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SUBJECT:

SCH No. 2004651076

CiTy CouNciL APPROVAL of a updated Otay Mesa Community Plan, General Plan
Amendment, Rescission of Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD) and Adoption
of a Rezone ordinance (to replace the OMDD with citywide zoning and creation of
two (2) new Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones), approval of the
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP), and amendments to the City’s Land
Development Code (LDC) as further described below. The Otay Mesa Community
Plan Update (CPU) is a comprehensive update of the 1981 community plan. Approval of
the CPU would establish land use designations and policies to guide future development
consistent with the City’s General Plan (2008). The CPU is intended to implement the
General Plan policies through the provision of community-specific recommendations.
The concurrent rezone would rescind the existing OMDD and implement development
regulations consistent with citywide zoning classifications. Amendments to the City’s
LDC are required to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new
Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZ Type A and Type B) for
proposed commercial and industrial land use designations under the CPU and for the
creation of new zones to implement the new International Business and Trade (IBT 1-1)
and Business Park Residential Permitted (BRFBPRP) land use designations. An updated
PFFP would be adopted with the CPU to allow for implementation of the CPU. The CPU
would additionally serve as the basis for guiding a variety of other actions, such as
parkland acquisitions, transportation improvements and public facilities. The update
includes modifications to the various elements of the Plan to incorporate current planning
policies and practices in the City of San Diego, as well as to make the Plan reflective of
the substantial land use changes (e.g., adopted alignments of SR-905 and SR-125) that
have occurred over the last twenty-five years. The Otay Mesa community encompasses
approximately 9,300 acres in the southeastern portion of the City of San Diego. The
community is bordered by the San Ysidro and Otay Mesa-Nestor communities on the
west, the City of Chula Vista and the Otay Valley Regional Park on the north, the County
of San Diego on the east and the US/Mexico border and the City of Tijuana on the south.

APPLICANT: City of San Diego - Planning, Neighborhoods and Economic Development Department

The community plan update project components include:

1. City of San Diego General Plan Amendment. Adoption of the CPU constitutes an
amendment to the Land Use Element of the General Plan.

2. Rescission of the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD) and Adoption of a Rezone
Ordinance (to replace the OMDD with citywide zoning) to citywide zones contained in



the Land Development Code (LDC). The concurrent rezone would rescind the existing
OMDD and make development regulations consistent with citywide zoning classifications.

Other Land Development Code Amendments. Amendments to the City’s LDC are
required to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZ Type A and Type B) for proposed commercial and
industrial land use designations under the CPU and the creation of new zones to implement
the new International Business and Trade (IBT 1-1) and Business Park Residential Permitted
(BRT BPRP) land use designations.

Otay Mesa Community Plan Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) Update. The PFFP
includes the community’s boundary, a development forecast and analysis, a capital
improvement program, and an updated fee schedule. Both Facilities Benefit Assessments
(FBAs) and Development Impact Fees (DIFs) provide funding sources for public facilities
projects in Otay Mesa. An updated PFFP would be adopted with the CPU to allow for
implementation of the CPU.

The updated Otay Mesa Community Plan would provide a long-range, comprehensive policy
framework for growth and development in Otay Mesa over the next 20 to 30 years. Guided
by citywide policy direction contained within the General Plan (adopted by the City Council
on March 8, 2008), the updated community plan will identify a land use strategy with new
land use designation proposals to create villages, activity centers and industrial/employment
centers along major transportation corridors, while strengthening cultural and business
linkages to Tijuana, Mexico via the Otay Mesa Port of Entry, as well as other enhancements
to the existing planning area. The Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (Project) will be
consistent with and implement the City’s General Plan and will include the following 8 9
elements: Land Use; Mobility; Urban Design; Economic Prosperity; Public Facilities,
Services and Safety; Recreation; Conservation; Historic Preservation; and Noise. In
conformance with CEQA Section 15152, the environmental analyses for the draft PEIR
would “tier” from the General Plan Final PEIR (Project No. 104495/ SCH No. 2006091032)
and will incorporate by reference the general discussions disclosed in this certified
environmental document.

The CPU contemplates land use designations that support a fully integrated circulation
system which includes, but is not limited to, high frequency transit and/or public
transportation. Circulation changes (i.e., roadway deletions, reclassifications, and alignment
modifications) would involve primarily Siempre Viva Road, Beyer Boulevard, Otay Mesa
Road, Old Otay Mesa Road, Airway Road, Heritage Road (north and south of SR-905),
Cactus Road, Britannia Road, La Media Road, Otay Valley Road, and Lonestar Road.
Moreover, the CPU takes into account the alignment for the recently opened SR-905, which
is different from that assumed in the existing community plan.

The CPU would re-designate land uses to increase the number of allowed residential units
and reduce the acreage for industrial uses. New land use designations are proposed to allow
the establishment of industrial centers, mixed commercial and residential uses, and, where
appropriate, residential uses near industrial uses. Modified industrial and commercial land
use designations also are included that are similar to the industrial intensity found in the
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adopted community plan. The International Business and Trade (IBT) would be the dominant
industrial land use designation. Other features of the CPU include:

Increasing housing unit yield in the southwestern residential areas

Creating a village center in an area south of SR-905 and west of Britannia Boulevard
Designating a corridor of Business Park industrial uses along SR-905

Seeking to enhance the image of the community along SR-905 with flex space and
corporate office users flanking the freeway

e Encouraging outdoor storage and heavy industry uses to shift to the border area

UPDATE 12/18/2013:

Revisions and clarifications have been made to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
when compared to the Draft EIR to address comments received during public review, and to
correct text, tables and figures in various sections. These revisions are indicated by strikeeut and
underline format. Correction of typographical errors, minor edits and other non-substantive
revisions which have been made throughout the document are not shown in strikeeut and
underline format. A copy of the Final EIR showing all strikeeut and underline text will be
available for inspection in the office of the Development Services Department upon request.

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 15088.5 the addition of
new information that clarifies, amplifies, or makes insignificant modification does not require
recirculation as there are no new impacts and no new mitigation identified. An environmental
document need only be recirculated when there is identification of new significant environmental
impacts or with the addition of a new mitigation measure required to avoid a significant
environmental impact.

CONCLUSIONS:

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described in the subject block above, the City has
prepared the following Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to inform public agency decision-makers and the public of the
significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented, identify
possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121). As further described in the attached EIR, the City has
determined that the project would have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s):
Land Use, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Transportation/Circulation, Geology/Soils,
Historical Resources, Hydrology/Water Quality, Paleontological Resources, Human Health/Public
Safety/Hazardous Materials, Noise, Utilities, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

With the exception of impacts related to Air Quality (RAQS Criteria Pollutants, Stationary
Sources/Collocation), Transportation/Circulation, Noise (Traffic/Stationary Sources and_
Construction), Utilities (Solid Waste), and Greenhouse Gas Emissions, mitigation measures are
proposed (Chapter 11) that would reduce Project impacts to below a level of significance. The attached
Environmental Impact Report and Technical Appendices document the reasons to support the above
Determination.
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MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

A series of mitigation measures are identified within each issue area discussion in the EIR to reduce
environmental impacts. The mitigation measures are fully contained in Chapter 11 of the EIR.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES FOR REDUCING SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS

Based on the requirement that alternatives reduce significant impacts associated with the proposed
project, the EIR considers the following Project Alternatives which are further detailed in the Executive
Summary and Chapter 8 10 of the EIR:

1. No Project
2. Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative
3. Reduced Density Alternative

Under CEQA Guideline Section 15126.6(¢)(2), if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally
superior alternative, the EIR must also identify which of the other alternatives is environmentally
superior. The EIR identified Alternative 2 as the environmentally superior alternative because it would
meet the Project objectives while further reducing and avoiding biological, historical (archaeological)
and paleontological impacts when compared to the Project.

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

Individuals, organizations, and agencies that received a copy or notice of the draft EIR and were invited
to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency is provided below. Copies of the Final EIR, the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program and any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the
Advanced Planning & Engineering Division, or purchased for the cost of reproduction.

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:

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

() Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). No response is necessary and the letters are attached at the
end of the EIR.

(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) were received during the public input period. The letters and responses are located
immediately after the EIR Distribution List.

A B

/ HA - ;,, , _# , o i
waitiienten ¢ Lilint o ottt A~ September 10, 2013
Cathy Winterrowd, Interim Deputy Director Date of Draft Report

Development Services Department
December 18, 2013
Analyst: Myra Herrmann Date of Final Report
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DISTRIBUTION OF DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT:
Copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the following individuals, organizations, and agencies:

U.S. GOVERNMENT

Federal Aviation Administration (1)

Department of Transportation, Region 9 (2)

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest, Karen Ringel-Director of Real Estate (8)
Naval Facilities Engineering Command Southwest (12)

Army Corps of Engineers (16 & 26)

Environmental Protection Agency (19)

Border Patrol (22)

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)

USDA Natural Resources Conservation Services (25)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

State Clearinghouse (46A)

Caltrans Planning, District 11 (31)

Department of Fish and Wildlife (32)

Cal Recycle (35)

California Environmental Protection Agency (37A)
Housing & Community Development (38)
Department of Toxic Substance Control (39)
Natural Resources Agency (43)

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44)
California Air Resources Board (49)

Office of the Attorney General (50)

Caltrans —Division of Aeronautics (51B)
California Transportation Commission (51A)
Native American Heritage Commission (56)
Office of Planning & Research (57)

Highway Patrol (58)

California Energy Commission — Eileen Allen (59)
Department of Conservation (61)

State Lands Commission (62)

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

Air Pollution Control District (65)

Planning and Land Use (68)

Department of Parks and Recreation (69)

Department of Public Works (72)

Water Authority (73)

Hazardous Materials Management Division (75)

Department of Environmental Health — Land and Water Quality Division (76)
Chuck Tucker (232)
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CITY OF SAN DIEGO
Mayor’s Office (91)
Interim Mayor, Todd Gloria
Walt Ekard — Interim Chief Operating Officer
Scott Chadwick — Assistant Chief Operating Officer Council District 3
Council President Pro Tem Sherri Lightner, District 1
Councilmember Kevin Faulconer, District 2
Council District 3
Councilmember Myrtle Cole, District 4
Councilmember Mark Kersey, District 5
Councilmember Lorie Zapf, District 6
Councilmember Scott Sherman, District 7
Councilmember David Alvarez, District 8
Councilmember Marti Emerald, District 9
Office of the City Attorney — Shannon Thomas
Development Services Department
Tom Tomlinson, Interim Director
Cathy Winterrowd, Interim Deputy Director
Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner - Environmental
Gary Geiler
Ann Gonsalves
Jim Lundquist
Frank January, Facilities Financing
Patrick Thomas
Mehdi Rastakhiz
Leonard Wilson
Don Weston
Planning & Neighborhood Restoration Department
Bill Fulton, Director
Nancy Bragado, Interim Deputy Director
Theresa Millette, Senior Planner — Project Manager
Jeanne Krosch
Tait Galloway
Kelley Stanco
Howard Greenstein
Maureen Gardiner
Real Estate Assets Department
James Barwick
Roy Nail
Michael Tussey
Park & Recreation Department - Open Space Division
Chris Zirkle
Laura Ball
Public Works Department - Engineering and Capital Projects
Kerry Santoro
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Transportation & Storm Water Department
Kris McFadden
Drew Kleis
Ruth Kolb
Linda Marabian
Public Utilities Department
Anne Sasaki
Nicole McGinnis
Fire and Life Safety Services
Larry Trame
Michelle Abella-Shon
Police Department
Kevin Mayer
Library Department — Government Documents (81)
Environmental Services Library (81J)
Otay Mesa-Nestor Branch Library (81W)
San Ysidro Branch Library (81EE)
Historical Resources Board (87)
Lisa Wood - Environmental Services Department (93A)
Wetland Advisory Board (91A/MS 908A)

OTHER AGENCIES

City of Chula Vista (94)

San Diego Association of Governments (108)
San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110)
San Diego Transit Corporation (112)

San Diego Gas & Electric (114)

Chula Vista School District (118)

San Diego Unified School District (125)

San Ysidro Unified School District (127)

San Diego City Schools (132)

San Diego Community College District (133)
Sweetwater Union High School District

Otay Water District — Robert Scholl

ENVIRONMENTAL/BIOLOGICAL ORGANIZATIONS
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter (165)

San Diego Canyonlands (165A)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)
San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Mr. Jim Peugh (167A)

Environmental Heath Coalition (169)
California Native Plant Society (170)

San Diego Coast & Baykeeper (173)
Ellen Bauder (175)

EC Allison Research Center (181)
Endangered Habitats League (182/182A)
Vernal Pool Society (185)
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HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSOCIATIONS
South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego History Center (211)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

San Diego County Archaeological Society (218)

TRIBAL DISTRIBUTION

Carmen Lucas (206)

Ron Christman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown (216)

Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)

Native American Distribution — Public Notice Only (225A-S)
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians
Campo Band of Mission Indians
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians
Inaja Band of Mission Indians
Jamul Indian Village
La Posta Band of Mission Indians
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians
Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians
Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel
La Jolla Band of Mission Indians
Pala Band of Mission Indians
Pauma Band of Mission Indians
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians
San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians

