the RAQS is anticipated.” Action: Please explain how
this is consistent with the community plan of Tierrasanta. Significant impacts due to
pollution will affect Tierrasanta as a whole and the community plan does not endorse
more pollution. If this paragraph pertains only to the three segments in the Tierrasanta
Community Pian that are also in the Redevelopment Plan thea it still is not consistent.
Please remove the second sentence and replace with: “Because the Grantville / Mission
Gorge area lies in a basin signiticant air pollution will disperse into the whole of the
commuuitics of Navajo, Tierrasanta and the College Area.” Also from the Tierrasanta
community Plan — page 5, “Tiemrasanta has become known as a high quality planned
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LCA3:
Table 4.2-6 has been relabeled, “Year 2030 Peak Hour Intersection Conditions with and
without the Community Plan Project.”

Response ta Camment LC44:
Please refer to responses to comments TCCé and TCC7.

Response ta Comment LC45:;

The total frips for the redevelopment area under the Community Plan are: 172,567
daily, 14,621 AM peak hour and 21,427 PM peak hour trips.

Response fo Commenti LC4é:
Please refer to response tc comment LC42.

Response to Comment LC47:

Because no land use amendment is proposed fer the Tierasanta Community plan as
part of the redevelopment plan adoption process, the project would be consistent
with the RAQS as is described on EIR pages 4.3-6 and 4.3-13. No additional change to
the EIR text is proposed.



LC48

LC49
LC50
LC51
LCs2

LC53
LC54

LC55

LC36

L.C57

LC58

LC59
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37.

community”. Will it remain high quality by allowing an increase in pollution caused by
traftic.

. page 4-4-7, para 4.44.8 —Paragraph miss-numbered (and out of place in my book).

. page 4.4-13 Table 4.4-6 This construction noise will last for a period of 30 years. How

will people be encouraged to live in a long-term construction zone?

. page 4.5-3, para 4.5.1.2 — Why is the flume south of the gravel operations on the

Tierrasanta portion of the development plan not identified?

page 4.6-25, second paragraph, second sentence — add “Tierrasanta” before “Community
Plan”

page 4.6-29, sub para labled “BR1” - Please summarize the “redevelopment project
polices” or reference in the EIR.

. page 4.6-31, para B. Subarea B, first sentence — add "Navajo” before “Community Plan™

page 4.9-2, last para. — change “is” to “are”. \

page 4.10-5, para 4.10.5 Mitigation Measures - change third bullet second sentence to
read “Road between interstate 8 to 500 feet north of ...”

page 4.10-5, para 4.10.5 Mitigation Measures —add new bullet - “The height of the
structures adjacent to the river shall not be higher than three stories from just North of
Princess View and shall be designed 1o be an esthetically suitable for the river park area
as defined in the San Diego River Park Master Plan. \

. page 4.10-5, para 4.10.5 Mitigation Measures — last bullet —change “should be sensitive

to it, as” to “shall be sensitive to the Mission Trails Regional Park, the Goals proposed by
the San Diego River Master Plan, and as™

. page 4.11-3 para 4.11.1.2 — the issue of flooding has been avoided!!!!

page 5-3 last paragraph — states, “Traffic improvements are identified with the Navajo
and Tierrsanta Community Plans, and also as discussed in section 4.2, that when
implemented, would help to reduce the cumuiative traffic impact. However, the ...
cumulative impact would remain significant and unavoidable.” Action: Were there
traffic studies done? Is there some analysis to show that there “would be a reduction in
the cumulative impact’ (It is not in vol 2 with the other detailed traffic analysis? Is there
data to show that portions of Navajo and Tierrasanta that are outside of the development
area would not be significantly impacted? Logically if the development area remains
significantly impacted then any benefit gained by diverting traffic outside of the
development area would result in shifting significant impacts to non-plan areas of
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LC48:
EIR page 4.4-7 has been placed in the correct location.

Response to Comment LC49:

Construction projects will occur at various locations throughout the Project Area.
These noise levels will not be constant over a 30-year period. The length of any
particular construction project would vary significantly depending on the size and type
of project. All construction projects would need to comply with City of San Diego
Municipal Code Section 59.5.0404.

Response to Comment LC50:
Please refer to response to comment BW1.

Response to Comment LC51:
EIR page 4.6-25 has been modified as follows:

Within the area labeled 'Cé’ (Figure 4.6-3), there is a vacant, undeveloped lot
that is designated as Industrial and Sand and Gravel use in the Tierrasanta
Community Plan.

Response to Comment LC52:

EIR Mitigation Measure BR1 simply requires that redeveiopment activities use of project
designs, engineering, and construction practices that minimize impacts to sensitive
habitats and wildlife corridor/MHPA preserve areas. This is in addition to other
biological mitigation measures as identified in Section 4.4, Biological Resources.

Response fo Comment LC53:
EIR page 4.6-31 has been modified as follows:

Specifically, portions of the area labeled 'O3' in Subarea B (Figure 4.6-3) in the
Navajo Community Plan Land Use are currently being used for industrial purposes,
but are designated as Open Space.

Response to Comment LC54;
EIR page 4.9-2 has been modified as follows:

The specific location and nature of future redevelopment projects is-are currently
unknown.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LC55:
The guidelines referenced in Mitigation Measure Al are from the existing community
plan language and no change is proposed.

Response to Comment LC58:
Limitation of building heights is not proposed as a mitigation measure at this level of
environmental analysis. Please refer to response to comment TCC13.

Response to Comment LC57:
Please refer to response to comment LC55,

Response to Comment LC58:
Please refer to response to comment LC16é.

Response to Comment LC5%:

Traffic for traffic improvements identified within the adopted community plans were
conducted in conjunction with the preparation and adoption of the community pian.
Additionally, improvements identified in Section 4.2 of the EIR were studied as part of
the traffic analysis. The EIR does not state that these improvements would reduce
cumulative fraffic. The EIR states that these improvements would help to reduce the
cumulative traffic impact. Any future implementation of these improvements as
identified within the adopted community pian would require additional tfraffic analysis
based on current and projected traffic patierns. Please also refer to responses fo
comments DOT3, AG2, and DRS17.



LC60

LC61

LC62

LC63

LC64

LC65

LC66

LC67

3

oo

39.

40.

4

—_

42,

4

w

44.

45.

Navajo and Tierrasanta. Is this not true? Please delete the last two sentences from Para
5.1.2.

. page 6-1, para 4, next to last sentence, Please explain what “extension of new

infrastructure” means and be specific.

page 7-1, para 7.2 - Since uaffic is going to be substantially increased in the project arca
will there be adequate pedestrian and handicap access across Mission Gorge Road to get
to the River Park?

para 8.0 - Please add a para that covers “Effects Found Not to Be Significant” - The
Alternate plan has the highest traffic impact with 65,895 average daily traffic between
Mission Gorge place and Twain Ave vs 26,268 currently. Currently it is difficult to cross
the streets due to traffic and with 2500 housing units in the area a large volume of
pedestrians and bicyclists would expect safe access to the River Park in addition to the
shops in the area. Action: Please add this issne as a sub-paragraph when addressing the
alternatives of section 8.

. page 8.2, table 8-1 — {he transit oriented development alternative transportation

circulation item is listed as less impact than the proposed plan. Action: Refer to the
attached tabies 1,3 and 4 (from vol 2) showiny significant increase in transportation
impact over the project plan and existing plan. Please re-visit this and explain or correct.

page 8.2, table 8-1 — The no-project alternative is shown as having a greater
transportation/circulation impact. The attached tables 1,3 and 4 (from vol 2) show
significant increases in transportation impact over the project plan. Action: Please re-visit
this and explain or correct.

. page 8-3 para 8.1.1.3 - states, “Overall, the air quality impact would be greater than the

proposed project.” With the traffic increase in the project area of near 50% higher than
the no project alternative (see attached tables |, 3, and 4 from vol 2) this appears to not be
true. Action: Please review and amplify the discussion io clarify while considering this
traffic increase. Refer to section 4.3.5 and define the “upgrading or replacing stationary
air pollution control equipment™ in 8.1.1.3 and 4.3.5.

page 8-6, para 8.1.15 — states, “.this alternative would not meet most of the basic
objectives of the proposed project.” Action: Please summarize these objectives and
discus in para. 8.1.15 (feferring to volume 2 would be good) so that the reader is not
required to depend on faith.

page 8-8, para 8.2.1.15 - states, “..This alternative would not meet most of the basic
objectives of the proposed project.” Action: This staternent is not appropriate in an
engineering document. After stating that the No-additional development alternative “is
environmentally superior to the proposed project” the paragraph goes on to siate” this
alternative will have greater impacts with hazardous materials, aesthetics and water
quality/hydrology.” There is a balance here that should be addressed and the statement,”
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment LC40:
Reference to extension of infrastructure includes public facilities such as sewer and
water pipelines, and roadways.

Response to Comment LCé1:
Please refer to response to comment LC10.

Response fo Comment LC42:

The comment is noted; however, the change suggested by the commentor is nor
required by CEQA. CEQA requires a comparative evaluation of aliernatives to the
proposed project that may potentially reduce or avoid the significant impacts
associated with the proposed project.

Response to Comment LC43:

The data referenced by the commentor is for the General Plan Cpporfunilies Area
Map Alternative not the Transit Oriented Development Alternative. Please also refer to
response fo comment LC12.

Response fo Comment LCé4:

The No Project Alternative is compared to the proposed project; it is not compared to
the General Plan Cpportunities Area Map Alternative. The proposed project assumes
development of the Project Area according to existing adopted community plan land
uses. The No Project also assumes that the Project Area would be developed
according 1o exisling adopted community plan land uses. The conclusion that the No
Project Alternative would result in a greater impact is based on the assumption that
the overall development levels would be the same (although would occur at a slower
pace); however, there would not be a mechanism to initiate private properly access
improvements and financing for public infrastructure improvements.

Response to Comment LC4S5:

The conclusion of a significant and unavoidable air quality impact is a result of the
projected Project Area and regional vehicular traffic. EIR page 8-3 has been modified
as follows:

However, the beneficial air quality effects of implementing a redevelopment
pian, mcludmg provisions of public infrastructure improvements and-upgrading
or—replacing—stationary—airpoliution—conirel—eguipment—may not be

implemented.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response fo Comment LCé6:

Because no Redevelopment Plan would be implemented, the No Project alternative
would not meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed project (adoption of a
redevelopment project area) as identified on EIR page 3-10.

Response to Comment LC47:

Because no Redevelopment Plan would be implemented and revitalization activities
would not occur, the No Development alternative would not meet most of the basic
objectives of the proposed project {adoption of a redevelopment project areqj as
identified on EIR page 3-10. Please alsoc refer to response to comment HSA28.



LCé68

LC69

LC70

Lci

LC72

LC73

LC74

“This alternative would not meet most of the basic objectives of the proposed project.”
Does not answer the question. This statement does beg the question and is not appropriate
in what should be an objective engineering report. Please remove this statement here and
from all other portions of the EIR.

. page 8-9, para 8.3.1.2 Action: Change to read”...a net increase of 50,359 daily trips (see

table 4.2-3) compared to the proposed redevelopment project which is estimated to
generate an increase of 31,606 daily wips” (see table 4.2-2).

. page 8-9, table 8-2, Action: Change tabie title to “Increased Trip Generation for the

General Plan Area Map Opportunities Alternative” . Change summation (bottom line } of
table to read, ”Total Increased Alternative Project Area Trips.

. page 8-22, para 8.3.1.15 — States this altemative would meet most of the basic objectives

of the proposed project.” Action: This statement does not include the restatement of the
basic objective. For one, traffic will be unacceptable (see tables 1,3, and 4 of appendix D.
vot. 2, attached). Traffic at 1-8 currently is 48,581, with the project plan it will be 76,600
and with the general Plan Area Opportunities Map Alternative it will be 88,195. Include
this data in the conclusion.

. page 8-22, Para 8.4 — There appears to be no analysis for the TOD plan. Is it in vol. 2?

Action: Add the analysis to vol. 2 shown the figures for the 2500 dwelling units. Please
show how an increase of 2500 housing units would “result in less environmental impacts
to transportation/circulation”.

. page 8-23, para. 8.4.1.2, From what analysis did the “7, 200 average daily trips less than

the proposed project” for the TOD alternative originate. It is not covered in the vol.2
analysis. In fact the TOD alternative is not mentioned in vol. 2. Action : Please include
the full TOD alternative analysis in vol. 2.

Additional Comments:
. When and if the Navajo Community Plan is revised to accommodate the redevelopment

plan, the communities of Allied Gardens and Grantville should become a separate area
with is own community plan. The “economic vitalization” and the new character of this
area that is projected due 1w the redevelopment of Grantville and Allied Gardens warrants
strong consideration of this suggestion. Action: Please address this possibility and include
in the EIR when addressing the revising of the Navajo Community plan and the
Tierrasanta Community Plan.

. The EIR appears to be a large brochure selling redevelopment. For example:

a. using phrases such a3, 'this is consistent with the community plan”

b. using tables such as table 4.2-4 showing (increased) “trip generation for the
proposed (community plan )project”. And labeling in bold text (Total Community
Plan Trips” is the bottom linc of the table. The casual reviewer of the EIR would
read the table as it literally depicts. That is, that there are 31,606 actual trips that

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response lo Comment LC&8:

The tip generation associated with the proposed project is depicted on Table 4.2-4.
The trip generation associated with the General Plan Opportunities Area Map
alternative is shown in Table 8-2. The text on EIR page 8-9 has been modified as follows
for clarification:

Redevelopment of the Project Area according 1o the General Plan Opportunity
Areas Map Alternative would generale a net increase of 50,359 daily tips (see
Table 8-2), —{the proposed project is estimated to generate approximately
31,606 daily tripst{see Table 4.2-4).