CIVIC/PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS

Citizen’s Coordinate for Century III (179)
San Diego Chamber of Commerce (157)
Building Industry Association (158)

Convis (159)

Local 30 (191)

League of Women Voters (192)

Industrial Environmental Association — Jack Monger
Otay Valley Regional Park CAC (227)

Otay Mesa Nestor Planning Committee (228)
Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce (231A)
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OVRP - San Diego County Parks (232)

Marilyn Ponseggi —City of Chula Vista, Planning Department (234)
Otay Mesa Planning Committee (235)

San Ysidro Planning and Development Group (433)
United Border Community Town Council (434)
Chula Vista Chamber of Commerce

San Diego County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce
San Ysidro Chamber of Commerce

Tijuana Chamber of Commerce

Tijuana Economic Development Corporation

South County Economic Development Corporation
Regional Economic Development Corporation

OTHER GROUPS AND/OR INDIVIDUALS
Union-Tribune City Desk (140)

Metro News (141)

Southwestern College

Theresa Acerro (230)

Janay Kruger (233)

Janet VVadakkumcherry (236)

Kaiser Permanente

Jean Cameron

Jimmy Ayala, Pardee Homes

John Ponder, Shephard Mullin

Mark Rowson, Land Development Strategies
Nicola Boon, Metro Airpark, LLC

Jack Gorzeman, ESA

Stephanie Morgan Whitmore - RECON (Consultant)
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OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE
Letters of Comment and Responses

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

TOZZIr’Xee—IOMMOO >

State CleariNnghOUSE .......coooi i e RTC-3
U.S. Army Corps Of ENQGINEEIS........coviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee RTC-4
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service/California Department of Fish and Wildlife..... RTC-5
California Department of Transportation..............cccoeeviiiiii e RTC-12
Native American Heritage CommisSion ............ccceoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic e, RTC-20
San Diego Association of Governments .............ccccccooiiiiiiiiiiiininneeeenn RTC-25
Endangered Habitats League ... RTC-29
Otay Mesa Chamber of COMMErCEe ............uuuuiiiiiii s RTC-32
Otay Mesa Property Owners Association .............ceeeeieeeeiiiiiiiiceeeeeeeeeee, RTC-44
1 Tt ] o U RTC-49
San Diego County Archaeological Society, InC......cccccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiiii, RTC-51
ColRich (CR Otay Canyon Ranch Associates LLC)..............uevuveeiiiiiieinnnnnnns RTC-53
MEIVYN INQAIIS ... ..o e RTC-55
National Enterprises Incorporated (NEI)..........cccooiiiiiiie RTC-58
Sheppard Mullin (Chang) ..........uuueuuumei e RTC-60
Sheppard Mullin (TOrrey PINES) ........uuuuuiuiiiiiiiiiiiii s RTC-88
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Edmund G. Brown Jr.

Governor

A-1

Letter A

"

e ~ - it
STATE OF CALIFORNIA g a3

e

B &

% ar e M’
Ken Alex
Director

oty

Governor's Office of Planning and Research

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

October 25,2013

Myra Hermman

City of San Diego

1222 First Avenue, MS-501
San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Otay Mesa Community Plan Update
SCH#: 2004051076

Dear Myra Herrman:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. The
review period closed on October 24, 2013, and no state agencies sut i by that date. This
letier acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the
environmental review process. If you have a question about the above-named project, please refer to the
ten-digit State Clearinghouse number when contacting this office.

Sincerely,
/

Seott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

T P.0.BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALL FORNIA 95812-5044
) 445-0613  PAX (916) 323-3018  www.0pr.ca.gov

1400 TENTH

A-1

Comment acknowledged. Please note that comment

recejved glirectly from the following State agencies before I?r:frcszlosvéegef
public review on October 25, 2013: Department of Fish & Wildlife (joint
letter wlth U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service), Native American Heritage
Commission, and the Department of Transportation. All letters and City
responses follow this SCH letter.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter B

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
Les Angeles District Corps of Engineers
Regulatory Division-Carlsbad Field Office
5900 La Place Court, Suite 100
Carlsbad, CA 92008

October 31, 2013

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

Office of the Chief
Regulatory Division

Ms. Myra Herrmann, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, California 92101

SUBJECT: Information regarding requirement for Department of the Army Permit
Dear Ms, Herrmann:

This is in response to information received regarding Otay Mesa Community Plan
Update. Based on the information you have provided, we are unable to determine if the
proposed work would be regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act or Section 10 of
the Rivers and Harbors Act. Please review your project and determine if you need a permit.

Applications and additional information are available on our website
htlp:.u’.fwww.spl.usace.army.mi]..n"l\-llissionsf’Regu]atory.n'Permithcess.aspx. If you have any
questions, please contact Shari Johnson of my staff at 760-602-4829 or via e-mail at
Shari.Johnson@usace.army.mil.

Sincerely,

Therese O. Bradford
Chief, South Coast Branch

B-1

The project submitted to the USACOE for review involves a community
plan update which is intended to provide guidance for future
devglopment in the community. The CPU, in and of itself does not
require a Section 404 permit. However, Section 404 permits may be
required for future development projects implemented in accordance with
the CPU. This will be determined when site-specific biological studies
are prepared during project-level environmental review.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

C-1

In Reply Refer To:

Letter C

LS. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
2177 Salk Avenue, Suite 250
Carlsbad, California 92008
760-431-9440

FAX 760-431-9624

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
South Coast Region

3883 Ruffin Road

San Diego, California 92123
858-467-4201

FAX 858-467-4209

FWS/CDFW-14B0007-14TA0003 0CT 25 2013

Ms. Myra Herrmann

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
Planning Division

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Comments on the Public Draft Otay Mesa Community Plan Update and the
associated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, City of San Diego
(SCH#2004051076)

Dear Ms. Herrmann:

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service), hereafter collectively referred to as the Wildlife Agencies, have reviewed the
above-referenced draft Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (CPU) and Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR), dated September 10, 2013. The comments provided herein are based on
information provided in the draft CPU, PEIR and associated documents, our knowledge of
sensitive and declining vegetation communities in the City of San Diego (City), and our
participation in the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) and the City’s MSCP
Subarea Plan (SAP).

The primary concern and mandate of the Service is the protection of public fish and wildlife
resources and their habitats. The Service has legal responsibility for the welfare of migratory
birds, anadromous fish, and threatened and endangered animals and plants oceurring in the
United States. The Service is also responsible for administering the Federal Endangered Species
Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 er seq.), including habitat conservation plans
(HCP) developed under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act. The Department is a Trustee Agency and
a Responsible Agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; §§ 15386
and 15381, respectively) and is responsible for ensuring appropriate conservation of the State’s
biological resources, including rare, thr d, and endangered plant and animal species,
pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code § 2050 er seq.) and
other sections of the Fish and Game Code. The Department also administers the Natural
Community Conservation Planning (NCCP) program. The City participates in the NCCP and the
Service’s HCP programs by implementing its approved SAP.

The Otay Mesa CPU serves as a comprehensive update to the adopied 1981 Otay Mesa
Community Plan (Community Plan) and was undertaken to address substantial land use changes

C-1

C-2

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

C-2
con

C-3

C-5

Ms. Myra Herrmann (FWS/CDFW-14B0007-14T A0003) 2

that have occurred since that time. The CPU is intended to refine and implement the general
vision and goals of the 2008 City of San Diego General Plan Update as it relates to land use and
circulation within the approximately 9,300-acre Otay Mesa community. The CPU will also
require the adoption of two Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs) that will
be used to determine whether subsequent projects will be processed ministerially (CPIOZ Type
A) or require discretionary approval through a Site Development Permit (CPIOZ Type B).
Projects processed under the CPIOZ Type B application will require preparation of an initial
study in accordance with CEQA to determine whether the project can rely on the Otay Mesa
CPU PEIR or will require subsequent CEQA documentation and review (e.g., mitigated negative
declaration or PEIR addendum).

We have been meeting regularly with City staff on both the CPU and the City’s proposed Vemal
Pool HCP (VPHCP), and it has always been our recommendation that these two documents
move forward concurrently given their inter-relatedness. Otay Mesa encompasses the majority
of vernal pool resources in the City that have not already been addressed (conserved or
impacted) within the City’s SAP: therefore, the CPU is critical to the success of the VPIICP. We
are concemed that the alternative evaluated in the CPU does not match the City’s preferred
alternative being developed for the VPIICP.

The Wildlife Agencies and the City signed a Planning Agreement in October 2009 regarding the
VPHCP. The Planning Agreement included a commitment by the City to follow an Interim
Project Review Process (Exhibit C to the Planning Agreement) o ensure that projects or
activities that were approved or initiated in the Planning Area before completion of the VPHCP
are consistent with the preliminary conservation ohjectives and do not compromise successful
completion and implementation of the VPHCP. To help ensure this commitment is met, the
PEIR should include an analysis of the consistency of each alternative with the goals and
objectives of the VPHCP, and consistency with the VPHCP should be used to determine what
alternative is selected. Although the CPU (CPU Plan Policy 8. 1.8) proposes to amend the
community plan upon completion of the VPHCP, we recommend that the CPL not be finalized
until the VPHCP is completed to help ensure that the City’s commitments in the Planning
Agreement are met.

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative included in the dralt PEIR (page 10-18) is the most
consistent with the City’s preferred alternative for the VPHCP. It would result in increased
preservation of vemal pool, coastal sage serub, maritime succulent serub, and non-native
grassland habitat while providing for improved/expanded local wildlife corridors. This
alternative would also lessen impacts to burrowing owl (dthene cunicularia). I the City
finalizes the CPU prior to completing the VPHCP, we recommend that the City adopt the
Reduced Biclogical Impacts Alternative for the CPU. Even if the Reduced Biological Impacts
Alternative is adopted, further modification to the Community Plan may be necessary to ensure
consistency with the VPIICP.

C-5

Comment noted. The City acknowledges the significant role that Otay
Mesa has in the comprehensive City-wide planning efforts for vernal
pools as part of the VPHCP. The CPU and VPHCP projects have been
closely coordinated; however, they are two separate and distinct projects
with different processing schedules. It is anticipated that the draft
VPHCP and associated environmental document will be distributed for
public review and then followed by the public hearing process in 2014.

The CPU Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative is similar to the
proposed vernal pool preserve mapping for the VPHCP project,
however, it also includes increased preservation of upland habitats (i.e.,
coastal sage scrub and maritime succulent scrub) that do not contain
vernal pools resources. As discussed above, in addition to the planning
for the VPHCP, subsequent to adoption of the CPU, a specific plan will
be prepared for the Southwest Village area which contains a significant
number of vernal pools. Neither one of these plans have been through
the discretionary review and hearing process.

The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the
community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources. Therefore, per the
definition of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement, the
CPU is not considered to be an interim project since it would not
adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat. All future projects
implemented in accordance with the CPU would require subsequent
environmental review. As discussed in Response to Comment C-3, the
CPU includes specific policies and recommendations for the protection
of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted community
plan. In addition, Conservation Element Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6
include direction to implement the Environmentally Sensitive Lands
Regulations, the MSCP SAP, and the Biology Guidelines.

Comment noted. The Reduced Biological Impact Alternative correctly
identifies biological impacts, including those to vernal pool resources that
would be reduced if this alternative were adopted.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

C-6

Ms. Myra Herrmann (FWS/CDFW-14B0007-14TA0003) 3

Our specific comments on the draft Otay Mesa CPU and PEIR are enclosed. We appreciate the
opportunity to comment on the two documents. If you have any question regarding this letter or
would like to schedule a meeting to discuss the CPU and PEIR, please contact Kyle Dutro of the
Department at 858-467-4267 or Patrick Gower of the Service at 760-431-9440, extension 352,

Sincerely,
Karen A. G&!‘I—aul Gail K. Sevrens
Assistant Field Supervisor Environmental Program Manager
U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service California Department of Fish and Wildlife

C-6 Comment noted. Please see responses to General Comments provided
below.
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Enclosure, page 1

GENERAL COMMENTS

The Wildlife Agencies are concerned with the City’s proposed procedure for processing
subsequent development projects within Otay Mesa. Based on our interpretation of

information provided in the PEIR, the City will process some future projects ministerially

and others could potentially rely on the CEQA analysis provided in the PEIR. In the
absence of project specific public review, how will the City implement the Interim
Project Review Process that is included in the VPHCP Planning Agreement? In addition,
we rely on the CEQA public review process to fulfill our oversight responsibilities under
the MSCP. Please provide more detailed information in the PEIR regarding how future
projects will be processed and, if future projects may rely entirely on the CEQA analysis
provided in the PEIR, how the City will coordinate with the Wildlife Agencies to ensure
projeets are consistent with MSCP and the VPHCP Planning Agreement.