Response to Comment LC49:

Table 8-2 depicts the trip generation estimated for the General Plan Opportunities
Map Alternative which is 50,359. Thisis a net increase of 18,753 average daily trips over
the proposed project.

Response to Commeni LC70:
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment HSA28.

Response to Comment LC71:
Please refer to response to comment LC12.

Response to Comment LC72:
Please refer to response to comment LC12.

Respanse to Comment LC73:

Comment noted. Any amendment to the Navajo Community Plan, including
formation of the communities of Allied Gardens and Grantvilie into a new community
plan area, would require review and approval by the City, including detailed CEQA
analysis and preparation of a new community plan.

Response ta Comment LC74:

Comment noted. The reported frip generation is based on development of existing
adopied community plan land uses in the Project Area.



LC74 will affect Mission Gorge due to the “proposed” project. Same comment for table
{cont'd.) 8-2.
¢. The TOD altemative is not included in the vol. 2. It appears that the TOD
alternative is an afterthought after it was realized that the analysis for the (Navajo)
Community Plan project, and the Redevelopment Project was not acceptable. In
LC75 fact, the best alternative was the “No Additional Development Alternative™. So
without time to send the Transit Oriented Alternative back to the analysts it was
decided to drop the TOD alternative in the EIR with conjectural analysis and hope
it sells.
d. The power of tabies 1,2 and 4 in the vol. 2, appendix D. produced in 3 sequential
LC76 pages would allow even the causal reviewer the opportunity to easily compare the
alternative plans, related to traftic, yet this data is scattered in vol. 1 in tables 4.2-
1, 8-3.

Thank you,

Lee Campbell

RTC-134

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment LC75:
Please refer to response fo comment LC12.

Response to Comment LC76:
Comment noted.



RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM LEE CAMPBELL, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005 (cont.d)

Atlachments to follow:

Response to Comment LC77;

LCT7 1. Letter rom Jim Madatter Requesting thet road extensions be removed.
Comment noted.

2. tables 1, 2 and 4 from Drafi Grantville EIR vol 2, Appendix d.
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Priaap—

Agpril 26, 2002

Deanna Spehn, Chair
Tiarasanta Community Council
10371 Mawdar Court
San Diego. CA 82124

Dear Mrs. Spehn:

Recernly, there has been a lot of misinformed community dielog on the Issus of the
Clry of Sen Diego‘s Moastar Blcycle Plon a3 it reimtag to the terminus of Tierrasents
Baulevard and the genciated fearg of Tlamesanta Boulevard connecting 1o Mission
Gorge Road. | have done my best t keep the residaiits of Timrrasania Informed es
o my thoughes on this matter. As a casldent of Tierresanta for nearly 20 vears, |
have never and will never suppart an extension of this rosd.

With the revised Tierrasonta Publlc Faclitias Financing Plan {(PFFP) up for appraval
by the City Council. and in an effort to bring these oulstanding read prajects 1o
closure, | am requesting a letwr from The Tierresanta Community Council which
focmally asks the Councll Office 1o wark 1o remgve the following projects from tha
Tierrasanta Community Plan:

PROJECT NUMBER PROJECT DESCRIPTION
47-048 Tersagonts Boulevard-Colina Dorada to
Misgion Gosge Road
47.068 Gisinsmont Mesa Bousvara-Rusda
Drive to Jacksan Drive
4707 Jackson Drive-Mission Gorge Road o
SAB2
47-11 Sento Road-Pawiok Street 1o Ambrosia
Drive
—Continugd—
http://www . tier org/ssu d%20i road_e3.gif

Page 1 of 1

2/14/2005
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Page T of 1

As | have swied on numerous occasions, ¢ sm not in support of these projects, and
it is my bope that remaving them from the Community Plan will dispat any further
discussion of the pessibility of such matters.

Thank you for your cooperation in thia matter. | loak forward e working togather to
see these issues resolved,

Sincarely,

——

Jim Madaffer
Councilmember -

JM/es

cc: Tierrasanta Cormmunity Council Members

http://www tierrasantacc.org/Issues/road%20issuefroad_e4.gif 2/14/2005

RTC-140



Sent By: The UPS Store #8; e1g 285 1554; Feb-11.05 3:22pPM; Page 1/1

BT

BT2
BT3

BT4

BTS

€19 265 1554

Februar: 14, 2005

Mr. Tracy Reed
Redevelopment Agency
600 B S.reet

Fourth Floor, M8-904

San Dizzo CA 92101-4506

Dear Mi. Reed:

There asc some issues [ have regarding the Grantville Redevelopment Project. There are no
housing units iocated within the Project Arca; however, there is concern that housing witl
become an issue in the futurc which would have an impact on the whole infrastructure of the
gor ity. The household use of aur water supply is only onc area of impact.

1L have a ready addressed traffic and safety that more cars and no roads is nol going 1o give a
balance:d cquation.

A potendal historie strueture, The Ascension Lutheran Church, not my church, should not be
relocale 3 or destroyed if that issue ever vomes up due to the climale of the economy unless the
congregation concurs. To do so would go against ane of the reasons our country was founded,
i.€., frecdom to worship or not 1o worship as one chooses.

NCP! a:: the body to make the decisions if Kedevelopment pusses is not a good idea. Del Cerro
and San Carlos together have 12 votes while Allicd Gardens/Grantville have 6 voies - that is not
equal representation.

‘Thank 3 ou for your time
Respect fully submitted,
Retty Tarre

7124 K sighley Strect

San Dicgo, CA 92120
Ph: (617) 286-1355

¥
V.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM BETTY TORRE, DATED FEBRUARY 13,
2005

Response to Commeni BT1:

Comment noted. The EIR evaluates the potential buildout of the Project Area, which
contains primarily industrial and commercial uses. Please refer to responses to
comments PRO2, DD12, RM4, BC5, LMé and HSA2.

Response to Comment BT2:
Comment noted. Please also refer to DOT3 and DDé.

Response to Comment BT3:
Comment noted.

Response fo Comment BT4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment BTS:
Comment noted.



City Council Hearing

Public Comment on Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft
Program EIR

January 25, 2005

MALE: Call the roll.

FEMALE: Council member Peters, Deputy Mayor Zucchet, Council member Atkins, Council
member Young, Council member Maienschein, Council member Frye, Council member
Madaffer, Council member Inzunza, Mayor Murphy.

MAYOR: Here.

MALE: When we broke for the noon recess, ah, we still had, ah, one redevelopment agency item
that had not been finished. It was entitled, get my notes here. It was #2, actions regarding the
public hearing to receive commenis on the draft program environmental impact report for the
Grantville Redevelopment Project. Um, staff ready to go on that? Um, we do have some
speakers in opposition, ah, Mr. Madaffer, 1 guess I’'m looking to you for your thoughts on this.
Do we need a brief, brief staff report?

MR. MADAFFER: Well, I think the Council would probably want to have that, but, ah, it’s up to
the City Council.

MAYOR: Well let’s give ah, let’s do ah, can you give us a briefer one? Do you have a five-
minute one instead of a 15-minute one?

MALE: Um, I can just go for this, yes, yes, Mayor.

MAYOR: Okay, why don’t you see what you can do in five minutes and then we’ll let the
speakers speak to the item.

TRACY REED: Um, good moming, Mayor and Council members. I'm Tracy Reed. I'm the
Project Manager for the Grantville Redevelopment Study. The redevelopment agency’s
procedures for implementing CEQA requirements require the agency to conduct a public hearing
in order to obtain public testimony on the draft program EIR. The draft EIR provides a
programinic evaluation of the potential impacts associated with the proposed redevelopment
project. Um, the proposed redevelopment project, um, the proposed redevelopment plan is the
project and 1s consistent with the adopted community plans and | kind of emphasized that it’s
consistent with the adopted community plans and that’s quite a bit of what the quesiions are that
we’re getting from the public. Un, a majority of the project area is within the Navajo
Conununity Plan area. Um, the project area consists of underutilized land and buildings,
incompatible land uses, parcels of irregular size and form and insutficient parking and
inadequate vehicle access and recently some flooding problems. Um, the adopted planning
documents that govem this area are the City’s gencral plan, the Navajo, Tierrasanta and the
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College area community plan. Uin, the map behind me today is the existing land uses for the
project area and [ ernphasize that this is the existing land uses in the project area and not what the
community plan land use designations are and, ah, the project area consists of 970 acres. As part
of the Grantville Dratt Program EIR, we’re looking at the long-term environmental effects and
CEQA defines significant effects as two or more effects, which, when considered together,
increase other environmental impacts. The significant mitigated items that can be mitigated, um,
regarding the impacts are water quality and hydrology, hazards and hazardous matenials,
biological resources, public services and air quality. Just to give you an example of how we can
address the hydrology issue is that new development shall prepare a detailed hydrology study to
address onsite and offsite drainage. Regarding the biology issues, the redevelopment policies
would require the use of project designs and engineering and construction practices that would
minimize impacts to sensitive habitats and there is significant, unavoidable impacts that would
take place dealing with air quality admissions because of the additional traffic and that scveral
roadway segments and intersections within the project area would experience a level of service E
or F. That doesn’t mean that they’re not already at E or F. It’s just part of the impacts as you
build out per the community plan. CEQA also requires us to look at several alternatives. We did
the no-development plan alternative. We did the no-additional-development alternative. We
used the opportunity concept plan, which is in the new general plan, and we also used the transit-
ortented principles. Under the transit-oriented principles, it anticipates land uses that would be
consistent with the transit-oriented development principles and this altemnative in the draft was
found to be better than the proposed project or adopted community plan. The agency has
provided several opportunities for the public to review and provide comments. We did a notice
of preparation in July 22 of 2004. We had a scoping meeting in July 26, 2004. The draft has
been out and distributed since December 13. We are having this public hearing and at the public
comument period goes to January 31, 2005. The document has been distributed across a lot of
spectrums. It has gone to the State Clearing House, 23 taxing agencies, the community planning
groups. We have the Grantville Redevelopment Advisory Committee. It has been at the Navajo
Service Center. It’s a four different libraries and it’s been available on the Intemnet since
December 13. Regarding the Intemet, we’ve had about 150 people access the document and
look at different portions of it since it’s been on the Internet. The map behind now illustrates the
land uses per the Community Plan and you can see how the designations and the uses are a little
bit more in mass areas instead of a mismatched quilt like the existing uses. The proposed
redevelopment plan and project will reduce the occurrence of incompatible land uses that exist
within the project area. And new development within the project area will comply with the
adopted community plans and the City’s land development code. And that concludes the status
report.

MALE: Your Honor.

MAYOR: Okay, Mr. Madaffer, before I call on people you want to say something?

MR. MADAFFER: Yes, if that’s okay with you, Your Honor. I just wanted to mention for,
especially for those that might be testifying today, just my interest and I’ve checked with
redevelopment staff on this of actually extending the public comment period beyond today’s

hearing to the 14™ of February and I just wanted to have, that’s Monday, February 14, just in the
abundance of having the most time possible, I just want to make sure that that’s okay with staff.
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RB1

RB2

RB3

MALE: Yes, thai works within our time-frame and schedule.

MAYOR: Okay? All right, we do have several speakers. Ah, let’s begin with um, ah, hmh, Ray
Bealman and then Albert Gotleib.

MALE: I’'m Ray Billman.
MAYOR: Ray Billman, excuse me.

RAY BILLMAN: I'll start this out with the excitement, I called Mr. Reed quite awhile back and
1, he answered the phone and he said where do you live. I says I live in Grantvilie. He says
you’re not involved, so we had a little turn there, but what happened was, I believe, is the houses
were okay, but Mission Valley, the road down there and near the Mission and all the problems
that theyre having in that area. The thing that most people in Allied Gardens don’t have have
jobs and they don’t know the details of what’s going on. We just had another lot vacant up by
the library. There was a single-housing unit. Immediate, shortly after the house was bought,
they went condominiums for senior citizens. So right away, they want to change it to smaller
units and these things keep happening on. The Allied Garden group, they’re part of the Navajo.
They had a meeting and they said an area wanted, the area was too high. You could only go so
high. The developers wanted to go longer. They had a meeting and this is in the Allied Gardens
area. They lost by one point, by one vote, and we had two members of that meeting there. So
what happened is they got it, the Navajo got together again and left Allied Gardens out and then
beyond that, they have voted again and they won by one vote. In other words, we were not part
of it when we're not wanted, we’re not part of it, that simple. A Tierrasanta gentleman sat next
to me at a meeting and he says I’m glad that to be part of this. We’re right together, you’re so
close and everything. He said, yeah, and we want to be sure that this area goes, that’s being built
doesn’t go too high and lose just Tierrasanta’s view of the mountains and whatever. So we are
not veterans of work in this. I was, it said there are 17 of these units. I've only heard of one in
City Heights. I went down there and I was seeing how things were going and you know, the
answer was this. We love it, it’s great, it’s going, but he said, they said, but then they kept on
going and going untii it suddenly became some kind of big crowded area once again. The City
Heights Development, that’s a City Heights area. So [ have one more thing to say since that
gentleman got up and condemned the Council people. I was following that along with the one
with the County Board of Supervisors who set up a 9/11 practice and worked with the FBI and
the police and 1 know it’s not part of it, but that gentleman yelled at those guys. I’m saying this,
they should bad, these were new people and they went out on their own into something as serious
as that without leadership and now one of them died and they still want to, they still wantto
the others, but I’'m going to say.