Please revise any references to “State Fish and Wildlife Code™ in the PEIR to read “Fish
and Game Code™. Although the Department’s name has changed to Fish and Wildlife,
the legal code under which the Department operates continues under the former name.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE CPU

Section 2.0 (Land Use Element) should be updated to include a goal that addresses the
preservation, management, and monitoring of open space within the MHPA consistent
with the City’s SAP and the VPHCP. Table 2-3 (Community Plan Land Use
Designations) includes a table of the community plan land use designations, Please
clarify what the difference is between “open space™ and “resource based parks.” Which
designation would be used for MHPA lands that are being conserved under the City's
SAP and VPHCP?

Section 2.1 (Specific Plan Areas) should be updated to include a reference to the City’s
SAP and VPIHCP. In addition it should include policies and recommendations that
address preserve design, minimization of edge effects, maintenance of corridors, and the
requirements of the MHPA Guidelines for Otay Mesa and River Valley (pages 8 to 10),
section 1.4.2 (General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines) and Table 3-5
(Conditions of Coverage) in the City's SAP.

Section 2.6 (Open Space and Parks) should be updated to emphasize the importance of
the vernal pool resources as well as the grasslands for raptors. including the burrowing
owl, It should differentiate between lands to be conserved as part of the City’s SAP and
VPIHCP and active park lands and include specific policies and recommendations for
both types of open space.

Section 3 (Mobility Element) includes a discussion of all forms of transportation,

including a network of streets and freeways, many of which will cross the MHPA. This
section should but updated to include a discussion regarding how roads will be designed
to be consistent with the MHPA Guidelines for Otay Mesa and River Valley (pages 8 1

C-7

C-8

C-9

C-12

RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS:

See Response to Comment C-3. In addition, all industrial and
commercial development implemented in accordance with the CPU will
be subject to review under CPIOZ. The village areas require specific
plans which are discretionary projects requiring City Council approval
prior to any development, and will be subject to further review and
analysis.

This revision has been made to the Final EIR.

Goals for preservation, management, and monitoring of open space are
contained in the Conservation Element (specifically, Policies 8.1.-4
through 6). See Table RE-2 of the General Plan for definitions of
resource-based parks and open space. MHPA lands that are conserved
have an Open Space land use designation.

Land Use Policy 2.1-2 b states that a subsequent specific plan provide a
land use map consistent with a future VPHCP. The policy has been
updated to include a reference to the MSCP Subarea Plan.

The Conservation Element addresses the City’s resources (see CE-6 &
CE-7, including vernal pools and burrowing owls. The Recreation
Element addresses park lands and includes specific policies related to
active and passive park uses.

Per the TIS for the CPU, all roads are necessary for access and
circulation within the CPU area, regardless of which alternative is
approved. The existing circulation plan, adopted November 23, 1999 by
Resolution R-292480, was evaluated under the City’'s SAP. The existing
circulation plan includes Siempre Viva Road connecting with Camino de
la Plaza in San Ysidro, as well as a rail line connecting the San Ysidro
rail to Siempre Viva Road across Spring Canyon. The proposed CPU’s
circulation plan removes the rail line and the Siempre Viva Road-Camino
de la Plaza connection, which reduces impacts in the southwest
quadrant of the community planning area. As future alignments are
submitted, a biological analysis will be required when applicable and
each project will be subject to subsequent review in accordance with
CEQA, as well as review for consistency with City’'s MSCP SAP and
Biology Guidelines.

Siempre Viva Road across Spring Canyon was not modeled or
considered as an option for the CPU.
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Ms. Myra Herrmann (FWS/CDFW-14B0007-14T A0003)

6.

Enclosure, page 2

10), section 1.4.2 (General Planning Policies and Design Guidelines) and Table 3-5
(Conditions of Coverage) in the City’s SAP. To the extent feasible. we recommend road
easements occur outside of the MHPA, be designed to cross the shortest length of MHPA
as possible, and provide for fully functional wildlife movement through use of bridges or
culverts and fencing, We also recommend that the final PEIR include a figure clearlv
depicting these roads and any other proposed encroachment into the MHPA (e.g. utilities,
trails) so we can better understand the overall proposed impact to the MHPA. Although
the City's SAP does allow for infrastructure to cross the MHPA under certain
circumstances, we are very concerned with several of the proposed roadways and the
potential impacts to both the City's SAP and VPHCP. Of particular concern are the
proposed extensions of Bever Road, Airway Road and Siempre Viva Road across Spring
Canyon, and the proposed reclassifications of Lonestar Road, Aviator Road, Heritage
Road. and Caliente Avenue as these have the potential for inereased impacts to biological
resources when compared to the adopted community plan evaluated under the City’s

SAP.

Section 3.4 (Bicyeles) includes a recommendations (3.4-1) to connect bikeways within
the village areas to trail heads with access to the canyon system trails and pathways. and
(3.4-2) to provide multi-use trails. Recommendation 3.4-2 does include a reference to
being consistent with City’s SAP, but then references a figure of proposed trails (Figure
7.1) that we have had no discussion or input on. Prior to designating any trails within the
MHPA, a natural resource management plan (NRMP) should be completed for the area
that identifies the biological goals and objectives for this section of the MHPA and
includes Area Specific Management Directives (ASMDs) for those species requiring
them as a condition of coverage. The NRMP can then be used to determine whether
trails and mountain bike riding are compatible with those biological goals and objectives.

Section 7.2 (Open Space Lands and Resource Based Parks) focuses on the canvons, but
does not discuss the mesa top areas that support vernal pools and burrowing owls. This
section should include a discussion of these valuable resources and how they will be
protected.

SPECTIFIC COMMENTS ON THE PEIR

Section 3.3 (CPU Ohjectives) should reference the City’s SAP and VPHCP. The Open
Space Objective should be reworded to state: Protect the canyon lands. adjacent mesa
tops supporting vernal pool habitat, and sensitive biological resources consistent with the

oals and objectives of the Citv's SAP and VPHCP. We recommend that recreational
goals be addressed in a separate objective from the biological goals of the City's SAP and
VPHCP.

Section 3.4.2.7 (Conservation Element) references preserving biological resources,
including vernal pools, however it does not reference the City’s SAP or VPHCP. This
section should reference implementing the goals and objectives ol the City’s SAP and
VPHCP. The Conservation Element includes goals regarding water supply and local

C-16

Large portions of the open space and MHPA lands are privately owned.
Specific Plans prepared for the village sites would provide further
analysis and design for any trails and when applicable, would include
input from the Wildlife Agencies. As part of the subsequent review
process for the Specific Plans and trail plan, ASMDs would be identified.
Otherwise, at such time that the City begins the process for acquisition of
lands for the MHPA and open space, an NRMP, which would include
ASMDs, would be completed.

Language has been added to Section 7.2 of the CPU.

As recommended, the following language has been added to the CPU
objectives and to Conservation Element Policy 8.1-2: “and adjacent
mesa tops.” The Conservation Element of the CPU (Section 8.1)
discusses and provides policies related to the City's MSCP SAP,
VPHCP, and biological resources, including vernal pools.

Section 3.4-2.7 includes a reference to the City’'s MSCP SAP and draft
VPHCP. Community farms and gardens are anticipated to be located
outside of any MHPA lands. However, if this use were proposed within
the MHPA, it would be a future project requiring subsequent review for
consistency with the CPU goals and policies, the City's MSCP SAP, and
the Biology Guidelines.
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Ms. Myra Herrmann (FWS/CDFW-14B0007-14TA0003) Enclosure, page 3

food generation through community farms and gardens, Please clarify how these goals
will be met given the absence of any water storage or agricultural land use designations.
As an example, community farms and gardens are not an identified compatible use within
the MHPA: therefore, is it envisioned that this could be accomplished within the non

MIIPA park lands?

Section 3.4.3.1 (Specific Plan Areas) includes a list of policies and recommendations for
Specific Plans. It would be helpful to reference Figure 3-9 which depicts the two areas
proposed for Specific Plans. This section references the VPHCP; however, it should also
reference the City’s SAP, including policies regarding preserve design, minimization of
edge ellects, maintenance ol corridors, and the requirements ol the MHPA Guidelines for
Otay Mesa and River Valley (pages 8 to 10), section 1.4.2 (General Planning Policies and
Design Guidelines) and Table 3-5 (Conditions of Coverage).

Section 3.4.3.7 (Parks, Open Space. and Recreation). This section should reference the
City’s SAP and VPIICP. Recreational opportunities should be consistent with goals and
objectives of the City’s SAP, VPHCP and any NRMPs developed for Otay Mesa, As we
stated above, it may be appropriate to separate out recreational goals from the biological
goals and objectives of City’s SAP and VPHCP.

Section 3.4.4 (Mobility Element Roadways) includes a table of ¢l to the CPU area
circulation network and a reference to Figure 3-6. Figure 3-6 is dilTicull o read and does
not have all the roadways labeled that are included in the table. Please update the figure
to make it easier for the reader 1o locate each of the road segments identified in the table,
In addition, it would be helpful to list all of the proposed mobility element roadways, not
just the ones being changed.

Related to the uncertain use of a CEQA process, we are especially concerned with those
projects that could impact burrowing owl. The draft PEIR (page 5.4-49) concludes that
impacts to non-native grassland would affect the preferred habitat of the burrowing owl
and would likely reduce population numbers. It also correctly concludes that the loss of
agricultural lands and disturbed lands may also negatively affect the conservation of
burrowing owls. Table 3-5 of the City’s SAP identifies several areas within the Otay
Mesa Community Plan area that are important for the conservation of burrowing owls,
including Spring Canvon, Otay Mesa, and the Otay River Valley. We have been working
with the City to develop a comprehensive conservation strategy for burrowing owls and
recommend that the strategy be completed so it can be included in the CPU. Because a
strategy for burrowing owl has not been completed, and use of methodologies to actively
or passively relocate burrowing owls requires approval by the Wildlife Agencies, we
strongly encourage early coordination with the Wildlife Agencies to develop project-
specific burrowing owl mitigation plans until a comprehensive strategy is completed.
Early coordination should avoid untimely delays to the project applicant, be cost-
effective, and result a better outcome for the local owl population.

A reference to Figure 3-2 has been added, as that figure includes the
land use designations for the CPU. This section has also been updated
to include a reference to the City's MSCP Subarea Plan.

As suggested, the following language “and consistency with the City’'s
MSCP Subarea Plan” has been added to Land Use Policy 2.6-1.

Figure 3-6 provides an illustration of the backbone roadway infrastructure
proposed within the CPU area. Due to the size of the exhibit, it is not
practical to illustrate every roadway.

Comment noted. Early coordination with the Wildlife Agencies would be
facilitated by the project biologist and City staff during the subsequent
project review process.
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7. The PEIR (pages 5.4-39 and 5.4-62) indicates that several mobility element roads are
planned within or g ent to the MHPA and makes reference to Figure 5.4-8: however,
we cannot find this figure. The final PEIR should include a figure showing the locations

of these roads relative to the MHPA.

8. CPU Plan Policy CE 8.1.6 (page 5.4-45 of the PEIR) states that ASMDs will be
implemented as part of the CPU and serve to reduce impacts to below a level of
significance (page 5.1-64 of the PEIR). Please clarify when/how these ASMDs will be
developed and implemented.

C-21 The two references to Figure 5.4-8 have been revised to reference the
correct Figure 5.4-5.

C-22 Please see Response to Comment C-13.

RTC-11




LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter D

STATE OF CALIFORNIA=—CALIFORKIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11

4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS 240

i, CA 92110-2714

L (619) GRR-6960

FAX (619) 688-4299

ITY 711

www. dolcagov

October 23, 2013
11-8D-905
PM VAR
Otay Mesa Community Plan Update
Draft PEIR — SCH#2004051076
Ms. Myra Herrmann
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, MS-501
San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Ms. Herrmann:

D-1 The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to comment

on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) and Technical Studies for the
Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (CPU), specifically the included Transportation Analysis
dated June 14, 2012, The Otay Mesa Community is located within the southern region of the
City of San Diego (City), bounded on the north by the City of Chula Vista and on the south by
the Tijuana River Valley and the San Ysidro Communities. The State highways serving Otay
Mesa are Interstate 805 (1-805), State Route 905 (SR-903), State Route 125 (SR-125) and the
proposed State Route 11 (SR-11).

Caltrans would like to submit the following comments on these five documents:
1. Otay Mesa CPU Draft PEIR;
2. Otay Mesa CPU Draft PEIR, Appendix I: Noise Analysis;
3. Otay Mesa CPU Draft PEIR, Appendix J: Transportation Analysis;
4. Otay Mesa CPU Public Draft; and
5. Otay Mesa CPU Draft Public Facilities Financing Plan and Facilities Benefit Assessment.

1. Otay Mesa CPU Draft PEIR. September 10, 2013

D-2 One of Caltrans' ongoing responsibilities is to collaborate with local agencies to avoid, eliminate,
or reduce to insignificance potential adverse impacts to highway facility operations by local
development on State highways. Therefore, Caltrans is concerned that the Drafi PEIR states on
page 5.12-48, and throughout the document, that:

The CPU would significantly impact five segments of SR-903 [between Picador
Boulevard and La Media Road]. Caltrans has designed the SR-903 1o allow for the
consiruction of HOV lanes, which would reduce the CPU impacis to below a level of
significance at two of the five impacted freeway segments. However, the addition of HOV
lanes to SR-903 is not a funded or planned project at this time and improvements to these
facilities cannot be guaranieed to be implemented by the City. Additional mitigation such

Caltrans inproves moblity across Californio

Flex your power!
Be energy efficient!

D-1

Comment noted.
content of the letter.

This paragraph provides information regarding the

Comment noted. Due to the cost of providing additional freeway lanes
and interchange improvements on SR-905, the resultant facilities benefit
assessment fees that would be required to provide the improvements
would make development economically infeasible. In addition there is
some uncertainty related to the actual development and associated
traffic impacts that will materialize over time. Transportation studies
prepared for Specific Plans and subsequent development projects would
more accurately identify impacts and provide appropriate mitigation
through Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) amendments and
project-specific mitigation — either physical improvements or
transportation demand management measures which may be more cost
effective than alternative infrastructure improvements, or both. The
PFFP project descriptions for projects T-11.1, T-11.2, T-16.7, T-21.1, T-
21.2, T-25.2, and T-25.3 have been modified to indicate that these
additional improvements should be considered based on future specific
plan and development project studies.
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as TOM measures may be identified in the future af the project-level Thus, at the
program-level, CPU impacis to the five SR-903 freeway segmenis would remain
significant and unavoidable,

Where feasible, Caltrans endeavors with any direct and cumulative impacts to the State highway
system be eliminated or reduced to a level of insignificance pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) standards. Therefore, with the acknowledgement that the
SR-905 project, completed in July 2012 as a six-lane freeway from 1-805 to the Otay Mesa Port
of Entry (POE), was designed “to allow for the construction of HOV lanes, which would reduce
the CPU impacts to below a level of significance at two of the five impacted freeway segments,”
and that “the addition of HOV lanes to SR-905 is not a funded or planned project at this time,”
Caltrans would appreciale an explanation of why “these facilitics cannot be guaranteed to be
implemented by the City,” and are not included in the Draft Public Facilities Financing Plan
(PFFP) and Facilities Benefit Assessment (FBA). This strategy and statement in the PEIR defers
the responsibility of the implementation of such improvements to “others.”

Aceordingly, the Mitigation Framework in the PEIR for traffic impacts to SR-905 states that:

At the time future discretionary development projects are proposed, projeci-specific
traffic analyses would contain detailed recommendations. All project-specific mitigation
Sfor direct impacts shall be implemented prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy
in order v provide mitigation af the time of impact (page S-28).

As aresult, the Draft PEIR defers the identification of detailed mitigation recommendations for
direct impacts to SR-905 to future discretionary development projects on a case-by-case basis.
Instead it is recommended by Caltrans that the inclusion of HOV lanes and/or other
improvements to SR-903, such as auxiliary lanes or interchange improvements be considered in
the Draft PFIP and FBA to allow future discretionary development projects to better identify and
contribute their fair share, as well as identify potential local cost sharing for such improvements.

The City should continue to coordinate with Caltrans to implement necessary improvements at
intersections and interchanges where the agencies have joint jurisdiction.

Caltrans appreciates the explanation starting on page 4-1 that:

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, the baseline for establishing the environmental
setting and existing conditions is determined (o be the date when the NOP [Notice of
Preparation] is published. ... The baseline for the purpose of this PEIR is, therefore those
conditions occurring at the time of the third NOP |Oclober 1, 2010] and are the
conditions upon which physical changes are examined in the PEIR. It should be noted
however, that the baseline for analysis of the Transportation/Circulation Section is
different because of changes to the circulation system between when the 2010 NOP was
issued and the time this PEIR was made public. This is specifically evident relative to
State Route 903, which was under construction in 2010 and is now open for use within
the CPU area; as well for the reopening of State Rowte 125,

“"Caltrans inproves mobility across Caltfornia

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(a), “In assessing the
impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency
should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical
conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of
preparation is published.” Although there were multiple changes to the
circulation system between issuance of the NOP in 2010 and release of
the PEIR for public review, the existing conditions analysis was not
updated to reflect the changed conditions due to the fact that updating
the analysis would not have any bearing on the identification of
significant impacts at buildout of the community plan. Therefore, the
2010 NOP is the appropriate baseline conditions, as further described in
Section 5.12.2 of the PEIR and as acknowledged in the comment.
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Flease nofe that in addition to SE-905 and SR-125, exhibits and analyses throughout the Oray
Mesa CPU Draft PEIR and Technical Swdics referencing SR-11 are not current, and should
reflect the preferred ahermative for SR-11 from the Caltrans Stade Rowie 11 amd the ey Mesa
East POE Final Tier I Enviconmental fopact Repors Environmentol Tmpoct Staiement
(EIR/EIS}), March 2012, currently availobbe at

hanpstwana: dot.ca gon'dist] 1 Eny_docsBR 1L Tinal_tech.himl

In addition, please ensure that the exhibits and analyses referencing the South Bay Bus Rapid
Transit project should reflect the route alignment and stops as proposed by SANDAG in the
project’s Final Environmental Impact Report certified in July 2013,

Caltrans agrees with the “Build-out Recommended Lane Configurmtions™ for the 1-B05/Palm
Avenue interchange os shown in Figure 3.02-4a (page 5. 12-40), Plexse nole that the final
Caltrans Project Study Report (PSR for the I-805Palm Avenie imlerchange project, approved on
Juby 17, 2013, proposes an Eastbound to Northboursd loop on-ramp a= the most likely altemative
design, with slightly differemn lane striping than what is shown in the Dft PEIR. and
subsequently in the Transportation Analysis (Appendix 1)

The Draft PEIR also states that “The reasons for not recommending the improvements [to 24
roadway segments and 49 interseetions] are detailed in the Findings and the Statement of
Onverriding Considerations. The impects are considered significan and unavoidable™ (pages S-26
mnl 5-27). However, page 1-8 explaing that “a Sutement of Overriding Considerations for
impacts idemtified in the Draft PFEIR as dgnificant and unmitigable will be prepared and
compiled as part of the PEIR finalization process,” and ane therefore not vet available for review,
Please provide Caltrans with the Statement of Overriding Considerations as part of the City's
response 10 these commenits.

2. Oray Mesa CPU Draft PEIR, Appendix [: Nojse Analysis, August 29, 2013
Page 19 of the Nolse Analysis states that;

Truck volwmes for I-805, SR-005, SR-125, and SR-11 were obtalned from California
Digpartanent of Transportaiion (Caltravs) trick cownts (Caltrans X000, For 1805, a
traffic mix of 93,1 percent cars. 4.2 percent medium trpcks, and 2.7 percemt heavy irveks
wers aessrimedd For SR-005, SR-125, arud SR-11, o traific mix of 9.9 percemi cars, 5.5
percent medinm rucks, and 2.6 Teavy tricks way observed

Flewse node that SR-11 has not yet been constructed, as of both the Dmaft PEIR bascline of 2000

and the Daft PEIR public review of September-October 2013, therefore sctual volumes would
nol be available,

Corlrums oo sy e [alyivg

D-5

D-6

D-7

D-8

Comment noted. Notes have been added to the figures in the Final EIR
Transportation/Circulation section that show the future SR-11 and Otay
Mesa East Point of Entry to refer readers to the Caltrans SR-11 and
Caltrans Final Tier Il EIR/EIS, dated March 2012 for the preferred
alternative.

The Mobility Element Transit Route Map has been revised to reflect the
interim alignment of the southbound BRT in addition to the ultimate
alignment that will be in effect when the SR-905/SR-125 freeway
interchange is constructed. In addition to the planned southbound BRT
stop at the Port of Entry, the figure shows an additional “potential transit
stop” at the future Lone Star interchange which the City understands is
not part of the current BRT project, but which may be desired in the
future.

Comment noted.

Draft CEQA Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations and
City response to comments will be made available to Caltrans, other
commenter’s and City decision-maker with release of the Final EIR.

Comment noted.
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3. Otay Mesa CPU Draft PEIR. Appendix J: Transportation Analysis, June 14, 2012 with
corrections dated August 30, 2013

Pages 8-4 to 8-5 of the Transportation Analysis state the following regarding significant impacts
to the State Highway System:

The Adopted SANDAG 2050 Regional Transportation Plan includes two managed lanes
on [-805 in each direction north of SR-905. ... These added managed lanes should be
considered partial mitigation for regional cumulative traffic impacts. The implementation
of Transportation Demand Management Plans for large development projects would also
reduce, bui not mitigate for, regional cumulative freeway impacts.

State Route 903 traffic impacts would be significant and unmitigated for all three
scenarios. State Route 903 has been designed so that median High Oceupancy Vehicle
lanes could be installed in the future, but are not currently planned or funded by
Caltrans. The addition of IOV lanes would provide partial mitigation for local and
regional cumulative impacts but would nol provide acceptable levels of service on
segments of SR-903 projected io be at level of service “F", so thar SR-903 traffic impacts
would remain significant and unmitigated. The City of San Diego requested that HOV
lanes on SR-905 be added to the Regional Transportation Plan as part of comments on
the Drafi 2050 RTP DEIR. The [Unconstrained] Network in the 2050 RTP includes 8
freeway lanes on SR-903.

Caltrans appreciates the coordination between the City and SANDAG on including
improvements 1o the State Highway System in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).
However, as this analysis guides the impacts and mitigation measures identified in the Draft
PEIR, Caltrans would like 1o reiterate a request for an explanation of why HOV lanes and/or
improvements to & freeway lanes on SR-905 “cannot be guaranteed to be implemented by the
City,” and were not included in the Draft PFFP and FBA. Such deferment of improvements to
the possible inclusion in future RTP updates is not appropriate. Inclusion of improvements in the
PFFP and FBA could instead help facilitate a local cost sharing for improvements to regional
transportation facilities, which may also assist in the future consideration of improvements in the
RTP.

Please note that SR-905 has additional phases, as described below:

Phase 3 — The SR-905/SR-125 freeway-to-freeway interchange will be constructed during
this phase. A four-lane local access ramp will be constructed from the SR-905/SR-125
interchange east to the intersection with Enrico Fermi Drive. This project is not funded at
this time and has not been scheduled.

Phase 4 — The final phase will construct the Heritage Road interchange ramps. Phase 4

will only be constructed onee other parties have made other key improvements to the
area, which is not expected to oceur prior to 2016. It is anticipated that the City of San

“Caltrans improves mobility across Califarnia™

D-9 See Response to Comment D-2.

D-10 Comment noted.

RTC-15




LETTER

RESPONSE

D-10
cont.

D-11

Ms. Myra Herrmann
Qctober 23, 2013
Page 5

Diego will finance the ramps 1o accommodate the full build-out of the Otay Mesa
community plan arca.

As for the SR-903 interchanges with the local road network, Caltrans concurs with the
Transportation Analysis that:

Improvements are recommended at the inierchange ramps for SR-905/Caliente Avenue,
SR-905/Future Heritage Road, SR-905/Britannia Boulevard: SR-905/1.a Media Road:
SR-905/Siempre Viva Road. Subsequent design requirements from Caltrans may change
the recommended lane configurations (page ES-71).

However, the Drall PEIR states that for the aforementioned SR-905 interchange ramps, “the
following mitigation shall be provided [to reduce impacts]: TRE-1: Intersections shall be
improved per the intersection lane designations identified in Figure 5.12.4” (Draft PEIR page S-
27). As “Subsequent design requirements from Caltrans may change the recommended lane
configurations™ per the Transportation Analysis.

Caltrans recommends that the City initiate the process of working with Caltrans to develop and
identify improvements for cach of the aforementioned SR-905 interchanges, and/or other
improvements, in order to determine Caltrans design requirements, cost eslimates, and to
preserve right-of-way. It is anticipated that all SR-905 ramps will be metered and in operation.

4. Otay Mesa CPU Public Draft, September 2013

As of January 1, 2011, Assembly Bill 1358 requires that any subslantive revision of the
circulation element of a general plan include planning for a balanced multi-modal transportation
network that meets the needs of all users of streets, roads, and highways in a manner that is
suitable to the context of the general plan. The Act defines all users as motorists, pedestrians,
bicyclists, children, persons with disabilities, seniors, movers of commercial goods, and users of
public transportation. Caltrans supports Complete Streets policies and continues to implement
our own Complete Streets directive, DD-64-R1.

Caltrans supports the concept of a local circulation system which is pedestrian, bicycle, and
transit-friendly in order to enable residents to choose alternative modes of transportation. As a
result, potential transit mitigation for development impacts should also be analyzed, such as

improved transit accommodation through the provision of park and ride facilities, bicycle access,

signal prioritization for transit, or other enhancements which can improve mobility and alleviate
traffic impacts to State facilities.

Caltrans appreciates the acknowledgement of past and ongoing collaboration between the City
and regional stakeholders, as stated on page 1-10:

Because the Otay Mesa community planning area includes regional impacts and issues,
the City works closely with San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), the

California Department of Transpartation (Caltrans), the Airport Authority, the City of

“Caltrans mproves mobility across California

D-11 Comment noted. The City agrees that further study is needed to develop

future freeway and interchange improvements. As specific plans and
other discretionary development projects in Otay Mesa are processed,
the City will coordinate review of transportation analysis with Caltrans, as
appropriate; in order identify recommended improvements or other
measures to mitigate impacts. Meanwhile, the Public Facilities Financing
Plan projects T-11.1, T-11.2, T-16.7, T-21.1, T-21.2, T-25.2, and T-25.3
have been modified to indicate that additional improvements may be
indentified in the future.