MAYOR: Okay, I got to stop you, Mr. Billman, because 1 got a lot of people here this afternoon.
MR. BILLMAN: Okay.

MAYUR: Everybody gets three minutes.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CITY COUNCIL MEARING, PUBLIC
COMMENT ON GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EIR
TRANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25, 2005

Response to Comment RB1:

No existing residences are located within the Project Area. Any future project
proposing residential uses within the Project Area would require approval of a
community pian amendment and subsequent environmental review pursuant to
CEQA.

Response to Comment RB2:
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment TCC13.

Response to Comment RB3:
Comment noted.
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MR. BILLMAN: But [ just want to know that they should not do this because if something
happens to either one of ‘em, the people, the young man who died, their folks won’t feel any
better.

MAYOR: Okay, remember we have three lurge groups who all want to be heard this afiernoon.
This Council is willing (o stay as late as you want, but I want to try to be sensitive to thosc that,
ah, have already waited a long time. Albert Gotleib? Not here? Okay. Ah, Charles Little. And
on deck, ah, Jarvis Ross and just so the rest of you know, when [ say “on deck” that means if you
sit in the front row like Mr. Ross is or we have a seat in the front called with a little yellow sign
that says “reserved for next speaker™ so if you're called on deck it’ll save just a little bit of time
if you come up and sit in either that seat or some other seat in the front row. Ah, Mr. Little, go
ahead.

CHARLES LITTLE: Ah, Charles Little. Um, thank you, Mr. Mayor, members of the Council.
1, ] really am against the, the redevelopment, not for the fact that the area couldn’t use
redevelopment, but so far everything I’ve seen down there, for example, when Honda came in, I
called the previous council member’s office and asked them to give me some indication how
they were going to take care of the problem with the traffic there. Oh, we’ve got that taken care
of and [ said, there’s no way you can take care of it. They assured me that they were going to
take care of it. Well, they dam sure did, they just made it that much worse. And then we come
in and we have ah, the Home Depot next door to it and that adds more traffic to it. We putin
Sav-On and that adds more traffic. This morning, you’ve got before you or should have before
you the draft EIR report. I would ask you to look at that very carefully. In there, they have
numbers of the traffic going through the intersection of Fairmont and Mission Gorge. Two
friends of mine and myself came through there this morning. We came down to the light at
Mission Gorge. It was green, nobody in front of us. It took us three minutes to get through on to
Mission Gorge and to get through the next light. It took is four minutes to get on the Highway 8
East. Now, we’ve got a problem there with traffic and it’s a very serious problem. Ah, if you
bring more, as the report would indicate, they’re not going to alleviate traffic. You’'ve said that
in as one of the goals and we’re going to alleviate traffic. Well, you’re not. There’s no way you
can do it. The physical constraints of that we now have the wrolley going across there. That’s
going to bring more people in. And with the on, onramps and off ramps there, there’s no way,
Mr. Medapher, that we’re going to be able to take care of increasing the traffic flow and I would
defy anybody to come up with something that is cost effective that we could do it. Now the
other thing is that, well I’ll stop now, thank you.

MAYOR: Jarvis Ross followed by Holly Simonette.

JARVIS ROSS: Jarvis Ross, first let me compliment Council member Tony Young and Ryan
Manshine for their comments with regard to the College Grove Shopping Center. Those were
periinent remarks and questions that both of you made. Why am I here? Why am I concerned
about a Grantville Redevelopment Zone? Because it’s past time for this City to examine
redevelopment abuse and ineptitude. John Moores celebrates his successful con job downtown
in getting acres of land at below value in return for a ballpark and no infrastructure levies for
police and fire on his developments. The latecomers will have to pick up that tab. Let us
fantasize for a moment. How much money would we save annually by doing away with the
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redevelopment agency? The salaries, the retirement benefits, the consultants, the attorneys, the
condemnation appraisals, the lawsuits, the dog and pony slide shows, the land give-aways to
developers, the charades of public involvement served with coffee and sweet rolls. Need |
mention the agencies, bond issues and interests. Add it up on all a year-after-year basis and we
can fix some of those neglected potholes and broken sidewalks. The biggest con of all is those
people who own property and think they’re going become rich when the appraisals come in. If
they are shocked at the low appraisals and threats of condemnation, they are dumbfounded when
they find out that any environmental clean-up will be deducted from the appraised price.
They’re even more shocked when the land is frequently given to wealthy developers for pennies
on the dollar. Have people so soon forgotten what happened downtown. Some of the one-of-a-
kind, viable businesses and the give-away of the $300 million NTC property to Corky-
Macmillan for $8.00. Even that paltry sum was refunded to him along with 8 pius million
dollars. Grantville is just another attempt at City subsidizing the Small Business Association and
their tull-age ads in the UT on one hand while destroying viable businesses in a redevelopment
area. What happened to free enterprise? Stop the con job. It’s not only here, it’s all over the
city.

MAYOR: Holly Simonette followed by Don Stillwell.

HOLLY SIMONETTE: My name is Holly Simonette and [ am a homeowner between sub areas
A and C. Honorable Mayor Murphy and Council members, thank you for allowing me to speak
today about my concerns related to the Grantville Redevelopment Project and the Draft EIR.
Council members Frye and Atkins, my comments also relate to the ongoing lack of government
transparency and the community’s right to know. The entire community of Grantville and Allied
Gardens has been kept in the dark about what the City’s redevelopment agency and private
developers are trying to do in our neighborhoods. Those of us who live near the project area
have not received updates or notices and have had to find out information on our own or by word
of mouth. Talk about secrecy at City Hall. I am here today with petitions in opposition to the
Grantville Redevelopment Project. They are signed by my neighbors and local business owners,
who live and work near the sub areas. My neighbors and ] are continuing to gather signatures,
Mr. Medapher. We respectfully request that you stop the project immediately. I am also here to
address concerns about the Draft EIR. The project description on page 3-6 says the project will
serve as a catalyst to reverse the physical and economic blight in the area. What blight? How
can you say there’s blight when housing prices in our neighborhood have gone up 23.5% in the
last year and the median price is over $530,000? We all know traffic in the area is bad. It’s the
thing people complain about the most. In fact, people already drive on Twain and Crawford near
my house to avoid the traffic mess on Mission Gorge. Your own highly paid experts say the
redevelopment project would add more than 31,000 cars along Mission Gorge and Friars Roads
and other areas of the project, but they note that even with some road improvements, “the
cumulative impact would remain significant and unavoidable.” This means even more cars will
be driving through my neighborhood to avoid the increased traffic congestion an Mission Gorge.
That puts more kids at risk for being hit by a car, more accidents and more exhaust around our
schools. In short, there’s going to be more traffic in my neighborhood because iraffic on Mission
Gorge is going to stay screwed up. Your expert’s analysis of the long-term effects on the air
quality concludes that combined emissions from the redevelopment project area and other
devetoped areas in the basin are expected to continue to exceed State and Federal standards in
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the near term and the emissions associated with these developments will exceed threshold levels.
In short, more vehicles in industry in the redevelopment project area will keep the air quality
uishealthy in our neighborhoods. 1 just have two sentences, please. Honorable Mayor Murphy,
Council members, do not ignore the findings of your own expeits.

MAYOR: Ma’am, you got to give Us one sentence 1o sum up.

HOLLY SIMONETTE: 1am almost done. And put a rubber-stamp of approval on this Draft
EIR or the Grantville Redevelopment Project. There is no reason to screw up traffic and air
quality even more for a project that has no justification in the first place because there is no
blight. Thank you.

MAYOR: Don Stillwell followed by Joel Stillwagon.

DON STILLWELL: I’m one of those people that have to use public transportation. I came
down here and spoke to you about the buses at the Mission San Diego trolley stop that are
incapable of being there when the troliey gets there. They get three minutes before the trolley
and the MTS just told e, well be sure to use the trolley that makes a connection, don’t use the
one that happens to get there three minutes late. Now that’s really classy. The trolley stop at
Mission San Diego is to be avoided when they change the bus routes. They’re going to come
down and miss it by _of a mile. They say that’s close enough, use the trolley stop that’s another
_ of a mile from the house. Well, I love to walk, but I don’t think that everybody that lives on
my street loves to walk. Interestingly, I am really inirigued by the fact that the trolley stop at
Grantville was such a huge troliey stop. Go up 77 steps. We got two elevators. I mean it’s
wonderful, but why did they put it there, such a huge monstrosity, when there’s nothing there.
And so I was waiting for somebody 1o say, we’re geing to have an Indian casino there or
something, I mean, there’s got to be some reason that it was put there and then all of a sudden I
read in the paper about this redevelopment thing. Those guys there said they spent two years
deciding how they were going to build a trolley stop. I finally walked down to see it because 1
don’t live that close to it to walk by it most of the time, but what I’m trying to say is you want
people to use public transportation. They talk about they’re going to have buses coming in and
out of that new trolley stop and it uses Alvarado Canyon Road. I told the MTS Board they’d be
a whole lot better to have people come and look down and see all the traffic and say that’s a good
reason for using the trolley. I don’t know why or what their plans are and I don’t know whether
you guys ail knew the same thing at the same time. It just seems to me that as if all of a sudden
we got both things and I said, okay, somebody worked together and there’s some reason why you
want this set up. Well, then it says, okay, they have the right of condemnation or something like
that. [ don’t know what you call it. Is somebody making some bucks out of this thing? [ mean,
don’t look at me sadly. I mean, I ride the bus and I use the trolley all the time. I may use them
four or five times a day. My point is they can’t send a bus to make connections with the existing
trolley, the next trolley they want to change the bus so that it goes close to the original stop, they
won’t take it away, but what in the world are you planning on doing down there? You’ve got to
have some ideas of something there that’s going to help people get rid of the mraffic, not make
more. | just, hey, I hope you think real strongly about that.

MAYOR: Joel Stillwagon.
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JOEL STILLWAGON: Mayor, Council members. I'm Joel Stillwagon of .I'ma
second-generation business owner in that area. We’ve been walking around our neighborhood
checking all our other businesses and we’ve all been kind of been upgrading our business fronts.
Myself, I've already spent around $25,000 on the building and just to find out yesterday in the
newspaper that they’re going to pretty much demolish my area and my business and I'm just
about ready to get a government grant for doing work for the Department of the Defense but now
that gets put on hold because we don’t know what we’re going to do with our building. Other
than that, the traffic is always going traffic no matter what. Even LA sbows that we’re just going
to have more people moving to the area, more traffic, more businesses, more people working
tbere, so it’s going to be congested anyway. And, ah, I'd like to be informed, you know, at least
like to know what’s going on and I’ve never received any flyers, like I said I heard word of
mouth and then by accident the newspaper yesterday that this was actually coming down today.
Thank you.

MAYOR: All right, that ends the people who put in speaker slips. I'll go to Mr. Madaffer.

MR. MADAFFER: Thank you, Your Honor, and I first want to start off and thank those that
came down today to provide input. My intention all along has been to be able to promote what
we’re doing with this concept and to hear your input as much as possible. It’s one of the reasons
1 wanted to extend the public comment period. You know, I’ve formed something called the
Grantville Redevelopment Advisory Coramittee. Gosh it’s been well over a year ago now as a
tool really to take more community input on this thing. There was no requirement to have to
even do that in the law, but I thought it was just important especially hearing people concerned
about redevelopment issues. [ wanted to do the opposite of what had been happening in the past
where maybe there wasn’t enough public dialogue and I can’t think of an issue in the local area
that has had more public publicity and opportunity for comment than this Grantville
Redevelopment Area. I think we’ve all heard the story, you’re very familiar with the area
Graatville is a conglomeration of a lot of older, underutilized properties, irregular shaped parcels,
it’s a traffic nightmare, it’s a flooding nightmare, it’s a problem in so many respects, and yet
after hearing some of the testimony, it sounds like we might be better off just doing nothing.
You know, I don’t happen to share that. [ totally agree with the comments of Mr. Little
wherever you are in what you had to say. What happened in building Home Depot and that Sav-
On is exactly the reason why this redevelopment area should be formed. Right now, all those
things are done what’s called by right, pursuant to the community plan. There is no goveming
oversight really beyond what their property is zoned at, so you end up with a hodge-podge of
things that come in there where they don’t provide the mitigation that we should be exacting
from a traffic standpoint. They end up causing more problems than what we get and what does
the City of San Diego get out of it? To build, fix roads, nothing. You really the City gets what
you get out of property tax, 17 cents on the dollar. In a redevelopment area, you’ve heard this
and you say at ad nauseam probably, but you end up with 67 cents on the doliar for the additional
value that that property becomes and those are funds that can only be spent in the area and the
wish list for the Grantville area are extensive. They include many of the things that I heard
today. The traffic issues will not materialize under a plan where you actually have monies to
take care of these raffic issues. If you take, for example, the ridiculous off-ramp from Interstate
8 right now at Mission Gorge Road where cars are merging into Alvarado Canyon Road. That’s
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got to get replaced and that’s on the plan. Synchronization of lights at Mission Gorge Road.
There’s parks, there’s libraries, there’s tlood control issues. Those things will all come from
Grantville Redevelopment and it, I believe in the end, through a public deliberative process will
provide for a much better planned arca and one that citizens are going to have a freer flow of
traffic than what they have now so my interest in Grantville is simple. It is to preserve the
quality of life that the neighbors enjoy in adjacent Grantville and Allied Gardens communities # |
and #2 to provide a vehicle and a tool through redevelopment to make that happen and that’s
really what we’re all about here and that’s why this thing was initiated. Today, obviously what
we’re here to do is really nothing more than to receive public testimony on the draft
environmental impact report. I’ve asked, as I said, that we extend the comment period to
February 14%. T would hope that many of you submit comments in writing one way or the other
and that most inportantly that you stay involved with the process. For those of you that aren’t
familiar, I’il give you my website address. It’s simple, it’s just jimmadapher.com/email. If you
just do that, jimmadapher.com/email, sign up for my email newsletter. We’ll keep you informed.
Go to sandiego.gov and sign up for the redevelopment agency’s mailing list for Grantville and
get involved. Come to the community meetings. Come to the Grantville Redevelopment
Advisory Committee meetings. | want public participation. I want public input in this process. 1
believe I want what you all want and that is the best community we can have and using the laws
of redevelopment, we can actually capture more of the tax increment to be able 10 make those
public facility improvements to eliminate the problems that we’ve been having in the area,
traffic, flooding, etc. So with that, I don’t know what’s the action that we’re. It’s just simply
accepting.