D-12 As stated in Section 5.12.6.1 of the PEIR, the CPU includes several

alternative transportation policies with which future development projects
would be required to comply. These policies promote the future
availability of transit, alternative transportation convenience (including
connectivity and speed), and the appeal of alternative transportation.
Because the transit policies are included as part of the policy framework
of the CPU, no impacts related to transit were identified, and therefore,
no additional mitigation is required. Potential transit mitigation measures
for development project impacts would be analyzed and identified during
the development review process and through coordination between the
City and SANDAG.
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D-14

D-15

Ms. Myra Herrmann
October 23, 2013
Page 6

Chula Vista and County staff to coordinate a comprehensive approach on planning issues

that eross jurisdictional boundaries.

Further coordination is needed between Caltrans and the City to properly implement Policy 3.1-
1(b) on page ME-2 to “Provide safe, convenient, and attractive pedestrian crossings of SR-905."

Further coordination is also needed between Caltrans and the City on how to simultaneously
implement both Policy 3.5-6 to “Maintain Britannia Boulevard, La Media Road, and the border
access road as the truck routes. Work with Caltrans periodically to assess truck movement and
needs along the truck routes™ (page ME-20), and Policy 2.4-9 to “Provide adequate buffers, such
as land uses, landscape, walls, and distance between the residential component of the Business
Park-Residential Permitted lands, SR-903, and Britannia Boulevard to minimize negative
impacts of air quality, noise, and truck transportation on residents” (page LU-27). The Draft
CPU acknowledges that “Multi-family residential uses are allowed [in Business Park-Residential
Permitted] at a density range of 15-44 dwelling units per acre,” and that “these lands are in close
proximity to SR-905, and the designated truck route of Britannia Boulevard,” (page LU-26).
Caltrans wants to ensure that major goods movement designated truck routes are compatible with
surrounding land uses. We recommend that the City consider an implementation strategy for the
Heritage/SR-905 interchange to allow for its construction before allowing any residential
developments to avoid mixing residential uses with heavy trucks. The California Air Resources
Board (ARB) recommends as a guideline a buffer of 500 feet between residential uses and
freeways.

5. Otay Mesa CPU Draft Public Facilities Financing Plan and Facilities Benefit Assessment,

It is understood that the City of San Diego will coordinate with Caltrans to identify a list of
improvement projects for the Otay Mesa CPU Financing Plan. The Otay Mesa CPU as currently
devised defers the identification of detailed mitigation recommendations for direct impacts to
SR-905 to future discretionary development projects on a case-by-case basis. Again. including
improvements to SR-905 in the Draft PFFP and FBA may allow future discretionary
development projects to better identify and contribute their fair share, as well as identify local
cost sharing for such improvements.

As previously stated, Caltrans also recommends that the City initiate the process of working with
Caltrans to develop and identify improvements for each of the aforementioned SR-905
interchanges, and/or other improvements, in order to determine Caltrans design requirements,
cost estimates, and to preserve right-of-way. It is anticipated that all SR-905 ramps will be
metered and in operation.

Please note that the Draft PFFP and FBA is inaccurate for the 1-805/Palm Avenue interchange
project, as page 32 shows construction financing is scheduled for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2028 and
2029. The final PSR for the I-805/Palm Avenue project has programmed Caltrans resources for
a construction start date of 2017. The Environmental Phase is scheduled to start soon. Caltrans

‘Caltrans improves mobiliny across Califorma

D-13

Comment noted. It is anticipated that this coordination will occur through
the project review process as improvements are planned and
implemented.

Comment noted. It is anticipated that coordination related to Policy 3.5-6
will occur through the Caltrans coordination section in the Transportation
and Storm Water Department’s — Transportation Engineering Operations
Division and coordination related to Policy 2.4-9 will occur through the
subsequent development project review process.

Development of the PFFP project schedule considered many factors
including projected demand for facilities and availability of revenues
based on development projections. Available funding limits the number
of projects that can be implemented in the early years of the schedule.
Subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the
CPU will be required to demonstrate compliance with the applicable
CPIOZ, CPU and GP policies as well as development standards and
guidelines specific to the project type. Also see Response to Comment
D-11.

The PFFP has included $5.1 Million of Continuing Appropriation and an
additional $0.3 Million in funding during FY 2014 for a total of $5.4 Million
available to the I-805/Palm Interchange project as early as FY 2014.
(Refer to Otay Mesa PFFP, page 32)
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expects at least some stage of construction to take place at this interchange once the
environmental document is completed.

Pages 102 and 103 of the Draft PFFP and FBA identify $50,000 for design and construction in
FY 2025 for SR-905/Caliente Avenue to “WIDEN CALIENTE AVENUE OVERPASS TO
PROVIDE TWO NORTHBOUND AND TWO SOUTHBOUND LEFT TURN LANES. THE
LENGTH OF TURN LANES IN THIS CASE WOULD BE 300 LINEAL FEET.” Meanwhile.
page 7-34 of the Transportation Analysis also recommends widening of the Caliente Avenue
Overcrossing structure, meaning that the identified $50,000 is inadequate. Since the current SR-
905/Caliente Avenue interchange is designed for one-half build-out, extensive construction will
be needed to accommodate local development. Also, any Caltrans approved PSR design may
have an impact on adjacent future City intersection and roadway segment projects already
programmed in the Draft PFFP (e.g.. the Otay Mesa Road/Caliente Avenue intersection). A
build-out design of the SR-905/Caliente Avenue interchange should oceur first to protect R/W
before the encroachment of development.

Pages 134 and 135 of the Draft PFFP identify $21,700,000 in FY 2030 and FY 2031 to
“PROVIDE FOR THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF FOUR RAMPS CONNECTING
SR-905 AND HERITAGE ROAD.” Please note that Caltrans’ most recent engineering estimate
for half build-out of the SR-905/Heritage Road interchange is $54.8 million for R/W capital and
construction capital costs.

Pages 162 and 163 of the Draft PFFP have identified a project titled “SIEMPRE VIVA ROAD
(Otay Center Road to Paseo de las Americas)” for $1,400,000 in FY 2038 for “DESIGN AND
CONSTRUCTION OF IMPROVEMENTS TO THIS SECTION OF SIEMPRE VIVA AS A
SIX-LANE PRIMARY ARTERIAL. IMPROVEMENTS [that] WILL INCLUDE
CONSTRUCTION OF INTERSECTION TURN LANES, LANDSCAPING AND STREET
LIGHTING. THIS ROAD SEGMENT IS APPROXIMATELY 2,480 FEET.” The SR-
905/Siempre Viva Road interchange is within this project segment, vet the listing does not
include improvements to the interchange as recommended in the Transportation Analysis, for
which $1,400,000 would be inadequate.

Meanwhile, the Draft PFFP has not identified funding for any improvements to the SR-
905/Britannia Boulevard nor the SR-905/La Media Road interchanges.

The Draft PFFP has also not identified freeway ramp meter projects, except at 1-805/Palm
Avenue. Please note that Caltrans is committed to using ramp melering as an effective traffic
management strategy to maximize the efficiency of State facilities, per directive DD-35-R1.

Summary of significant comments:

¢ The traffic study base line does not include existing SR-905 as it predates its opening. This is a
significant change that Caltrans has asked previously to be updated.

® Impacts to SR-905 are significant and unavoidable. The PEIR relies on the RTP and future
development on a case-by-case basis to address future impacts.

“Calirans improves mobility acrass California

D-15
cont.

D-16

The available funding for the project is sourced from the Otay Mesa
FBA. As the project develops and additional funding is needed, the
other possible funding source that the Palm/I-805 project may qualify for
is TransNet. The project team is also evaluating Federal & State grant
opportunities to assist with funding needs. Since a preferred alternative
needs to be identified, the total project cost has not yet been
determined. At present project costs range from $10 million to $42
million, depending on the project alternative. The 1-805/Palm Avenue
Interchange Project is currently beginning the Project Report /
Environmental Document phase which will assess the viable project
alternatives and will aim to identify the preferred alternative. Due to
funding limitations, the project team will start the next phase of
development by conducting a value engineering/analysis (VA) study of
the project. Some considerations in the VA study will be to evaluate
phasing of project scope with available funding (present & future) as
programmed. In addition, the on/off ramp system is one component that
will be evaluated in depth as part of the phasing of work. In addition, the
VA study will also evaluate innovative traffic interchange geometry
(Diverging Diamond Interchange), a proposal that is reported to be
effective in improving LOS and is cost effective. It is understood that the
intermediate improvements will provide relief to traffic congestion at the
interchange. The City is proposing to fund the remainder of the
improvements in FY 28 and FY 29 as indicated.

Comment noted. The traffic impact study was completed before SR- 905
was completed and updating the existing conditions analysis to reflect
the SR-905 opening would not affect the identification of significant
transportation related impacts. Also see Response to Comment D-2.
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¢ Caltrans suggests undertaking studies to identify interchange and/or other improvements that
individual project clearances in the future could use to help mitigate their impacts.

¢ Caltrans supports buffers between truck routes and residential uses to ensure that major goods
movement designated truck routes are compatible with surrounding land uses.

Caltrans appreciates the continued coordination with City staff on this plan. If you have any
questions, please contact Connery Cepeda, of the Public Transportation/Grant Administration

Branch, at (619) 688-6003 or connery cepedal@idot.ca.gov.

Si ncml v,

.I:\(,{JB ARMSTRONG, Chief
Development Review Branch

c: State Clearinghouse

“Cattrans improves mobility acrass California”

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIALLY BLANK
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Letter E

STATEOF CALIFORMIA

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
1550 Harbor Boulevard

Weslt Sacramento, CA 55891

(916) 373-3715

(916) I73-5471 — FAX

e-mail: ds_nahcBpacbell.net

Edmund G. Brown, Jr.,, Govemer

September 13, 3013

Myra Herrmann, Senior Environmental Consultant

City of San Diego Development Services Department
1222 First Avenue, MS 501
San Diego, CA 92101

RE: SCH#2004051075 CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) for the “OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE;”
located the Otay Mesa area near the U.S. — Mexico International Boundary; san
Diego County, California

Dear Ms. Herrmann:

The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) has reviewed the
CEQA Notice regarding the above referenced project. In the 1985 Appellate
Court decision (170 Cal App 3™ 604), the court held that the NAHC has
jurisdiction and special expertise, as a state agency, over affected Native
American resources impacted by proposed projects, including archaeological
places of religious significance to Native Americans, and to Native American
burial sites.

This project may be subject to California Government Code Sections
65040.2, et seq.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) states that any project
which includes archeological resources, is a significant effect requiring the
preparation of an EIR (CEQA guidelines 15064.5(b). To adequately comply with
this provision and mitigate project-related impacts on archaeological resources,
the Commission recommends the following actions be required:

Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search to
determine :if a part or all of the area of project effect (APE) has been previously
surveyed for cultural places(s), The NAHC recommends that known traditional
cultural resources recorded on or adjacent to the APE be listed in the draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).

If an additional archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage
is the preparation of a professional report detailing the findings and
recommendations of the records search and field survey. We suggest that this

E-1

E-2

E-3

Comment noted.
content of the letter.

This paragraph provides information regarding the

A Cultural Resources Report (2013) was prepared for the CPU and is
included as Appendix E to the PEIR. A record search was conducted in
May 2011 at the South Coastal Information Center, San Diego State
University using the California Historical Resources Information System
(CHRIS). A total of 262 prehistoric and historic sites/structures have
been recorded within the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update
boundaries (APE). The recorded resources are listed in Table 2 of the
Cultural Resources Report which is included as an Appendix to the EIR.

Please refer to the Response to Comment E-2. The Cultural Resources
Report (2013) prepared for the CPU was submitted to and approved by
the City of San Diego Environmental Analysis Section. The City of San
Diego recognizes the confidential nature of the NAHC Sacred Lands
Inventory as well as the locations of all types of archaeological and
Native American sites within our jurisdictional boundaries. All
archaeological site information obtained as a result of evaluating the
potential for cultural resources within the community plan boundaries are
included in a separate confidential appendix to the Cultural Resources
Report which was not made available to the public with distribution of the
Draft EIR.
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E-4

be coordinated with the NAHC, if possible. This area is known to the NAHC to
be very culturally sensitive. The final report containing site forms, site
significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted immediately to the
planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American
human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate
confidential addendum, and not be made available for pubic disclosure pursuant
to California Government Code Section 6254.10.

A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concerning
the project site has been provided and is attached to this letter to determine if the
proposed active might impinge on any cultural resources. Lack of surface
evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface
existence.

Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the
identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered archeological resources,
pursuant to California Health & Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5(f). In areas of identified
archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated
Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all
ground-disturbing activities. Also, California Public Resources Code Section
21083.2 require documentation and analysis of archaeological items that meet
the standard in Section 15064.5 (a)(b)(f). Lead agencies should include in their
mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in consultation
with culturally affiliated Native Americans. Lead agencies should include
provisions for discovery of Native American human remains in their mitigation
plan. Health and Safety Code §7050.5, CEQA §15064.5(e), and Public
Resources Code §5097.98 mandates the process to be followed in the event of
an accidental discovery of any human remains in a location gther than a
dedicated cemetery.

Frogram Anal

CC: State Clearinghouse }

Attachment.  Native American Contacts list

E-4

E-5

In accordance with Senate Bill 18, letters were distributed to all tribal
groups identified by the NAHC with a potential interest in the CPU on
February 26, 2007. The City did not receive any requests for consultation
from any of the tribal groups or individuals identified by the NAHC within
the 90 day period. In addition, all culturally affiliated tribal groups in the
San Diego County area and other members of the Native American
community (as noted on the public review notice distribution list) were
sent a copy of the public notice for the Draft EIR in accordance with the
provisions of CEQA, the City’s General Plan, and the Land Development
Code, CEQA Implementation Procedures. Other than the comment
letter received from the NAHC, only one tribal group, the Rincon Band of
Luiseno Indians submitted a letter. This letter provided information to the
City regarding Kumeyaay Aboriginal Territory for the project and a
recommendation to contact the appropriate Kumeyaay tribe to address
how to handle discoveries in the project area. In addition, the City is
committed to an on-going relationship with the local Native American
community through informal meetings and/or regulatory compliance
requirements.

Comment noted. The Mitigation Framework for archaeological resources
included in the CPU FEIR includes specific guidance for evaluating the
potential for archaeological and Native American resources within the
Community Plan boundaries for future development projects. In
addition, the City of San Diego’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting
Program (MMRP), which would be implemented during construction-
related activities for future development projects includes a subsection
which provides specific direction in the event that unanticipated human
remains are encountered. The MMRP requires immediate
implementation of the provisions explicitly stated in Section 5097.98 of
the California Public Resources Code, Section 27491 of the California
Government Code, and Section 7050.5 of the California Health and
Safety Code for the discovery and subsequent treatment of human
remains.
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Barona Group of the Capitan Grande
Clifford LaChappa, Chairperson

1095 Barona Road Diegueno
Lakeside » CA 92040
sue@barona-nsn.gov

(619) 443-6612

619-443-0681

La Posta Band of Mission Indians
Gwendolyn Parada, Chairperson

PO Box 1120 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Boulevard . CA 91905
gparada@lapostacasino.

(619) 478-2113

619-478-2125

Manzanita Band of Kumeyaay Nation
Leroy J. Elliott, Chairperson

PO Box 1302

Boulevard . CA 91905
libirdsinger@aol.com
(619) 766-4930

(619) 766-4957 Fax

Diegueno/Mumeyaay

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

PO Box 365

Valley Center, CA 92082
allenl@sanpasqualband.com
(760) 749-3200

(760) 749-3876 Fax

Diegueno

This list Is current only as of the date of this document.

Native American Contacts
San Diego County
September 13, 2013

Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation
Daniel Tucker, Chairperson

5459 Sycuan Road

El Cajon + CA 92019
ssilva@sycuan-nsn.gov
619 445-2613

619 445-1927 Fax

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians
Anthony R. Pico, Chairperson

PO Box 908

Alpine » CA 91903
jhagen@vigjas-nsn.gov
(619) 445-3810

(619) 445-5337 Fax

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

Kumeyaay Cultural Historic Committee
Ron Christman

56 Viejas Grade Road
Alpine » CA 92001

(619) 445-0385

Diegueno/Kumeyaay

Campo Band of Mission Indians
Ralph Goff, Chairperson

36190 Church Road, Suite 1 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Campo .+ CA 91906

chairgoff@aol.com

(619) 478-9046

(619) 478-5818 Fax

mmummmmmm-mm«hmmmuwummhmm.swmmmwsmcom.

Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of

his list s only for

g local Native

the Public Resources Code.

with regard to cultural resources for the proposed

SCH#2004051075; CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN

UPDATE;located In the southern portion of the city of San Diego; San

Diego County, Callfornia.

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIALLY BLANK
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Jamul Indian Village

Raymond Hunter, Chairperson

P.O. Box 612 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Jamul . CA 91935

jamulrez@sctdv.net

(619) 669-4785

(619) 669-48178 - Fax

Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians
Mark Romero, Chairperson

P.O Box 270

Santa Ysabel. CA 92070
mesagrandeband @msn.com
(760) 782-3818

(760) 782-9092 Fax

Diegueno

Kwaaymii Laguna Band of Mission Indians
Carmen Lucas

P.O. Box 775

Pine Valley . CA 91962

(619) 709-4207

Diegueno -

Inaja Band of Mission Indians
Rebecca Osuna, Chairman

2005 S. Escondido Blvd.
Escondido . CA 92025
(760) 737-7628

(760) 747-8568 Fax

Diegueno

This list Is current only as of the date of this document.

Native American Contacts

San Diego County
September 13, 2013

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee

Steve Banegas, Spokesperson

1095 Barona Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Lakeside + CA 92040
sbenegas50@gmail.com

(619) 742-5587

(619) 443-0681 FAX

Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians
N: Julie Hagen, cultural Resources

P.O. Box 908 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Alpine » CA 91903

jhagen@vigjas-nsn.gov

(619) 445-3810

(619) 445-5337

Ewiiaapaayp Tribal Office
Will Micklin, Executive Director

4054 Willows Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Alpine » CA 91901
wmicklin@leaningrock.net

(619) 445-6315 - voice

(619) 445-9126 - fax

Ié)ay Nation of Santa Ysabel
lint Linton, Director of Cultural Resources

P.0. Box 507 Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Santa Ysabel. CA 92070

cjlinton73@aol.com

(760) B03-5694

cjlinton73@aol.com

mmwuonofumm-h-nutmlrmmymmn«mmﬁmmm-mmmhﬂmmmﬁmmmwmm.
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.

his list s only app for local Native

with regard to cultural resources for the pro|

SCH#2004051075; CEQA Notice of Completion; draft Environmental Impact Repart (DEIR) for the OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN
UPDATE;located in the southern portion of the city of San Diego: San Diego County, Callfornia.
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Native American Contacts
San Diego County
September 13, 2013

Kumeyaay Diegueno Land Conservancy
Mr. Kim Bactad, Executive Director

2 Kwaaypaay Court Diegueno/Kumeyaay
El Cajon » CA 91919

(619) 445-0238 - FAX

(619) 659-1008 - Office

kimbactad @gmail.com

Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Protection Council
Frank Brown, Coordinator; Viejas THPO

240 Brown Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Alpine » CA 91901

fribrown @viejas-nsn.gov

(619) 884-6437

Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee
Bernice Paipa, Vice Spokesperson

1095 Barona Road Diegueno/Kumeyaay
Lakeside » CA 92040

(619) 478-2113

(KCRC is a Coalituon of 12

Kumeyaay Governments)

bp@Ilapostatribe.com

This list is current enly as of the date of this document.

Distribution of this list does any person of th
Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code and Section 5087.98 of the Public Resources Code.

his list & only applicable for contacting local Natlve Americans with regard to cultural resources for the proposed
Impact Report (DEIR) for the OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN

CEQA Notl, i C draft
UPDATE;located in the southern portion of the city of San Diego; San Diego County, California.

as defined in Section T050.5 of the Health and Safety Code,
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Letter F

October 25, 2013 File Musmber 3330300

s Theresa Millztte

City of 5an Diego

Manning Divisien, Community Planning
1222 Farst Avenue, Mail Stop 413

San Diega, CA 92101

Drear M. Millette:

SUBJECT: Otay Mesa Community Plan Update Public Draft and Draft
Programmatic Emvironmental impact Report

Thank you for the eppertunity o comment on the Otay Mesa Community Plan
Update (CPU), draft Programmatic Environmental impact Report (PEIR), and
the Otay Mesa CPU Public Draf,

Our eomments are based on palices incuded in the Regional Comprenensive
Plan (RCF) and the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan and its Sustainable
Communities Strotegy (2050 RTRACS), and are submitted from a regional
perspective, emphasizing the need for land wse and transportation
coordination and implementation of smart growth and sustainable
development principles, The goal of the reglonal plam b to foous howsing and
jobv grewth in urbanized aceas where there B existing and planned
transportation infrastructure to oreate & mone suitdinable region.

Thee San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) provides the fallowing
comments on the Otay Mesa CPU and asscciated draft PEIR.

Smart Growth, Land Use, and Transportation

+  SANDAG supports the policies and recommendations throughout the
Otay Mesa OPU and a3 analyzed in the draft POIR, which encaurages the
wse of business park lank and other uwies o bulfer resikdential
development and sensitive receptors from traditional indusirial uses, as
well as impacts from truck and freight transportation in this key goodt
movement corridor. The collocation of residential dewvelopment in the
Central Village adjacent to the industrial wses, State Route S05, and
Dritannia Boulevard could result in negative impacts on sensitive uses, and
30 il is important to consider exisling and fulure ransportation
developments 'n the approval of residential uses in this area. SANDAG
supports the provision i the proposed plan update that separates
potentially conflicting uses in the CPU area through a number of policies
regarding buffer uses, separation distances, and the location of sensitive
receptors on both sides of the border.

F-1

F-2

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

The Central Village will process a Specific Plan, which requires approval
by the City Council. The specific plan would determine refined land uses
and zoning within the specific planning area, and would be consistent
with all CPU policies, including buffer and transitional use policies.
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F-5

F-7

SANDAG promotes Smart Growth Principles, which result in higher density development in
areas that are near transit, focuses growth near jobs and services, and can increase housing and
transportation choices for residents. SANDAG appreciates that the proposed Otay Mesa CPU is
generally supportive of these principles and has identified opportunities to contribute to a
jobsthousing balance by providing a diversity of employment opportunities within walking
distance of residences.

The boundaries of the proposed Otay Mesa CPU contain three areas that are identified as
potential Smart Growth Areas on the SANDAG Smart Growth Concept Map (SGCM): SD OM-1 -
Potential Community Center, 5D OM-2 - Potential Urban Center, and 5D OM-3 - Potential Special
Use Center. Upon adoption of the proposed Otay Mesa CPU, the smart growth designations for
this planning area will need to be reevaluated to reflect the changes in land use designations
and density requirements. SANDAG is available to coordinate with city staff to update the
SGCM once the plan update is completed. Please refer to the SGCM and SGCM Site Descriptions
on the SANDAG website.

Transportation Demand Management

The 2050 RTP/SCS sets forth a multimodal approach to meeting the region's transportation needs.
Therefore, it is recommended that the CPU and subsequent specific plans and project approvals
consider the needs of motorists, transit riders, pedestrians, and bicyclists, and the implementation of
a robust Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program.

.

Where potentially significant traffic impacts are expected, please consider implementing TDM
programs as mitigation. In support of this, policies ME1 through MEB of the Mobility Element of
the City of San Diego's General Plan encourage TDM to reduce single occupant vehicle travel
and to mitigate traffic impacts related to development projects. SANDAG supports policies
included in the Otay Mesa CPU Public Draft that promote transit-oriented development, a
multimodal transportation network, and efforts to decrease Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT)
through a jobs-housing balance.

Given that employment and other development will increase substantially in the Otay Mesa
Community Planning Area, consider TDM policies and programs that require or incentivize new
developments and employers to provide site designs and/or on site amenities that support
alternative modes of transportation. The SANDAG TDM division, iCommute, can assist with
efforts to promote and implement TDM measures. Please refer to the SANDAG publication,
Integrating TOM into the Planning and Development Process — A Reference for Cities, for
additional information.

Consider parking management strategies that encourage alternative transportation options. In
support of this, policies ME-G1 through ME-G5 of the Mobility Element of the City of
San Diego’s General Plan encourage parking strategies that contribute to a multimodal
environment. SANDAG recognizes that the Otay Mesa CPU encourages multimodal
transportation options through its policies and recommendations and the SANDAG TDM
division can assist with parking management efforts. Please refer to the SANDAG publication,
Parking Strategies for Smart Growth, and the future parking strategies tool box that SANDAG is
in the process of preparing.

F-3

F-4

F-6

F-8

Comment noted.

Upon adoption of the CPU, staff will work with SANDAG to update the
Smart Growth Concept Map.

The General Plan and Otay Mesa CPU Mobility Elements contain goals
and policies that consider the needs of motorists, transit riders,
pedestrians and bicyclists, and TDM programs. At the specific plan and
project level, potential TDM mitigation measures for development project
impacts would be analyzed and identified during the development review
process and through coordination between the City and SANDAG.

As indicated in the PEIR in Section 5.12, at the project level, partial-
mitigation for roadway segments, intersections, freeways and freeway
ramp metering impacts may be possible in the form of transportation
demand management (TDM) measures that encourage carpooling and
alternate means of transportation. At the time future discretionary
development projects are proposed, project-specific traffic analyses
would contain detailed recommendations.

See Response to Comments F-5 and F-6.