MAYOR: I don’t think there’s any action, really, it’s just a public hearing to provide public
input. I don’t think we even need an action to accept a report, do we Mr. City Atiomey? Or
maybe I should ask the staff. There’s no action right?

MALE: No, no action on this one.

MR. MADAFFER: Okay, thank you.

MAYOR: Ms. Frye.

MS. FRYE: Thank you and I and I am glad that was explained so that people understood that
this was just, um, a hearing to receive comments on the draft environmental impact report, which
is sort of an unusual action or lack of action, I guess. Generally, um, acting as a member of the
City Council, I don’t recall ever actually being able to provide any comments to you on the draft
EIR, so could you explain to me how acting as a member of the redevelopment agency, how that
role is different.

MALE: Well the agency has, you know, has basically certifies the document as the agency and
as part of those procedures that have actually been in existence since 1990, the agency calls for a

public testimony period while the draft EIR is out. It is unique and.

MS. FRYE: Yeabh, it is.
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MALE: And it does bring in the public like we want to and gets us the comments and i think it’s
a very positive.

MS. FRYE: And then the draft or the final EIR, when it’s finalized, that will have to go before
the entire Council as well as well as the redevelopment agency.

MALE: Planning Commission, yes all the different groups.

MS. FRYE: Um and so then it’s appropriate then for me to provide some comments on the draft
Environmental lmpact Report as a member of the Agency.

MAYOR: Ms. Frye, let me just.
MS. FRYE: Is that correct?

MAYOR: I'm not, [ think that is, but I think we need to have the City Attomey clarify it for the
records.

MALE: Actually, 1 misspoke earlier, there is a resolution in front of you that does have two
action items, one is to just accept the comments and requiring them to be incorporated into the
final EIR and also directing the Executive Director, the City Manager, to provide responses to
those comments and also include them in the EIR.

MALE: Now some of that.

MALE: That is the action that is requested.

MAYOR: Is there a second? All right, Ms. Frye, you’re back on.

MS. FRYE: Okay and so then, then the question, then my next question is so it is not
inappropriate, wm, acting as a member of the redevelopment agency to provide to staff comments

for me to provide comments on the draft EIR.

MALE: I'd have to default to the City Attomey. Our redevelopment consultant is saying it’s no
problem.

MALE: I don’t see any reason legally why you cannot provide comments.

MS. FRYE: Okay and.

MALE: That would be responded to as well.

MS. FRYE: And I'll make them very brief, but the issue of public safety which would be police
and fire issues. For example, I would ask that staff, um, if you would go to page 4-13-9, there is

an existing condition statement related to the police services. It would be 4.13.5.1 and the only
reason that I focused on this is because it’s an issue ['ve been dealing with for quite awhile and
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CITY COUNCIL HEARING, PUBLIC
COMMENT ON GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EiR
THANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DF1:

The information provided in the EIR was provided directly by the public service
providers. Each of these agencies (fire, police, schools, etc.) was contacted directly
regarding the proposed project so as to assess the potential environmental impact
associated with the provision of public services. The threshold of significance utilized in
the EIR, for each of these services is whether the project would create an
environmental impact as a result of the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts.

In response to the apparent discrepancy in information regarding poiice staffing (EIR
page 4.13-9}, the San Diego Police Department was re-contacted to verify the service
information provided related to the proposed project. The Eastern Division of the San
Diego Police Department (pers. comm. Officer Robert Carroll, March 7, 2005) indicates
that the Eastern Division is currently staffed with 87 patrol officers. This division is
currently 60% staffed, with the resources to hire up to 40 more officers, for a total of
127. The SDPD is hiring, and the projected time frame to have the officers hired is 2-5
years. Additionally, the City of San Diego Fire-Rescue Department was also re-
contacted to verify the service information provided in the EIR. No changes to the
information related to fire services is necessary (pers. comm. Sam Oates, Fire Marshal,
City of San Diego Fire and Hazard Prevention, March 2005}.

It is recognized by both police and fire agencies that as traffic becomes more
congested in ihe Project Areaq, the police and fire response times may increase. It
should also be noted that as indicated in Section 4.2, traffic conditions in the Project
Area are currently at unacceptable service levels. SDPD is hoping that the
improvements made to the Mission Gorge/Fairmount Ave/I-8 interchange will help
address the congestion. The proposed Five-Year Implementation Plan also identifies
the initiation, design, and construction of Mission Gorge Road traffic improvements,
including the Interstate 8 interchange at Alvarado Road. SDPD wili not respond to the
potential increase in response times by building another substation. Instead, SDPD
indicates that the increase in officers on the street should keep the response times
similar to what they curmently are. The fire department indicates (see EIR page 4.13-
12). that if the National Fire Protection Association 1710 Standard is exceeded in the
future, there could be the need for a new fire station and equipment; however, no
such determination has been made at this time.
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(cont'd.)

DF2

the information contained within the draft EIR states that the station houses approximately 127
patrol officers and that would be in Eastern Division, I believe, is the area that services and the
reason I'm familiar with that because it’s actually in District 6, which is Serra Mesa. The
information that I have in front of me from the Chief of Police tells me that there’s actually 87
not 127 patrol officers, so my concern being is that your existing condition statements and I’'m
just selecting one just as that there may be a problem on some of the information that is being
provided that perhaps is not accurate and maybe needs to be looked at. Additionally with the
existing conditions for fire protection as far as the response times, um, I would ask that you
maybe review that more closely because I'm not sure if it’s if the information provided again in
the draft EIR is actually addressing what the existing conditions are. The other areas that we
may need to maybe beef up the analysis would be the impacts on police and fire response times
and that would include emergency medical services based on the traffic, which is, according to
your document, um, not not able to be mitigated so as we go towards build-out, what is going to
be the ability of police and fire services to respond, um, based on those on those impacts that we
can’t mitigate, at what point does that have an impact on the public safety. The other issue is,
um, in the water quality hydrology portion of your, um, draft EiR, there is, um, a discussion
about sewer and water, but we don’t necessarily talk about, um, storm drains. And existing
conditions on storm drains, again many of the storm drains in District 6, which potentially, this
redevelopment area might be feeding into them, | woutd just like to know what impact that might
have sort of overall, um, that might be shoved into, um, downstream areas or even upstream
areas and the impact and again 1 did not see any discussion on the flooding issues. If it was
there, I didn’t see it. Was there a flooding section?

MALE: Give us a second.

MS. FRYE: Yes, it’s, while a few of these things are fresh in our minds.

MALE: It’s in 4.11, it"s part of that one section.

MS. FRYE: And do you know if it’s.

MALE: And it’s not called out as a separate one, it’s just ali under the water quality hydrology.
MS. FRYE: So, we’re looking at the the watershed management plan. I guess my question
would be is there anything, wm, as far as, ah, flooding, okay it’s 4.11.1.2 that that talks about the
existing conditions and essentially, um, not only which areas are located within the 100-year
flood plain, but which areas are are maybe be prone to flooding more so than others and what
sort of, um, sort of mitigation could be provided to address the flooding issues, the existing
flooding issues as you go through the. | inean, is it in there or is the.

MALE: Well it’s definitely something that’s part of our, um, we list as a project like Alvarado
Creek. That’s where the recent problems are and there’s different parts of that that some parts of

the creek are improved, some paris aren’t, some are privately owned, so that’s what kind of
contributes to some of those problems in those areas.

10
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CiTY COUNCIL HEARING, PUBLIC
COMMENT ON GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EIR
TRANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25, 2005 (cont.d)

Response o Comment DF2:

Section 4.11-Water Quality/Hydrology of the EIR identifies the portions of the Project
Area that are subject to flooding. Flooding in the Project Area is attributable to several
factors including the Project Area’s location within the floodplain, the cumulative
growth and urbanization that has occurred within the San Diego River watershed, and
the existence of inadequate drainage/flooding infrastructure. As indicated in Figure
4.11-2, a large portion of the Project Area is located within the 100-year floodplain
associated with the Alvarado Creek drainage. This flooding is attributed to portions of
the channel being unimproved, as well as inadequate sized culvert facilities.

Correcting the Alvarado Creek flood control deficiencies are among the priorities
identified in the Draft Redevelopment Plan and have been included in the Five-Year
Implementation Plan. This is consistent with the San Diego River Park Draft Master Plan
which includes recommendations to improve the stream conditicn of the Alvarado
Creek confluence to increase channel width and potential meander to improve water
quality and ground water recharge. The Redevelopment Plan provides an
opportunity to comprehensively address flood improvements to Alvarado Creek. The
Five-Year Implementation Plan identifies the following related to Alvarado Creek and
flooding in the Project Area:

First Program Year (Fiscal Year 2005-06):

. Identify storm drain improvements for the Project Area in coordination with the
affected community and appropriate pubiic agencies.

o Initiate planning phase of Alvarado Creek enhancements including hydrology
studies.
Second Program Year (Fiscal Year 2006-07)

= Complete design phase of Alvarado Creek improvements in anticipation of bond
proceeds the following fiscal year {2007-08)

«  Coordinate design of storm drain improvements in the Project Area

Third Program Year (Fiscal Year 2007-08)
» |dentify funding sources for Alvarado Creek improvements.

* Develop funding sources for identified storm drain improvements in the Project
Area.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CITY COUNCIL HEARING, PUBLIC
COMMENT ON GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EIR
TRANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DF2 (cont.d):
Fourth Program Year {Fiscal Year 2008-09)

. Begin construction of Alvarado Creek improvements.

= Begin construction of storm drain improvements in the Project Area.

Fifth Program Year
=  Continue construction of Alvarado Creek improvements.

= Continue construction activities for storm drain improvements in the Project Area.

EIR Mitigation Measure HD 1 is also proposed which requires that a detailed hydrology
study be prepared for each specific development in order to address onsite and
offsite hydrology as a result of new development. As stated in Mitigation Measure HD
1. for development projects located within or adjacent to the 100-year floodplain,
additional consideration shalt be given to the design of the project. An appropriate
drainage control plan that controls runoff and drainage in a manner acceptable to
City Engineering Standards for the specific project shall be implemented. The drainage
conftrol plan shali be implemented in accordance with the recommendations of the
hydrology study and shall address on-site and off-site drainage requirements to ensure
on-site runoff will not adversely affect off-site areas or alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or off-site areas. The drainage study shall incorporate the
recommendations of the San Diego River Park Master Plan the San Diego River
Watershed Management Plan relative fo hydrology/drainage and flooding to the
maximum extent practicabile.

Page 5-5 of the EIR has also been modified as follows:

As discussed in Section 4.11 — Water Quality/Hydrology, the Project Area is located
within_the Mission San Diego Hydrologic Subarea of the Lower San Diego Hydrologic
Area, within the San Diego River Hydrologic Unit (HU}. This HU is approximately 440
square miles, includes a population of approximately 475,000 and contains portions of
the City of San Diego, El Cdjon, La Mesa, Poway, and Santee. as well as
unincorporated areas. Figure 4.11-1 depicis the San Diego Watershed. Flooding
within the Project Area (see Figure 4.11-2 Floodplain Map), is_partially a resuit of the
cumulative_development that has occurred within the watershed, incrementally
creating impervious surfaces that has increased the rate and volume of runoff carried
by the San Diego River and tributaries, including Alvarado Creek. With respect to the
proposed Project Areq, the cumulalive development is partially attributed to existing
flooding events of Alvarado Creek. This drainage runs through the southern portion of
the Project Area, and is_ improved only in certain locations. Improvements to this
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CITY COUNCIL HEARING, PUBLIC
COMMENT ON GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EIR
TRANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DF2 (cont.d);

draginage are needed in order fo_ accommodate flows during storm events. The
continued future_cumulative growth has the potentiat to further exacerbate this
existing problem, as well as flooding associated with certain portions of the San Diego
River. Redevelopment activities have the potential fo contribute to the cumulative
impact; however, a majority of the Pr0|ec1 Areq is olreodv developed ond comolns
impervious surfoces

Mmgo’non Meosure HD 15 |dennf|ed in Secnon 4.11 - Hydrology/Warer Quollty wil
reduce the potential impact as a result of specific redevelopmeni aciivities istmpact
to a level less than significant. With implementation of the hydrology/drainage
mitigation, no project-level impact will occur and redevelopment in the Project Area
will not contribute 10 a cumulatively considerable hydrology/water quality impact.
Coarreciing the Alvarado Creek flood control deficiencies is @ priority identified in the
Draft Redevelopment Plan and hags been included in the proposed Five-Year
Implementation Plan. Implementation of this improvement wouid address the
cumuldtive flooding impact in the Project Area.
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DF4

MS. FRYE: Okay, well maybe, maybe that might be something that you might want to look at
in the cumulative umpact portion of it.

MALE: It’s it’s what we’ve gotten from some of the comments already, especially with the
recent fooding and it is something that we are going back and looking at.

MS. FRYE: All right, well just maybe I could, ] could get some responses to that cumulative
impact of this, um, and then, finally, the section on growth inducement where it talks about that
the project is is supposed to foster economic growth in the arca and, um, and that’s exactly what
the notice is. I guess I was having a little bit of problems understanding how we can expand
employment opportunities which seems to be somewhat growth inducing and then say that the
growth inducement that they’re it would not encourage or facilitate activities that could
significantly effect the environment individually or cumulatively and I’m just not sure how you
arrived at that conclusion so it might be helpful to provide some sort of an analysis on how you
arrived that there is no potential, um, for any, um, growth inducement because obviously traffic
is going, there’s so anyways, I would just think it might be helpful to the community and then
any of the, um, the impacts that might affect the surrounding communities as far as traffic
because as you're increasing traffic in this redevelopment area, um, 1'm just wondering what
impact it’s going to have on surrounding communities because to me that, um, those might be
part of your cumulative impacts. And then the last thing and 1 would just, 1 would just, um, say I
think it’s a really good idea that, um, council member Medapher had as far as, um, extending a
time-frame because it sounds to e that people that came out here today a lot of them weren’t
aware of this and | know that happens, no matter how many public hearings you have, there’s
always somebody that we’re going to miss, but I’m just wondering if the, you know, you were
saying about how inviting people to the community meetings if there’s a way to.

MALE: The next one is.

MS. FRYE: Yeah.

MALE: The next GRAC meeting is when.
MALE: The next GRAC meeting is the 31% at.
MALE: Tell everybody when and where it is.

MALE: I knew you would ask me that. Ah, it’s the 31* at the Church of the Nazarene, which is
on Mission Gorge Place. 1t’s this.

MALE: It’s behind the post office.

MALE: Right, behind the post office. I think it’s like 7700 or something like that. 1t’s at the end
of the sireet, you can’t miss it.

MALE: End of Mission Gorge Place and it’s at 7 p.m. Church of the Nazarene.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE CITY COUNCIL HEARING, PUBLIC
COMMENT ON GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT PROGRAM EIR
TRANSCRIPT, JANUARY 25, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment DF3:

The EIR considers the potential growth-inducing impacts of the project, and recognizes
that the project will foster economic growth in the area. While the impacts of future
redevelopment of the Project Area and cumulative development are considered
significant with respect to many environmenial issues, including significant and
unavoidable fraffic and air quality impacts, the growth-inducing impact, in and of
itself is not considered significant. The Project Area is located in an area of the Cily of
San Diego that has been designated an urbanized portion of the City by the City's
General Plan and Progress Guide. The proposed project is consistent with the City's
requirements for these development tiers. Induced growth is any growth, which
exceeds planned growth and results from new development (i.e., the extension of
infrastructure), which would not have taken place in the absence of the proposed
project. Because the EIR evaluates the potential buildout of the Project Area
according to the existing adopted community plan land uses for the Project Areq, the
project (implementation of the Redevelopment Plan) would not exceed planned
growth as identified in the existing adopted community plans. The Project Area is also
located in an urban portion of the City where public services and infrastructure are
available. Potential growth inducement in neighboring areas is also limited by the
existence of developed single-family residential neighborhoods located immediately
outside of the Project Areq, the location of the San Diego River, the MSCP MHPA, and
federal lands north and west of the Project Area, and Interstafe 8 to the south.

Response o Comment DF4:
Please refer to response to comment OPR1.



MALE: 6 o’clock

MALE: 6 PM. Excuse me.
MALE: 6 PM.

MALE: 6 PM.

MALE: 6 PM 10 8 and it’s monthly meeting, the fourth Monday of the month. It’s the fifth
Monday this month because of the holidays and some other problems with using the church hall.

MS. FRYE: And I just want to say even though Council member Madaffer and I on the
redevelopment agencies don't particularly see eye to eye, I wili say and I think it’s important to
say that, um, as far as the trying to get a public process established, I mean he really has and
every time he holds these hearings, people do come down and he keeps extending times and
trying to get and maybe it might not be a bad idea for your Allied Gardens people to ask and
have staff go out and.

MALE: I'm actually going to their meeting tonight.

MS. FRYE: Well there you go, see?

MALE: I've been in committee meetings all week.

MS. FRYE: That’s fast.

MALE: He was at Navajo until 11 last night.

MS. FRYE: Because I think part of the problem at least for this particular item not for the
redevelopment in general, but this particular item, which is just to receive testimony, is that some
people might not be clear on what the environmental or draft environmental impact report, you
know, includes and that they really do have an opportunity to comment. It doesn’t have to be
particularly technical comments.

MAYOR: All right, we have a motion and a second. Please vote. Call the roll. Passes 9-0. That

concludes the redevelopment agency agenda. We’ll adjourn as the redevelopment agency and
reconvene as the City Council.
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(RA-2005-82)
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
RESOLUTION NUMBER R-_93863"

ADOPTED ON _JAN 2 5 2008

A RESOLUTION OF THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO ACCEPTING PUBLIC
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE PROPOSED GRANTVILLE
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT.
WHEREAS, the San Diego City Council [City Couxncil] on March 30, 2004 designated
the Grantville Redevelopment Survey Area by Resolution No. 299047, for purposes of

determining the feasibility of a redevelopment project; and

WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego [Agency] on
December 13, 2004, authorized the disiribution of the draft Environmental Impact Report [EIR]

for the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project [Project]; and

WHEREAS, the Agency on July 17, 1990, by Resolution No. 1875, adopted the
Procedures for implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] and the
State CEQA Guidelines which require that the Agency conduct a public hearing on a draft EIR

for a proposed redevelopment project; and

WHEREAS, on January 25, 2005, the Agency conducted a public hearing on the draft

EIR for the Project pursuant to the above referenced procedures; NOW THEREFORE

-PAGE 1 OF 2-
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BE IT RESOLVED, by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San Diego, as follows:

1. That the Agency accepts the comments made at the public hearing on the draft
Environmental Impact Report for the proposed Grantville Redevelopment Project and approves

incorporation of the comments in summary form into the final EIR.

2. That the Executive Director of the Agency, or designee, is hereby directed to

prepare a written response to the comments, also to be included in the final EIR.

APPROVED: MICHAEL J. AGUIRRE, General Counsel

SLP:ai
12/29/04
Or.Dept:REDV
Aud.Cert:v/a
RA-2005-82
Council:v/a
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Passed and adopted by The Redevelopment Agency of The City of San Diego JAN 2 5 2005

by the following vote: .

Members Yeas ~. Nays Not };resent Ineligibie
Scott Peters ﬁ/ u} a o
Michael Zucchet nz/ o a] [u]
Toni Atkins m/ u] s} o
Anthony Young 4 a a [u]
Brian Maienschein lz/ u] o o
Donna Frye El/ a o o
Jim Madaffer \Z/ o a O
Ralph Inzunza O O i/ m}
Chair Murphy lz/ o O O

AUTHENTICATED BY:

DICK MURPHY
Chair of The Redevelopment Agency of The City of Sen Diego, California

CHARIES G. ABDELNOUR

e Redeveiopment Agency of The, City of San Diego, California
‘ / » . 2_7&,-,[-.7 Deputy

(Seal)

Office of The Redevelopment Agency, San Diego, California

Resolution'/&’ QE%%sm_Adapled J;‘N 2 5 "E(_jl

Number,
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GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
(PRAFT) MEETING MINUTES OF Monday, January 31, 2005

The members of the Grantvilte Advisory Committee (RAC) held their meeting at Mission
Vatley Church of the Nazarene, at 4675 Mission Gorge Place from 6:03 p.m. to 7:50 p.m.

The following members were present at Roll Call:, Bill Brenza, Lee Campbeil, Daniel
Dallenbach, Eric Germain, Rick McCarter, Cindy Martin, Mike Neal, John Peterson, John
Pilch, Dan Smith, Marilyn Reed and Don Teemsma Jr. [12]

Arrived after Roll Call: Diane Strum and Arnie Veldkamp [2] ?

Following members were not present: Brian Caster {(excused) [1]

Staff in attendance: Kathy Rosenow, (RSG), Tim Ginbus (BRG), Maureen Ostrye (RA), and
Tracy Reed (RA).

CaLL 10 OrpER: Called to order at approximately 6:03 p.m. by Mike Neal.

1. RouL CaLt: A quorum was established when 12 of the 15 members were present at Roll
Call.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
Ll Draft — December 13, 2004
MOTION - Dan S/John Pe; Approve, passed (8-1-3).

3. UPDATE: (Ssynopsis)
» Information — Status of Survey
Tracy: The Draft EIR went to the agency for public comment on January 25, 2005
spoke. The comment period has been extend to Monday February 14, 2005.

4. Oip BusiNEss: (Synopsis)
* Review: Draft — Grantville Program Environmental Report.

Tim: The document is out for the 45-day public review period. The review period has
been extended. All comments must be in writing. Responses to the comments will
be included in the final PEIR. Qur schedule is to distribute and make the final PEIR
available on March 17, 2005. CEQA analysis the impacts on the area per the existing
community plan according to estimates regarding build out. Mitigation measures will
be prepared and inciuded in the final PEIR.

Public —
CcL1 Charles L.: Report needs more specifics on E-4 regarding traffic.
HS1 Holly S.: Question regarding EIR overriding considerations and why project by project

basis used in some instances.
Betty T.: | have read most of the EIR and feel cumulative impacts are greater than

BT4 stated.

Bill W.: The history section does not indicate the an aqueduct flume exists with the
BW1 project area (Landmark #52).
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE GRANTIVLLE REDEVELOPMENT
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINTUES, JANUARY 31, 2005

Response to Comment CL1:
Please refer to responses to comments CLA1 through CLAY and CLB1 through CLB7.

Response fo Comment HS1:
Please refer to responses fo comments CLB7, AG1, and HSA1S5.

Response to Comment BT1:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment BW1:

Mr. Bill White commented regarding the Mission Dam and Flume. The record search
for this study conducted at the South Coastal Information Center indicates that this
resource is located within one mile of the Project Area. This resource {CA-SDI-6660H) is
discussed on pages 24, 25, and 27 of the report (EIR pages 4.5-1 and 4.5-2). An
archaeological survey of the sand and gravel works in Subarea B conducted by
Recon in 2001 did identify portions of the flume infact. As the fechnical report for that
project was never finalized, no site record was submitted to SCIC for this resource and
it therefore did not show up in our record search. ASM obtain a copy of the report
and has confirmed the existence of portions of the Mission flume in Subarea B. ASM's
report does state that portions of the Mission flume are known to be located along the
San Biego River and signals that there is a high potential for prehistoric and historic
sites adjacent 1o the river in Subarea B. As stated:

No prehistoric or historic archaeological sites are recorded within the study area.
However, a number of important sites are recorded in close proximity to the
study area. Prime amongst these is the site of the ethnohistoric Kumeyaay
vilage of Nipaquay and the Mission San Diego de Alcala {CA-SD35/202),
located on the west side of the San Diego river. Sites associated with these
historic properties, such as the Mission flume and dam, are known to be located
along the San Diego river drainage. There remains a high potential for
prehistoric and historic sites adjacent to the San Diego river in Subarea B (page
27)."



DS1

MR1

Lc1
AV1

DS1

Don S.: No pieased with the bus and troliey service currently and the changes
planned by MTDB/MTS.

Committee —
Marilyn R.: Probiems with the discussion of traffic in table 4.2-1. The intersection of

Friars Rd. and I-15 is supposed to be one of the most impacted intersections in the
City.

Lee C: Concerned about the increase in traffic is unavoidable. The Draft does not
address the breezes in the evening or flooding. The TOD alternative is in an area
prone to recent flooding.

Arnie V.: | have a report regarding the flume.

Dan S.: Hydrology and circulations. What about a reference to bus service at trolley
station and MTDB's projections.

Review/Actions: 3 Draft — Grantville Owner Participation Rules (OP Rules)

Mike: The 3" Draft of the OP Rules that we have been provided with have been
revised to address the concerns and comments of the committee and public. | think
we should form a subcommittee to review the recommended revisions. The
subcommittee will make a recommendation regarding the OP Rules at our next
meeting. | would suggest the subcommittee be Cindy, Brian, Rick and Marilyn.