Comment noted.
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F-9

F-10

F-11

F-12

F-15

s The SchoolPool program, offered by iCommute, is available to assist residents with commute
trips to schools both in and around the community. Carpools, walking, and biking groups assist
in reducing traffic congestion on local roads during peak travel times. Given that multiple
schools are located within the proposed CPU boundaries, the program may benefit existing and
future residents.

Active Transportation

SANDAG appreciates the policies and recommendations included in the Otay Mesa CPU that
emphasize the importance of well-connected bicycle and pedestrian facilities and pathways to link
activity centers with residential areas and public facilities.

« In a robust multimodal network, secure bike parking is important in the decision an individual
makes in choosing biking as a viable travel mode. Please consider the establishment of secure
bicycle parking, particularly near transit and/or the community village areas.

+ Creation of jobs in and near the community that are also closely compatible with the skills of
community residents can help to reduce VMT and the distances travelled for work. Jobs located
in close proximity to employees can help to facilitate a more walkable and bike-friendly
community. SANDAG acknowledges that residential development is planned in the proposed
Central Village with the goal of providing housing in close proximity of employment, which
could support multimodal transportation options.

Natural Environment

A key RCP objective is to preserve and maintain natural areas in urban neighborhoods, such as
canyons and creeks, and provide access for the enjoyment of the region's residents. SANDAG
appreciates the preservation of canyons as a valuable natural resource and recognizes the policies
included in the Otay Mesa CPU that support a comprehensive distribution of well-connected parks
and open spaces in the proposed CPU area.

Other Considerations

Please consider the following State of California laws when developing the draft environmental
impact report: Assembly Bill 32 (Nunez, 2006), Senate Bill 375 (Steinberg, 2008), and Senate Bill 97
(Dutton, 2007), which call for the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions. Additionally, it is suggested
that consideration be given to the policies included in the SANDAG Regional Energy Strategy, which
promote the reduction of energy demand and water consumption.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Otay Mesa CPU and associated draft PEIR. We also
encourage the City of San Diego, where appropriate, to consider the following tools in evaluating this
update, future specific plans, and development projects proposed in this area based on the following
SANDAG publications, which can be found on our website at: www.sandag.orgfigr.
1) Designing for Smart Growth, Creating Great Places in the San Diego Region

2) Planning and Designing for Pedestrians, Model Guidelines for the San Diego Region

3) Trip Generation for Smart Growth

F-9

F-12

F-13

F-15

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

To supplement General Plan Policy ME-F.4, the Otay Mesa CPU ME
Policy 3.2-3.b. has been edited to specify integration of bicycle parking.
In addition, ME Policy 3.4-1 f. has been added which states: Provide
secure bicycle parking, especially near transit and in the community
village areas.

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

The requirements of the noted legislation were considered in the
preparation of the technical analyses and EIR (see EIR section 5.18.1.3).
AB32 is the basis for the reduction requirements placed on future land
uses. Similarly, the analyses of GHG emissions included consideration
of regional and state strategies to reduce energy and water demand (see
Section 5.18.4, 5.14 and 5.9). However, it should be noted that while SB
375 includes requirements for SANDAG and other metropolitan
transportation authority’s to work with CARB on development of regional
emission reduction targets and develop sustainable community
strategies, SB 375 does not require a City’s or County’s General Plan or
other planning policies to be consistent with the sustainable communities
strategy.

Comment acknowledged.
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F-15
cont.

4)  Parking Strategies for Smart Growth

5} Regional Multimodal Transportation Analysis: Alternative Approaches for Preparing
Multimodal Transportation Analysis in EIRs

6) Integrating Transportation Demand Management into the Planning and Development Process -
A Reference for Cities

7)  Riding to 2050, the San Diego Regional Bike Plan

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact me at (619) 699-1943 or
susan.baldwin@sandag.org.

Sincerely,

USA-

SUSAN BALDWIN
Senior Regional Planner

SBA/bga

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIALLY BLANK
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Letter G

ENDANGERED HABITATS LEAGUE

Dugcarip v

G-1

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL

Oxtober 25, 2013

Myra Herrmann, Environmental Planner

City of San Dicgo Developiment Services Center
1222 Frrsl Avenoe, MS 501

San Diege, CA 92101

RE: DPEIR for OTAY MESA COMMUNITY PLAN UPDATE (30330304032
Dear M= Hermmann:

The Endangered Habinats League (EHL) is a regional conservation organization
with members throughout Southern Califomia, including the City of San Diega. EHL
submits the Followmg comments on behall of itsell and its members on the proposal to
upitate the Community Flan for the Ouay Mesa area CProject™) and the associaned Draf
Programmatic Environnserial Impact Repont (“DEIR™) As we explain below, since the
Provject would result in l.i|"j1l'|-l.\,'.1l1| umavoidable imp;u:r\._ it cammd he .1|1|'|nw._'|1 consistent
with CEQA where feasible allematives that canry outl Project purpeses exist that would
avold or subaantially lessen those impacta. Becane such an alternative exigs—the
Reduced Biological lmpact Altermative —CEQA precludes approval of the Praject.

“Thiz “substmtive mandate” off CEQA requrires “public agencies 1o reltin from
approving projects with significant envirormenial affects if “there are feaxibla
alternatives or mitigation measures” that can substantially bessen or avoid those effiects.™
(Cowinty of San Duego v Grosameent-Civamaea Conly, Coll, i (2006) 141 Cal, App.
dth B6, 98, Becmse the Project here would result in significant and unavoudable mpacts
on traffic, air quality, noise and GHG emisaions, the City mrusr be able to make two sots
of findings. The City must first determine that “specific cconomic, legal, technobogical.
or ather considerations . . . make infeasiBe . . . the project allerasauves klentified in the
final EIR,” (CEQA Guidehines § 153091, subd, (a)3).) The second &1 concems a
satement of overnding considertions, permilting an agenay o approve a project despite
the existence of significant enviremmental impacts. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15093.)
Becmuse the r'meling-. resjuirements i|11|'||e|n...-.'1l CEQA’s substantive momdaic that r\-,l.'.'ﬂt:
agencies refrain from approving projects with significant enwironmental impacis when
there are feasible allematives or mitigntion measures that con lessen or avoid these

impacts, a lecd agency (s prohbised from reaching the second et unnil i has properly

& MOH I 5 A AT Lo ARTE LSRR LS A P * *  FHOb L5 B0 2

G-1

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

Because the proposed project will result in one or more unavoidable
significant environmental effects, the City must make findings with
respect to the alternatives to the proposed project considered in the
FEIR; evaluating whether these alternatives could feasibly avoid or
substantially lessen the proposed project's unavoidable significant
environmental effects while achieving most of its objectives as listed in
Section 3.3 of the FEIR.

The City, having reviewed and considered the information contained in
the FEIR and the Record of Proceedings, and pursuant to Public
Resource Code §21081(a)(3) and State CEQA Guidelines §15091(a)(3),
will be required as part of a noticed public hearing before the City
Council to make specific findings with respect to the alternatives
identified in the FEIR as noted below:

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations,
including considerations of the provision of employment opportunities for
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or
alternatives identified in the FEIR.

“Feasible” is defined in Section 156364 of the CEQA Guidelines to mean
“capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental,
legal, social, and technological factors.” The CEQA statute (Section
21081) and Guidelines (Section 15019(a)(3)) also provide that “other”
considerations may form the basis for a finding of infeasibility. Case law
makes clear that a mitigation measure or alternative can be deemed
infeasible on the basis of its failure to meet project objectives or on
related public policy grounds.

A Statement of Overriding Considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15093, has been prepared for the consideration of the decision-
making body (City Council) and, left to its discretion to determine
whether project benefits outweigh any significant unavoidable impacts.
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G-2
cont.

Myra Herrmann
City of San Diego
October 25, 2013
Page 2

addressed the first. (See CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (f). subd. (¢): Mountain Lion
Foundation v. Fish & Game Commission (1997) 16 Cal. 4" 105, 134)

These findings must be supported by substantial evidence in the record. (Pub.
Res. Code § 21081.5: CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (b).) Any finding that an
alternative is infeasible must not only reflect a reasoned analysis, but must be based on
specific and conerete evidence. For example. in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1988) 197 Cal. App.3d 1167, the court rejected a finding of infeasibility of
alternatives based on conclusory assertions of unaceeptable cost, noting that:

“The fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not
sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible, What is required is
evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to
render it impractical to proceed with the project.” (Id. at p. 1181.)

Only if this finding can properly be made may a lead agency rely on a statement of
overriding considerations necessary to approve the Project.

Based on the information provided in the DEIR, substantial evidence does not
exist Lo permil the City 10 make these required lindings. The Reduced Biological Impacts
Alternative concededly is feasible and will at least “substantially lessen” the significant
impacts of the Project while satisfying all project purposes.

The Reduced Biological Impacts Allernative is feasible because, as the DEIR
acknowledges, it is “generally consistent with the policies of the General Plan and the
CPU™ and “generally meets the CPU objectives.” (DEIR at 1-4) Although this
alternative “would not accommodate anticipated population growth to the same extent as
the CPUL™ it would still “meet the goals and objectives of the General Plan and the San
Dicgo Association of Governments™ (SANDAG) Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP).”
(1d)

This alternative will also “substantially lessen™ impacts. In the words of the
DEIR:

“the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative would be considered
environmentally superior because it would preserve more open space and,
therefore, result in fewer impacts to biological, archacological and paleontological
resources: hydrology/water quality: human health/public safety/hazardous
materials, and utilities (including solid waste). resulting from a decrease in
developable land that could be graded. It also would reduce (but not avoid) the
significant and unavoidable impacts of the CPU (i.e.. air quality (RAQS.
stationary sources/collocation), noise (traflic, construction and stationary

G-3

G-4

Please refer to Response to Comment G-2.

Comment noted. The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative generally
meets the CPU objectives. Specifically, this alternative preserves more
area in open space and in turn reduces the extent of residential
development within areas designated for community commercial and
industrial/business park development. This would not however preclude
this alternative from meeting General Plan and Community Plan goals
relative to mixed-use, transit-oriented communities, but would not
achieve the level of density and intensity necessary to support the
Community Village goals and objectives that are included in the City's
General Plan. Further justification to support adoption of the CPU as
stated in the Project Description will be included in the Findings and
Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared for the consideration of
the decision-making body (City Council) as part of the public hearing
process for adoption of the CPU.
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Myra Herrmann
City of San Dicgo
Oxiober 25, 2013
Page 3

sowrees ), trafficicirculmion, utilities [solid waste), and greenhose pas emissions.™

(DEIR, at 10-5.)

In sum, because this altemative is feasible, fully sccomplishes all Project
pumpases, and is environmentally superior in virually all respects, CEOQA regnires its
adoption,

Bt even apar from the City™s legal obligations, adoption of this allermative
makes good planning and policy sense. As an initial matser, it would strengthen the
Ciry"s adopted MSCP and result in & more robost MHPA. As the DEIR notes,

“By definition the Reduced Biological Impacts Alernative would increase the
wereige of bological =ensitive habitat mnd specics preserved throughowt the CPU
gt This alternative would reduce impacts 10 coastal sape scrub and maritime
suceulent serab hobitat, nonrative grsslands, vernal pools and vernal pool
species, and burrowing owl habitat within the Scuthwest Village area,
Additionally. mubefa serub, riparian, and non-native grassland would be
preserved within the drainage area west of La Media Road. Preservation of the
nonmative grasslands would also reduce impacts and preserve vernal poals and
their associated waiersheds, as well =, habitat for burrowing owl, Wildlife
corridors also would be conserved 1 a greater extent under this altemative. In
addition o increased preservation of the biobogical resources, thas altemative
would increse available screage for restoration of vernal pool and buerrowing
hatétm, provide expanded wildlife linkages, and decrense impacts wo critical
habetat for 3an Leego tairy shrimp and Mavarretia Fossalis,” (DEIR 2 10-11.)

And, because the redueed development footprint would Tully meet project purposes, thess
subsigrrial environmental benefits would not require any sacrifice to sconemic or
planning objectives—a win-win solution.

FHI. sccordingly urges the City to adopt the Reduced Biological Impacis
Alternative. Should you wish wo discuss the contents of this letier funher. please feel free
1o contact the indersigned,

Very iruly vours,

é:,e-fé:)

Dam Silver, M.,
Exeeutive Director

G-5 Comment noted.
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October 22, 2013

Mym Hermmann
Environmental Planner
City of San Diego

Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: (May Mesa Community Plan Update EIR Comments (30330/5304032)

Dhear Myra,

On behalf of the (May Mesa Chamber of Commerce, please find our
comments related 1o the environmental impact repont for the Oty Mesa
Community Plan update.

Public Notice

I. Pg. 2 - The notice only identifics actions relating to the City of San
Dicgo Land Use Element of the General Plan, there will also be
amendments to the Economic Prosperity Element of the General plan
in order 1o revise the map of Prime Tndustrial Lands based on the
following General Plan Language: “Amend the boundaries of Figure
EP-1 if community plan updates or community plan amendments lead
to an addition of Prime Industrial Lands.”

Subject

1. Pgs. 39 Conclasions:

Letter H

In the last paragraph, the document fails to
identify Health and Public Safety as an unmitigated environmental

impact. This conflicts with information in the public notice.