5. NEW BusiNEss (synopsis)

Distribute: Draft — Grantville Preliminary Report

Tracy: The purpose of preparing the Grantville Preliminary Report is to distribute it to
all affected taxing entities. However, the Agency’s procedures are to distribute to the
public also. The preliminary report can answer many of the questions that have been
asked regarding what is blight. It is aiso available on the Internet. We will review the
preliminary report briefly at the next meeting.

6. COMMENT ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS: (Synopsis)

Committee —

John Pi: Update on the next Navajo Planners it will be on Tuesday February 22™. The
main agenda item is the SDSU master plan.

Public —

Charles L.: Cost of project, table E-4.

Ray B.: Happy with ADA improvements to Grantville Park.

Al V.: | am in favor for a better Grantville but not eminent domain authority should be
eliminated from the redevelopment plan. | am a business owner in Grantville.

Don S.: Concerned about bus and trolley service. What about MTDB (Bus) traffic
impacts?

Dick R.: VFW manager. We are concerned about traffic and flooding along Fairmount
and Vandever.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM THE GRANTIVLLE REDEVELOPMENT
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINTUES, JANUARY 31, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment D$1:
Please refer to response to comment DS-A1.

Response to Comment MR1:
Please refer to responses to comments MR1 through MR9.

Response to Comment LC1:
Please refer to responses to comments LC1 through LC76.

Response to Comment AV1:
Please refer to response to comment BW1.

Response to Comment DS1:
Please refer to response to comments DRS1 through DRS29.



7. NexT MEETING DATES:
Mike: GRAC February 28, 2005.

8. ADJOURNMENT: 7:50 p.m.

This information will be made available in alternative formats upon request.

Prepared: 2/16/05 (ir)

Revised: nfa

Draft (Final) Approved: Revisions are in falic & Double Underlined
Motion was by: Vote
was:
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GRANTVILLE RESIDENTS OPPOSED
TO THE GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents and business owners of the Grantville community, are
opposed to the City of San Diego’s plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project.

We urge the City Council to IMMEDIATELY STOP THE PROJECT.
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GRANTVILLE RESIDENTS OPPOSED
TO THE GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents and business owners of the Grantville community, are
opposed to the City of San Diego’s plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project.

We urge the City Council to IMMEDIATELY STOP THE PROJECT.
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GRANTVILLE RESIDENTS OPPOSED
TO THE GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROQJECT

We, the undersigned residents and business owners of the Granfville community, are
opposed to the City of San Diego’s plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project.

We urge the City Council to IMMEDIATELY STOP THE PROJECT.
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GRANTVILLE RESIDENTS OPPOSED
TO THE GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents and business owners of the Grantville community, are
opposed to the City of San Diego’s plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project.

‘We urge the City Council to IMMEDIATELY STOP THE PROJECT.
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GRANTVILLE RESIDENTS QPPQSED
TO THE GRANTVILLE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

We, the undersigned residents and business owners of the Grantville community, are
opposed to the City of San Diego’s plans to adopt the Grantville Redevelopment Project.

We urge the City Council to IMMEDIATELY STGP THE PRGJECT.
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San Diego River Conservancy

9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100, San Dicgo, California 921234340
(858) 467-2972 » Fax (858) 571-6972
attpi/firesources ca.gov/sdec. himl

Dick Murphy, Chair Arnold Schvarzenegge:
Mayor, Ciiy of Sun Diego Governur
Donoa Frye, Vice-Chaic Mike Chrisman
Councitmember, City of Sutt Dicyo Secretary, Resources Agency

March 13, 2005

Mr. Tracy Reed, Project Manager

City of San Diego, Redevelopment Agency
600 B St, Fourth Floor, MS 904

San Diego, CA 92101-4506

Dear Mr. Reed:

DRAFT PRELIMINARY COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROGRAM GRANTVILLE
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR)

On February 11, 2005 the Governing Board of the San Diego River Conservancy unanimously voted
to (1) direct its Executive Officer to develop and submit comments on the Grantville Redevelopment
Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) dated December 13, 2004; and (2) request an
extension of the comment period of at least 30 days or longer to allow adequate time for comment
on the Draft EIR and on its consistency with the City of San Diego River Park Master Plan, the
Conservancy’s Enabling Statute, and other relevant documents.

Accordingly, I have enclosed the Conservancy’s Draft Preliminary Comments on the Grantville
Redevelopment Project Draft Program EIR.  Although the Conservancy was not “officially” granted

SDRC1 e requested extension, we are submitting the atitached preliminary draft comments at this time and
plan to submit final comments upon completion. The attached document contains (1) a brief
summary of the Conservancy’s initial concerns based on our preliminary review of the Draft EIR
(and relevant documents); and (2) verbatim transcript of the oral public comments made directly by
the Govemning Board members on February 11. I want to emphasize that the aitached comments are
summary and very preliminary in nature, designed primarily to make you aware of the Conservancy’s
initial concerns at this time. At a minimum, I request that you attach the Conservancy’s preliminary
comments to the next public release of the EIR.

Tracy, on behalf of the Governing Board, I want to thank you and Ms. Maureen Ostrye again for
your February 11 presentation and for your consideration of the Conservancy’s comments. If you
have questions or would like to discuss our comments further, please contact me at (858) 467-2972
or by e-mail at djayne@waterboards.ca.gov. We look forward to working with you in the future.
Sincerely,

Deborah S. Jayne

Executive Officer

cc:  Ms. Maureen Ostrye, Acting Deputy Direcior of Redevelopment, City of San Diego

RTC-167

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM 5AN DIEGQ RIVER CONSERVANCY,
SIGNED 8Y DEBORAH 3. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13, 2005

Response to Comment SDRC1:

As indicated in response to comment CPR1, the original 45-day public review period
for the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Program EIR exiended from December
13. 2004 to January 31, 2005. However, the Agency extended the public review
period to February 14, 2005. The total public review period was é4 days. The
comment letter submitted by the San Diego River Conservancy was received by the
Redevelopment Agency on March 14, 2005; approximately 30 days after the close of
the é4-day public review period; however, a good faith effort has been provided in
responding 10 these comments,



SDRC2

SDRC3

SDRC4

San Diego River Conservancy

DRAFT PRELIMINARY
COMMENTS ON DRAFT PROGRAM ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

GRANTVILLE REDEVLOPMENT PROJECT
March 13, 2005

The San Diego River Conservancy’s (Conservancy’s) Draft Preliminary Comments on the Draft
Program Environmental Impact Report (Draft Program EIR or draft EIR) for the Grantville
Redevelopment Project are organized into two sections: (I) Summary of Initial Concerns Based
on Preliminary Review; and (IT) Verbatim Public Comments by Governing Board Members. The
“Summary of Initial Concerns” is consistent with and builds upon the Board Member’s public
comments.

Draft Preliminary Comments

The Conservancy wishes to emphasize that the "Summary of Initial Concerns” below is very
preliminary in nature. It represents a list of issues that staff has initial or potential concemns
about and wishes to review in greater detail. Because the time schedule for moving the Grantville
Redevelopment Project forward is very tight, we have decided to submit Preliminary Draft
Comments in advance of completing our review in order to make you aware as early as possible
that we have conceins. Because these comments are preliminary (made before our review is
complete), the Conservancy reserves the right to refine, modify, and expand its comments. It is
likely that some concemns below will be developed further while others may fall off the list upon
further review. In addition it is possible that new concerns may be identified upon closer
examination.

The Conservancy’s comments below speak only to the adequacy of the environmental analyses
contained the in the Draft Program EIR. The comments do not address the relative merits of the
Redevelopment Project itself (or whether or not the area should be designated as a redevelopment
area).

I. Summary of Initial Concerns Based on Preliminary Review

Based on a preliminary review of the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft EIR, the San Dicgo
River Conservancy has the following initial concerns which warrant Conservancy staff’s further
review:

1.  Adeguucy of Impact Analyses
Several Impact Analyses contained in the draft EIR appear to be incomplete, inadequate,
or incorrect and require further evaluation including:
* Hydrology / Water Quality
* Biological Resources
e Air Quality

RTC-148

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY,
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment SDRC2:

It is acknowledged that comments submitted by the San Diego River Conservancy are
preliminary in nature. The Agency has made a good faith effort to respond to the
comments as submitted. The Agency also recognizes that the Master Plan has not
been adopted by the City and that appropriate environmental documentation, in
accordance with CEQA, will need to be prepared and certified by the City in
conjunction with the adoption of the Master Plan. The Agency will look forward to
reviewing and responding to the environmental documeniation for the Master Plan at
the time it is prepared and available for public review.

Response ta Comment SDRC3:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment SDRC4:
Comment noted. However, this comment does not provide specificity as to the
inadequacies of the EIR; therefore, a specific response is not possible.



SDRC4

{cont'd.)

SDRCS

SDRC6

SDRC7

Conservancy Preliminary Draft Comments -2-
Grantville Redevelopment Draft EIR

March 13, 2005

*  Cumulative Impacts Analysis
* Aliernative Analyses

*  Growth Inducement

® Cultural Resources

*  Aesthetics (views, light/glare)
* Noise

Consistency with Relevant Planning and Regulatory Documents
It appears that portions of the draft EIR may not consistent with the “letter” or “spirit”

of the following planning or regulatory documents (or portions thereof):
e Navajo Community Plan
® Tierrasanta Community Plan
* City’s MSCP Subarea Plan
» City’s Eavironmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations & Biology Guidelines
» City of San Diego’s River Park Master Plan
» San Diego Conservancy Act (Enabling Statute)
*  Conceptual Plan for the San Diego River Park
= Resource Agencies’ wildlife corridor “minimum width” recommendations
* SANDAG’s Regional Growth Management Strategy
e San Diego Municipal Storm Water Permit (MS4 NPDES permit issued by
Regional Water Quality Control Board)

In addition it appears that the two major applicable Community Plans may not be fully
consistent with each other. Also it appears that portions of the documents listed above
are inconsistent with portions of other documents listed above.

Evidence and Conclusions Must be Persuasive

Several conclusions reached in the draft Program EIR are not convincing and appear to not
be supported by the evidence provided. Portions of the Program EIR appear too broad
and generic to facilitate meaningful comment and review.

Further Environmental Review of Specific Development in Project Area

By using a “Program EIR” it was not necessary for the City of San Diego to address the
impacts of specific future development projects (which will be part of the overali
redevelopment) since these component projects are “currently unknown”. They appear
to be mentioned only in a very superficial way. Furthermore the use of “Program EIR”
may allow the City to circumvent the need for additional environmental review of these
future projects (beyond the Program EIR). Pursuant to CEQA regulations, if specific
development activities (which are components of the overall redevelopment program)
involve no new significant impacts (beyond those already analyzed in the Program EIR)
OR if any new impacts can be adequately handled by mitigation measures (previously

RTC-169

RESPONSE FO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERYANCY,
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment SDRCS:

The proposed project is the adopfiion of a redevelopment plan, and no specific
development project is proposed. The EIR recognizes that future redevelopment
activities will need to be compliance with the adopted plans and regulations at the
time the subsequent development is proposed. EIR Section 4.1 Land Use addresses
the existing adopted community plans of the Project Area, including the Navajo,
Tierrasanta, and College Area Community Plans. The City's MSCP Subarea Plan and
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Reguiations, and wildlife corridor width
recommendations are discussed in Section 4.6 Biological Resources (please also refer
to responses to comment DFG1 through DFG19. The City of San Diego's River Park
Draft Master Pian is addressed in EIR Secfiions 2.0 Environmental Setting, 4.1- Land Use,
and 4.6 Biological Resources. Please also refer to responses 1o comments PRDI
through PRD23. The San Diego Municipal Storm Water Permit is addressed in Section
4.11-Water Quality/Hydrology of the EIR.

Response to Comment SDRC4:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment SDRC7:

The Program EIR provides an analysis of potential environmental impacts associated
with the adoption of the proposed redevelocpment project. Because no specific
development is known, it is not possible to provide a specific detailed analysis of the
potential impact associated with a specific projeci. As indicated in response to
comment TCC 13 all future will need to be evaluated for compliance with the
provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act. The type of environmental
document depends on the size, nature, and scope of redevelopment activities.
Please refer to response 1o comment TCC13.
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SDRCS

SDRC9

SDRC10

SDRC11

SDRC12

Conservancy Preliminary Draft Conunents -3-
Grantville Redevelopment Draft EIR

March 13, 2005

identified in the Program EIR), there is no need for additional environmental analyses of
subsequent projects because they are components of the overall Program EIR

(footnote citation). For this reason, it becomes even more important that the impact
analyses in the Program EIR be thorough and accurate.

Consideration of Environmentally Superior “Project Alternative”

The draft EIR identifies a projecr alternative that is “environmentally superior” to the
proposed project (i.e., results in fewer environmental impacts) and would meet most of
the basic objectives of the proposed project. When such an alternative can be identified,
it is the intent of CEQA that the alternative be given full consideration and should te
implemented in lieu of the proposed project unless it is found to be infeasible.

Comprehensive Area-Wide Hydrology Assessment

The draft EIR lacks a comprehensive area-wide hydrology assessment to evaluate current
conditions (establish baseline), predict the individual and cumulative impacts of the
overall redevelopment project and its component projects, and recommend improvements
to restore (or improve) the functions and benefits of the River’s natural hydrologic
regime. In light of the major existing flooding problems in this area, including recent
motorist rescues, we recomumend that a large-scale hydrology study (that covers the
project area at a minimum) be conducted before any redevelopment activities are allowed
to commence in the area.

Cumulgtive Impacts Assessment

“Program EIRs” should be particularly effective in evaluating cumulative impacts over
time. It appears however that the draft Grantville Program EIR fails to adequately
evaluate the cumulative impacts of the Redevelopment Project on a long-term basis. The
draft EIR repeatedly recoramends evaluation of the impacts of each specific
redevelopment project on an individual case-by-case basis. This approach seems short-
sighted and may miss the long-term “cumulative” impacts of the overall redevelopment
project over time (next 30 years).

SDSU Development Project: Cumulative Impacts

The draft EIR fails to evaluate (or even mention?) the concurrently proposed San Diego
State University (SDSU) development project immediately upstream which will certainly
exacerbate the hydrologic and water quality impacts of the Grantville Redevelopment
Project on the San Diego River. The individual and cumulative impacts of these
significant projects must evaluated thoroughly.

Floodplain / Floodway Guidelines
The Draft EIR fails to establish project development guidelines to protect the River {(e.g.,

RTC-170

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY,
SIGNED BY DEBORAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment SDRCA:

The Redevelopment Agency will consider the alternatives evaluated in the EIR and will
make findings regarding the adoption of the project and rejection of alternatives
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15091. With respect to the TOD Principles
Alternative, any further consideration of this concepiual land use pattern by the City
would require a community plan update, involving an environmental review process in
accordance with CEQA.

Response to Comment SDRCY:
Please refer to responses to commments DD5, BC3, LC11, LC16, and DF2.

Response to Comment SDRC10:

The Program EIR provides a comprehensive analysis of potential cumulative impacts.
For example, the traffic analysis evaluates the impact of redevelopment of the Project
Ared as a whole over a 30-year period, as well as in conjunction with other cumulative
development within the region, based on SANDAG Series 10 traffic forecasts. The air
quality analysis considers the impacts of redevelopment of the Project Area as a
whole, as well as regional conditions in the area that are a result of cumulative growth.,
Piease also refer to DF2.

Mitigation Measures have been identified to address project level impacts where
appropriate. The project is also proposed in an effort to address regional/cumulative
issues such as iraffic and flooding improvements. Please refer to responses to
comments DOT2, DOT3, RM3, DRS15, CLA1, CLAS, CLB1, CLB2, DDS5, DDé, BC3, LC11,
LC16, and DF2.

Response to Comment SDRC11:
Please refer fo responses fo comments DD5, BC3, LC11, LC16, and DF2.

Response to Comment SDRC12:

Future development of the Project Area would be subject to applicable
floodplain/floodway guidelines and regulations at the time the development occurs.
This includes regulations addressing flooding, as well as wetland issues (e.g.
Environmentally Sensitive Lands Ordinance). In the event thai the proposed San Diego
River Park Draft Master Plan is adopted by the City. future redevelopment activities will
need to be consistent with the adopted policies of the Master Plan. It should be noted
that adoption and implementation of the Master Plan is also subject to review in
accordance with CEQA. Future redevelopment may also be subject to specific
mitigation measures identified in the environmental document certified in conjunction
with the future adoption of the Master Plan.
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Conservancy Preliminary Draft Comments -4-

March 13, 2005

Grantville Redevelopment Draft EIR

—

12.

no building in the floodway / floodplain).

. Commitinent to Enforce City Building Code or Other Ordinances

The Draft EIR relies on the fact that redevelopment activities will be subject to, and must
be compliant with, existing regulations and permits. Yet it fails to commit to conduct the
associated assessment and enforcement needed to ensure that compliance is achieved.
Further there is no evidence to suggest that the City will be more inclined to use its legal
authority after Grantville is redeveloped than it currently is. At the present time, the
City appears 10 be unwilling (or unmotivated?) to enforce the numerous existing building
code violations that are currently identified in the Granville draft EIR. City staff have
indicated that the City’s lack of code enforcement is due, at least in part, to “limited
resources”. Given the tract record, why should the public have confidence that the City
will enforce the BMPs and mitigation measures promised in the Draft EIR (or ensure
compliance with regulatory permits) when it seems unwilling to enforce the numerous
building code violations already documented in the Grantville Redevelopment Project
draft EIR?

. Underlying Cause of Flooding

The draft EIR (barely acknowledges) and fails to address/remedy the underlying cause of
the major flooding problems near the Alvarado Creek / San Diego River confluence. The
proposed redevelopment activities will likely exacerbate (rather than mitigate) the existing
flooding problems.

Underlying Cause of Water Pollution
The draft EIR fails to adequately address/remedy the underlying cause of water pollution

and water quality impairments near the Alvarado Creek / San Diego River confluence.
Pollution prevention and source control appear to not be mentioned. The draft EIR relies
on treatment controls to remove pollutants at the end-of-pipe, rather than identifying and
abating pollutants at their source. Proposed redevelopment activities wili likely
exacerbate (rather than mitigate) existing water quality problems.

. Minimum Wildlife Corridor Widths

The draft EIR fails to comply with minimum wildlife corridor width recommendations
provided by the Department of Fish and Game and US Fish and Wildlife.

. Significant Ungvoidable Impacts

The draft EIR finds that the proposed project will result in significant unavoidable
impacts to (1) Transportation /Circulation; and(2) Air Quality. To move forward with
the proposed project, despite these impacts, the City need only make a “finding of
overriding consideration”.

RTC-171

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER FROM SAN DIEGO RIVER CONSERVANCY,
SIGNED BY DEBQRAH S. JAYNE, DATED MARCH 13, 2005 (cont.d)

Response to Comment SDRC13:

Building code violations are addressed in responses to comments JN?, JN10, JN11, and
HSA12. With respect to issues such as BMP and mitigation measures referenced in the
EIR, a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) will be adopted in
conjunction with certification of the EIR. The MMRP will ensure compliance with
proposed mitigation measures. Other measures, such as implementation of BMPs and
compliance with regulations such as the Environmental Sensitive Land Regulations, are
enforced through review of specific development projects for compliance with these
regulations and permit approval is typically contingent upon demonstration of
compliance with specific permit conditions.

Response to Comment SDRC14:
Please refer to responses to comments DDS5, BC3, LC11, LC16, and DF2.

Response to Comment SDRC15:

The EIR identifies that the lower portion of the San Diego River is currently identified on
the Section 303(d} list for fecal coliform, low dissolved oxygen, phosphorus, and total
dissolved solids. Alvarado Creek is not included in the Section 303(d) list. However, the
Alvarado Creek is a tributary to the San Diego River (see EIR Figure 4.11-2), and
beneficial uses, as established by the Regional Water Quality Control Board are
identified on page 4.11-5. The EIR identifies the recommendations contained in the
San Diego River Park Draft Master Plan for Alvarado Creek. As described:

The Confluence segment is the area between Interstate 15 and Friars Road
Bridge. This segment is partially enclosed by the steep wall of the knob topped
by Mission San Diego de Alcala. Encroaching development on the east and
Interstate 8 on the south further emphasize the sense of enclosure. The river
corridor is also constrained by a series of old gravel mine ponds below the Friars
Road Bridge: these ponds impede the normal hydrologic activities of the river
system. In this area, extensive exotic vegetation infestation is present both in the
ponds and in the river. The Plan provides the following recommendations
applicable to hydrology and water qudlity for the Confluence area:

* Create a connection with Alvarado Canyon and on to Collwood and
Navajo Canyons.

»  Acquire land or establish easements.
¢ Establish a minimum 300-foot wide-open space corridor.
* Separate stream channel from ponds, additional land is necessary.

« Coordination with the Grantville Redevelopment Study presents the
potential opportunity for the San Diego River Park to positively influence
redevelopment as weill as to benefit from new activities along the river
corridor.
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Response to Comment SDRC15 (cont.d):

The EIR also discusses applicable water quality regulations including the City of San
Diego Municipal Code (Chapter 4, Article 3, Division 3 - Stormwater Management and
Discharge Control, Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 1 — Grading Regulations, Chapter 14,
Article 2, Division 2 — Storm Water Runoff and Discharge Regulations), the General
Municipal Stormwater Permit, and the General Construction Stormwater Permit.
Compliance with these regulations would address both freatment (point} and non-
point measures to reduce water quality impacts. Because a majority of the Project
Area has been developed without consideration of water quality regulations [current
regulations were not in place at the time development occurred), it is anticipated that
redevelopment activities would not further exacerbate existing water quality
problems, as appropriate water quality treatment controls can be implemented in
conjunction with new development.

Response to Comment SDRC14:
Please refer to responses to comment DFG1 through DFG19.

Response to Comment SDRC17:
Comment noted. Please refer 1o responses to comments AG1 and CLB7.
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15. Vuluable Cultural Resources
Very valuable cuitural resources are located in the Project area but are not identified the
draft EIR and will therefore not be protected. These resources are of statewide and
national significance and are currently at risk of being lost forever.

{I. Verbatim Public Comments By Governing Board Members

The following comments on the Grantville Redevelopment Project Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report were made by the Governing Board Members of the San Diego
River Conservancy at their public meeting on February 11, 2005. Yellow highlighting has
been added to emphasize key sentences.

Jim Peugh, Board Member:

1 noticed that you mentioned that there is some flooding in the area and I noticed in the
objectives that there is a number 13 “Support habitat conservation and restoration” but there
is pothing that I noticed in the objectives or in your talk about what to do about the
hydrologic problems. The fact that you have flooding in the area now where you are going to
invest more money into it and you know and the approach weil you could do it in a number
of ways. One is to say well we will just rip out all vegetation from the river down stream so
it will flow faster. Or you can say we’ll just build a big concrete channel so the water will
flow faster. But all of those are really destructive and, you know, we have all learned that. it
seems like there should be some discussion of public investment that is needed to make the
river serve the area’better; The more that we invest money both private and public around
rivers really we should be making them bigger because the risk of thermn flooding is a lot morg
than it was previocusly when the river was surrcunding with ag fields but unfortunately we do
Just the opposite because the Jand is valuable we keep making the mistake of making the river
smaller and smaller. I guess | am just a little surprised to see that there is no objective that
has to do with making the river function better hydrologically so that your developments
won’t be put at risk. And from my point of view, of course, that the wildlife won’t be put at
risk.

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency:

1 mean, that is the input we arc looking for. We have been working on the Five year
Implementation Plan and putting creck restoration... And that is kind of some of the input t
ain trying to get regarding the River. Alvarado Creek I have gotten pretty good experience on
that one- that you have some parts improved and then unimproved parts. The unimproved
part is actually where the curve is in it so that is where you typically get your overflow
problems into the neighborhood. But that is some of the input we are looking for is that we
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Response to Comment SDRC18:
Please refer to responses to comments NAHC1 through NAHC3, and BW 1.

Response fo Comment SDRC19:
Please refer to response by Tracy Reed below the comment. In addition, please refer
fo responses to comments DDS, BC3, LC11, LC16, and DF2.
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went with general terms and can get more specific on some of what those issues that we need
to look at.

Jim Peugh, Board Member:
I would hope that you would be looking at property acquisition for places that the river
needs to be expanded or for properties that are constantly at risk of flooding so they could be
converted to some other use that flooding wouldn’t be a problem for. But I didn’t see any
of that here or in your presentation so I was a little surprised.

Dick Murphy, Chairman:
I just want to say that this is a classic example of they channelized up stream and they didn’t
channelize down strearn and so the water races like a super highway through the channelized
concreter channel and then where they don’t have it channelized it floods. Talk about poor
planning. The solution is to rip out the concrete not to channelize the whole thing.

Jim Peugh, Board Member:
In some cases, you actually have to acquire property that has been filled in the past. And
that takes public investment. I would hope that would be addressed in this:project.

Dick Murphy, Chairman:
There was a big effort in the 80s to channelize the whole thing because of the flooding but
many of us didn’t feel like that was the right solution. But the problem is that the flooding
has continued. The ultimate better solution is to dechannelize Alvarado Creek, but it is
expensive and it is hard to achieve.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:

One of the issues is to discuss the existing land uses that you are showing on the survey map.

Because this particular document isn’t actually changing any of the land uses, because the.
purpose of this is to make sure that whatever you do in the Redevelopment Area is
consistent with the community plans, right.

Tracy Reed:
Correct. That is what the other map was. You can see the difference.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:
1 am trying to see where there is any park, where the color is for park.

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency:
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Response to Comment SDRC20:
Comment noted. Please refer to response to comment SDRC19.

Response to Comment SDRC21:
Please refer 1o responses fo commenis DDS, BC3, LC11, LC16, and DF2.

Response fo Comment SDRC22:
Please refer to responses fo comments DD5, BC3, LC11, LC16. and DF2.

Response to Comment SDRC23:
Please refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC11, LC16, and DF2.

Response to Comment SDRC24:

As required by California Community Redevelopment Law, the land uses designated
in the Redevelopment Plan will be consistent with those called for by the City of San
Diego Progress Guide and General Plan (i.e., adopted community plans).
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Right now along that part of the river, there isn’t any. The only real parks in the area are a
little league field here, you have the parks up in here, and have some parks which are part of
Mission Trails Park up here. And the community plan talks about this whole area here
becoming a business tech park and having different improvements. The Navajo Community
Plan talks about River improvements all through in here. But like most community plans it
doesn’t have any implementation methods or financing plan for that.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:
And you had mentioned something, I think in your presentation, about inconsistencies within
the community plans depending on which side of the river they were on.

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency:
Right, what it is, is you have got this boundary right here is the boundary of the Tierrasanta
Community Plan with the Navajo Community Plan. And the Tiemrasanta Plan talks about
this area becoming open space if they are able to purchase it and if not, it would revert to
residential which is what is'adjacent te it. The Navajo Plan identifies this as all future
industrial park. So what would happen technically is that if this didn’t become open space
you could have residential next to an industrial park in those two areas. I was thought that
the boundary was the River, but it is not. It is actually halfway across on that side. And that
may be why how it came about was when “what was county and what wasn’t at that time
that maybe the Tierrasanta part was in the City and the other part wasn’t at that time. That
may make sense of why you have it split that way.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:
And so the middle portion of that is specifically designated or the plans are to use that area as
Industrial Area.

Tracy Reed Redevelopment Agency:
"that’s right. But it also talks about open space and improving the River. It talks about all of
it. And it talks about doing a precise plan, in the Navajo Community Plan, doing a precise
plan for that there is no circulation element in that portion.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:
Ok. I guess this would be my concern. Because once again I am not real clear on what
specific action it is to provide input that Deborah is supposed to make comments to the EIR.
I ai assuming that is the action.

Deborah Jayne, Executive Officer:
Yes. That is the action. For you to hear the report and then accept it. And then I will
document the comments to the Redevelopment Agency.
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Response to Comment SDRC25:
Please see Tracy Reed response betow comment.

Response to Comment SDRC26:
Please see Tracy Reed response below comment.
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Dunna Frye, Vice-Chair:

So | guess in the process of reviewing, with that purpose in mind, the environmental
documents the things to loak for would be any inconsistencies with the San Diego River:
Master Plan, and inconsistencies with the enabling documents; or. goals/programs, etc with
this particular board's duties. And what it is we are trying to accomplish. It would be to
look for these inconsistencies and to point out those inconsistencies or to comment on where
there are omissions. Such as the areas in flooding. That type of discussion. As well as the
core principle that Mr. Peugh is talking about is that when we established the enabling:
legislation, I believe part of that was to make sure we didn’t channelize the river. The way it
was set up was to make sure we restored the river, not tried to conirol the river. There was
pretty specific language about that. In order to do that, we probably want to look at what
the plans are to build in the flood plain, because if most of those lands are located in areas
where its continually flooding, it seems awfully strange to me that you would then want to
encourage more industrial uses in areas that are already prone to flooding or residential uses in
areas that are already prone to flooding.

The other thing that I am concerned about and part of this was a city issue, was the fact that
The San Diego River Master Plan what we had looked at here at the:Conservancy was held
up at the city level to have comments made related to the Grantville Redevelopment Project:
My conicern, which I expressed when we originally had the meeting, was to make sure the
Master Plan-'was ’notk modified to reflect changes in order to facilitate:Grantville
Redevelopment: If there are changes made to that plan, that plan ‘would have to go back out
to'the public - who lad already approved it on the basis that they didn’t know that there was
going to'be more changes made. I do not know if more changes have been made, but I have
very serious concerns that there will be. And that the:purpase of holding up:the actually San
Diego River Park Master Plan was to accormmodate the éhangcs-that were. going”tozbe-madc in
this Granville Redevelopment Project. So if there have been, then I would say that that
document has to be recirculated. Because that to me is not the purpose to modify it outside
the public process,. And Councilmember Madaffer and I had a go around on this, and I made
my point very clear and I tried to make it very clear at that meeting that I didn’t think it was
an appropriate action to be taking or ways that you go about dealing with the plan that
affects all portions of the River.

Those would be my comments.

Jim Bartell, Board Member:

One area that interests me is the area south of Friars Road

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency :

Pretty much Subarea A?
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Response to Comment SDRC27;

Please refer to response to comment SDRCS5. There are no apparent inconsistencies
with the plans referenced by the commentor, as the redevelopment plan must be
consistent with the General Plan and any future redevelopment activities would need
to be in compliance with applicable adopted plans and regutations.

Response to Comment SDRC28:
Please refer to responses to comments DD, BC3, LC11, LC14, and DF2.

Response to Comment $DRC29:

The proposed redevelopment plan does not propose any changes to the San Diego
River Park Draft Master Plan. If adopted by the City, future development of the Project
Area would need 1o be consisten! with the provisions of the Master Plan, regardless of
whether or not the proposed redevelopment project is adopted by the City.
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Jim Bartell Board Member:
Where the industrial area is there. I imagine that it sits right on the floodplain area; it butts
right up against the pond area.

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency:
You mean in this portion here?

Jim Bartell, Board Member:
Ithought I saw in the community plan that was designated as open space?

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency:
Yeah. You could see the lighter brown area is what the community plan designates as open
space.

Jim Bartell, Board Member:
That would be one area that I would like to have Deborah look into for a potential project for
this group for restoration. That is designated as open space and it is consistent with the
community plan. And there is currently blighted industrial up against that that ['would
imagine is causing runoff issues and pollution issues it might be an area that we would want
to take a look at:more closely.

Dick Murphy, Chairman:
I haven’t watch this as closely, you know the last year as perhaps Donna and Jim have, but [
sort of have a long history with this. The Navajo Plan was adopted when I was the City
Council person (which is always dangerous to say, because I am sure there is something in
there that [ now regret, but anyways...)

Deborah, this is just an enormous opportunity for us. As Jim Bartell points out, the area
there, south of Friars Rd, in which there is an equipment lay down yard right next to the
River and that Industrial Area opens to the River that is one of our listed acquisition
possibilities. Is that the Denton Sand Sites? It is a tremendous acquisition opportunity fqr'
us and then all the way up the River to.Mission trails Park is designated open space as part
of this redevelopment project there is this great opportunity for us to through redevelopment
in that are to acquire the iand and we need for the park. As | look around at all the
opportunities that are going on right now, Deborah, this has got to be at the very top. One
that you and everybody else are interested in. Really, really needs to watched carefully with
a finé tooth comb. Iknow Mr. Madaffer and Ms. Frye have had some difference of opinion
on this, and since I was a little districted by clections and lawsuits and everything, I didn’t
really have the time to get into it like I would have liked to, but I am just pointing out that
this is the greatest apportunity area that we have right now and you need to watch it like a
hawk. This has acqﬁisition opportunities, open space easement opportunities, When
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Response to Comment SDRC30:
Please refer to responses to comments DD5, BC3, LC11, LC14, and DF2.

Response to Comment SDRC31:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment SDRC32:
Commeni nofed.
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people said that the River as it runs through the City of San Diego is going to be difficult to
reclaim and restore, that is a true statement, there are always this type of opportunity that if
we let pass, will make it all that much more difficult.

What I would say to Tracy is: You have this great opportunity here to take what is a truly
blighted area, to say the least, the northern part anyway, and redevelop it. But at the same
time, help make good on our vision of a River Park.

Trucy Reed, Redevelopment Agency:
We do talk about the data in the Navajo Plan, and there is actually language in there that says
the plan would guide development until the year 2000. So I have always wondered “Does it
expire after the year 20007 But one of the main things that is going to be a part of our Five
Year Implementation Plan is for the Redevelopment Agency to help with the updating of the
community plan for several reasons. But that that community plan definitely needs to be
updated for a lot of the items and stuff that has come along since then. But that is one of the
things that is going to be built into the Five Year Implementation Plan.

Dick Murphy, Chairman:
I am sure those that adopted the plan were quite visionary and were looking toward the year
2020 but I don’t think it has expired. But I am sure it could use updating. Other specific
comments?

Jim Peugh, Board Member:
It is good to hear that you both know a lot about this. Do we know that the Redevelopment
Plan does not do anything that we are going to regret as far as river restoration and river-
protection? That is what I am worried about.

Dick Murphy, Chairman:
You have to ask Donna that question. What I am saying is that | am very familiar with the
area. I don’t live in the immediate area anymore, but I used to live up at the Northem part of
the area, up along Mission Gorge Road. So I drove past that area for 10 years of my life and
I know every inch of it very well. But, [ haven’t lived there for 15 years now.

Donna Frye, Vice Chair:
And the answer to Mr. Peugh’s question is No, we don’t know that. And that is pretty
much the direction that the River Conservancy’s comments should be addressing. Where in
fact there are inconsistent land uses (I'APE BREAK) and what’s been provided as part of
this plan. And again the problem is that you have community plans that are already in
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Response fo Comment SDRC33:
Please refer to responses to comments SDRC24, SDRC27, and SDRC29.

Response fo Comment SDRC24:
Comment noted. Please also refer to responses to comments SDRC24, SDRC27, and
SDRC29.
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existence and so it is kind of a difficult document to comment on. The role of the SDRC

should be to make it very clear what it is that the SDRC does and the level of involvement as

far as making consistency findings with the plan and opposed to making specific:

recommendations as to whether an area should be designated as a redevelopment area. I think

they are quite different things. That is why I was trying to get clarity on what we are doing

here. I think it is very appropriate for us to comment on environmental impact reports and
how the SDRC can offer up suggestions and recommendations and point out areas where the

proposal is not consistent with our particular task.. To go much beyond that concerns me.

Tracy Reed, Redevelopment Agency:
1 just want to say that the Redevelopinent Plan has to be consistent with the community
plans. So the Redevelopment Plan is not trying to change land uses at all. It just has to be
consistent with the community pians. And the redevetopment plan is not trying to hold up
anything regarding the park plan becanse we are following the community plan.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:
1 guess the challenge, as far as the appropriate action, as far as how we can provide you
information about the consistencies with this particular organization versus the community

plans. Because that is not really our role. Our role is to address the issues as it relates to the

SDRC and where there might be inconsistencies in the environmental document or failure to
address issues that need to be addressed or inadequate analysis or incomplete analysis or
inaccurate analysis.

Trucy Reed, Redevelopment Agency:
[ understand.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:
That is just how I see it.

Dick Murphy, Chairman:

Given the importance of this to our mission, to really stay on top of this we will need to have
Susan start going to RAC meetings. That is Deborah’s call not mine. We need to be paying

close attention so that when there are inconsistencies between the San Diego River Master
Plan vision, the Community Plan and the Redevelopment Plan that these things aren’t
happening when we are busy doing other things.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:

And that is exactly the opportunity, and I don’t know how much of an extension of time you

have asked for and been given, in order to comment on this and spend the time necessary, I
wouild say that you are going to need at least 30 days or longer. It is something that is not
that simple.
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Response to Comment SDRC35:
Please also refer to responses to comments SDRC24, SDRC27, and SDRC?29.

Response to Comment SDRC3é:
Please refer to response to comment SDRC1.
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Dick Murphy, Chairman:
My comment is only slightly different. Iagree with Donna. This issue will still evolve.
Things are never final final. There should be someone from the Conservancy who is'
participating in this process so when specific plans come along, there is someone who is
watching if. Someone should be attending those meetings and know what is going on. Then
when there are inconsistencies we can intervene early on. So it doesn’t happen, like it did on
this Wetlands Project, after it was all designed that they forgot to put a path in it. I am just
saying that this is a big opportunity area and we should be watching it. So if you are become
a student of this area, you will salivate when you go to these meetings because of the
opportunity which exists. At least going to the meetings so we know what is going on.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:
Motion to accept report from Deborah Jayne and add to that the extension to allow adcquate
time to.comment about the FIR and the consistencies with the San Diego River Park Master
Plan. To be aware of what is going on in the best way that that should be handled.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:
Leave to staff discretion how to participate. Attending a meeting or meeting with staff.

Jim Peugh, Board Member:
It is fine to a say that we want it consistent with the River Plan, but there wasn’t a lot of
intense hydrology analysis when we put the River Plan together. So.I would hope that our
comments.should address the function of the River, that we don’t do any public ‘invcstmgnt
which will preclude enhancing the river as far as its capability to carry water. Because we
know that upstream there is going to be development in the County too, and so the amount
of water the River carries now doesn’t necessarily represent the amount of water it will carry
in the future. I see Sorrento Creek written all over this. And [ just don’t want to see us
investing huge amounts of private money and then discover later that a stream or even the-
River itself is no longer able to carry it. And then so doing draconian flood management and
saying “we have no.other option”, I just don’t want to see us putting ourselves in a position
where we have no other option. So I just hope that some kind of words about making sure.
that we are not reducing the capability that the river needs for the future.

Donna Frye, Vice-Chair:
And that, I think, and Deborah Jayne can probably help me on this, but I think when we talk
about the beneficial uses; and some of those other issues, that that is in the Conservaney’s
enabling legislation. There are:issues related to ﬂodding and that the goal is not to éhamielize
the river. It was broad lanhguage, but I remember that we put that in there. And I think that
would talk about all the functions that you are talking about 4s specifically related to.the
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Response to Comment SDRC37:
Comment noted.

Response to Comment SDRC38;
Comment noted. Please also refer to response to comment SDRCI.

Response to Comment SDRC39:

Comment noted. Please also refer 10 responses to comments DDS§, BC3, LC11, £C14,
and DF2.

Response to Comment SDRC40:
Comment noted.
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SDRC40 beneficial uses. And I think that would probably get us there. Because I agree with you. 1
{cont'd.) absolutely agree with you so just the consistencies with what the role of the conservancy is.

Dick Murphy, Chairman:
All in favor of passing the motion say “aye”

Dick Murphy, Chairman:
Passes unanimously.
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