Executive Summary

I. Pg. 5-8; last paragraph, again, Health and Public Safety impacts are

not addressed. The PEIR. also lacks a table of contents.

FIE] Siemrpee Wiva Road, ée 11 - fan Ciega, LA 9154
ONESBE1-6711 Fan (615 661-61T8

H-1

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

Although not explicitly stated in the public notice, actions associated with
adoption of the CPU will include amending the General Plan Land Use
Element and the Economic Prosperity Element Prime Industrial Map,
Figure EP-1.

Both the Public Notice and the Conclusions identify Human Health/Public
Safety/Hazardous Materials as a significant environmental effect of the
project. This impact would be less than significant after mitigation, as
described in Section 5.6 of the PEIR, and is therefore, not an
unmitigated impact as stated in the comment. Page 3 of the Conclusions
states: “With the exception of impacts related to Air Quality (RAQS,
Stationary  Sources/Collocation), Transportation/Circulation, Noise
(Traffic/Stationary Sources), Utilities (Solid Waste), and Greenhouse
Gas Emissions, mitigation measures are proposed (Chapter 11) that
would reduce Project impacts to below a level of significance.” This
would include Health and Public Safety and, thus, is not in conflict with
the public notice.

See Response to Comment H-3. Page S-8 accurately characterizes the
impacts associated with the Environmentally Superior Alternative which
include Air Quality (criteria pollutants, sensitive receptors, stationary
Sources/Collocation), Transportation/Circulation (capacity), Noise (traffic,
construction and stationary sources), Utilities (solid waste), and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

A Table of Contents was included in the Draft PEIR and can be found
after the Executive Summary and title page (See Pages i-xii).
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Project Description, Section 3

1. Pgs. 3-41, “Allow office, research and development, and optional residential uses in
the Business Park-Residential Permitted area and allow optional residential uses with
proposals that conform to APCD and HAZMAT adjacency guidelines and regulations.”
The CPIOZ, which directs conformance with APCD/HAZMAT regulations, is a
ministerial process. In addition, it is not the burden of residential development to
conform to HAZMAT/APCD regulations, since these regulations would apply to
industrial development. Since the collocation standards in the General Plan have not
been applied, the statement is false.

2. Pgs. 3-53, The design considerations listed in section 3.6 and specified in the
community plan to reduce or avoid impacts is only applied to CPIOZ B. Therefore, the
conditions associated with health and safety impacts of industrial uses on residential uses
cannot be applied. This is particularly evident in the BPRP area, where the locations of
residential uses are not even specified.

A Programmatic-level EIR is not intended to cover off “projects.” The PEIR needs to be
more specific in its analysis of the impacts of industrial uses on sensitive receptors
(residential) and their impacts related to future development of the BPRP. A program
EIR analysis assumes that future development is discretionary thereby examining more
specific environmental impacts.

Environmental Analysis, Section 5
Land Use, Section 5.1

1. The PEIR incorrectly concludes that there is no significant land use impacts related to
the two significant thresholds identified here, CEQA provides for the identification
of significant land use impacts if there are secondary indirect environmental impacts.
These associated environmental impacts include but are not limited to those impacts
identified in the PEIR as significant, unavoidable, and unmitigated, specifically Air
Quality, Noise, Public Health and Safety, and Transportation.

2. “Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant land use
impact would oceur if the CPU would: Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project;”

The proposed CPU conflicts with the General Plan Land Use, Economic Prosperity,
and Noise Elements due to the following:

a) The Land Use Element of the General Plan directs that “As part of community
plan updates or amendments that involve land use or intensity changes, evaluate
public health risks associated with identified sources of hazardous substances and

H-6

Implementation of the CPIOZ is a process for streamlining the
subsequent development project review process and does not
supersede nor supplant regulatory requirements at the federal, state, or
regional level, such as air quality and hazardous material regulatory
requirements. The CPIOZ does not direct APCD/HAZMAT compliance.
Compliance with outside agency regulations are assured at the building
permit stage by providing verification from the regulatory agency that any
issues have been adequately addressed.

The policy has been revised to clarify as follows: “...area and allow
optional residential uses with industrial proposals that conform to
APCD and HAZMAT adjacency guidelines and regulations." BPRP is an
industrial designation that may include optional residential development
opportunity.

The two CPIOZ overlays are required to ensure protection of sensitive
resources, construction of the circulation infrastructure, and conformance
with the appropriate policies from the Urban Design Element. The first
CPIOZ, Otay Mesa CPIOZ, is an overlay on all commercially and
industrially designated and zoned properties except for the
approximately 26-acre site that is designated Business Park, Residential
Permitted (BPRP). The BPRP 26-acre site would have its own BPRP
CPIOZ, and will be required to address the maximum area for residential
development within the industrial designated and zoned area, and to
ensure conformance with the appropriate policies from the Urban Design
Element. Subsequent development projects located within the CPIOZ
areas would be reviewed by appropriate City staff at the Process 1 or 2
level, which are considered ministerial, and regulated by Municipal Code
Chapter 11 Article 2 Division 5. For Subsequent development projects
that are consistent with the CPIOZ Type A requirements, ministerial
permits would be processed. For subsequent development projects that
are not consistent with the CPIOZ Type A requirements, CPIOZ Type B,
a discretionary action, would apply.
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H-8

Project Description, Section 3

1. Pgs. 3-41, “Allow office, research and development, and optional residential uses in
the Business Park-Residential Permitted area and allow optional residential uses with
proposals that conform to APCD and HAZMAT adjacency guidelines and regulations.”
The CPIOZ, which directs conformance with APCD/HAZMAT regulations, is a
ministerial process. In addition, it is not the burden of residential development to
conform to HAZMAT/APCD regulations, since these regulations would apply to
industrial development. Since the collocation standards in the General Plan have not
been applied, the statement is false.

2. Pgs. 3-53, The design considerations listed in section 3.6 and specified in the
community plan to reduce or avoid impacts is only applied to CPIOZ B. Therefore, the
conditions associated with health and safety impacts of industrial uses on residential uses
cannot be applied. This is particularly evident in the BPRP area, where the locations of
residential uses are not even specified.

A Programmatic-level EIR is not intended to cover off “projects.” The PEIR needs to be
more specific in its analysis of the impacts of industrial uses on sensitive receptors
(residential) and their impacts related to future development of the BPRP. A program
EIR analysis assumes that future development is discretionary thereby examining more
specific environmental impacts.

Environmental Analysis, Section 5
Land Use, Section 5.1

1. The PEIR incorrectly concludes that there is no significant land use impacts related to
the two significant thresholds identified here, CEQA provides for the identification
of significant land use impacts if there are secondary indirect environmental impacts.
These associated environmental impacts include but are not limited to those impacts
identified in the PEIR as significant, unavoidable, and unmitigated, specifically Air
Quality, Noise, Public Health and Safety, and Transportation.

2. “Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant land use
impact would oceur if the CPU would: Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project;”

The proposed CPU conflicts with the General Plan Land Use, Economic Prosperity,
and Noise Elements due to the following:

a) The Land Use Element of the General Plan directs that “As part of community
plan updates or amendments that involve land use or intensity changes, evaluate
public health risks associated with identified sources of hazardous substances and

H-7

The PEIR provide a framework for how subsequent development
projects will be processed in the future and provides an analysis of the
proposed land uses and implementing actions necessary for
implementing the CPU ( Section 3.0 — Project Description). The PEIR
does not provide the level of analysis necessary to allow subsequent
development projects to proceed without additional review for
compliance with the Land Development Code. The PEIR does however
provide a mitigation framework for subsequent development projects that
are subject to discretionary and environmental review in accordance with
CEQA. Therefore, the PEIR analysis relative to the collocation of
industrial and sensitive land uses is adequate at the program-level.

The PEIR addresses the issues related to the OMCPU, including
revisions to the existing land use patterns. The CPU also addresses
issues required through the City’'s General Plan which includes the land
use adjacency issues such as industrial lands and sensitive receptors.
The CPU provides transitional uses between industrial and residential
land uses as discussed in the City’'s General Plan. In this case, the
CPU includes a Zoning Ordinance amendment to create two new CPIOZ
overlays which includes a process for streamlining the subsequent
development project review process and is thoroughly addressed in the
PEIR. In addition, a PEIR need not assume that future development is
ministerial or discretionary. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15183(a), Projects Consistent with a Community Plan or Zoning, “CEQA
mandates that projects which are consistent with the development
density established by existing zoning, community plan or general plan
policies for which an EIR was certified shall not require additional
environmental review, except as might be necessary to examine whether
there are project-specific significant effects which are peculiar to the
project or its site. This streamlines the review of such projects...”

The Land Use Section of the PEIR included four (4) Issues for analysis,
two (2) of which were determined to be less than significant after
implementation of the applicable Mitigation Framework. This analysis did
not identify any significant land use impacts associated with the air
quality, noise, public health and safety or transportation.
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Project Description, Section 3

1. Pgs. 3-41, “Allow office, research and development, and optional residential uses in
the Business Park-Residential Permitted area and allow optional residential uses with
proposals that conform to APCD and HAZMAT adjacency guidelines and regulations.™
The CPIOZ, which directs conformance with APCD/HAZMAT regulations, is a
ministerial process. In addition, it is not the burden of residential development to
conform to HAZMAT/APCD regulations, since these regulations would apply to
industrial development. Since the collocation standards in the General Plan have not
been applied, the statement is false.

2. Pgs. 3-53, The design considerations listed in section 3.6 and specified in the
community plan to reduce or avoid impacts is only applied to CPIOZ B. Therefore, the
conditions associated with health and safety impacts of industrial uses on residential uses
cannot be applied. This is particularly evident in the BPRP area, where the locations of
residential uses are not even specified.

A Programmatic-level EIR is not intended to cover off “projects.” The PEIR needs to be
more specific in its analysis of the impacts of industrial uses on sensitive receptors
(residential) and their impacts related to future development of the BPRP. A program
EIR analysis assumes that future development is discretionary thereby examining more
specific environmental impacts.

Environmental Analysis, Section 5
Land Use, Section 5.1

1. The PEIR incorrectly concludes that there is no significant land use impacts related to
the two significant thresholds identified here, CEQA provides for the identification
of significant land use impacts if there are secondary indirect environmental impacts.
These iated envi 1 impacts include but are not limited to those impacts
identified in the PEIR as significant, unavoidable, and unmitigated, specifically Air
Quality, Noise, Public Health and Safety, and Transportation.

2. “Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant land use
impact would oceur if the CPU would: Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project;”

The proposed CPU conflicts with the General Plan Land Use, Economic Prosperity,
and Noise Elements due to the following:

a) The Land Use Element of the General Plan directs that “As part of community
plan updates or amendments that involve land use or intensity changes, evaluate
public health risks associated with identified sources of hazardous substances and

H-9

The proposed Otay Mesa CPU addresses land use considerations
across the entirety of the community and to the maximum extent
feasible, eliminates conflicts between the land use plan, policies, and
regulations within the City's jurisdiction, as required. The criteria
provided in the General Plan relative to Economic Prosperity, Noise, and
Land Use, were carefully considered during the CPU process.

Specifically, the land use plan does not create conflicts between
residential and industrial land uses, as transitional uses such as office
uses, are provided. Where noise is anticipated to exceed acceptable
standards, uses are generally prohibited (site specific noise analysis is
required at building permit stage).

The CARB Guidelines were created to provide local jurisdictions with
guidance in addressing air quality issues, where warranted. While the
guidelines have not been adopted at the local jurisdiction, it should be
noted that they, like most of the air quality standards, are evolving into
more stringent polices which may become local laws and policies.

While the BPRP CPIOZ does allow for Process One ministerial projects,
it is unknown at this time whether a future development project would
meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no project has been
submitted. See Response to Comment H-6 for further information on the
CPIOZ process.
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toxic air emissions (see also Conservation Element, Section F). Create adequate
distance separation, based on documents such as those recommended by the
California Air Resources Board and site specific analysis, between sensitive
receptor land use designations and potential identified sources of hazardous
substances such as freeways, industrial operations or areas such as warehouses,
train depots, port facilities, etc.” The CARB guidelines are not refi ed in the
Community Plan. Site-specific analysis cannot be conducted for the BPRP site,
since the permit is ministerial.

The Land Use Element of the General Plan states that “Apply zoning designations
that separate industrial and sensitive receptor uses as presented on LU Table 4.
The BPRP land use designation does not achieve this separation since the site is in
very close proximity to the IBT zone, which permits light industrial, wholesale,
and distribution uses that have the capacity to generate toxic air contaminants and
hazardous substances.

The Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan provides policies for
commercial and industrial development, which are insufficiently analyzed in the
PEIR. See below #2a.

The Noise Element of the General Plan requires adherence to the General Plan
Noise Guidelines, Since the BPRP is ministerial, these standards cannot be
applied.

3.“Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant land use
impact would occur if the CPU would: Result in the collocation of residential and
industrial land uses and/or conversion of industrial to residential land uses, proposed
as part of the CPU, create land use incompatibilities or result in physical changes as a
result of precluding achievement of regional economic development
objectives/policies for industrial development.

a)

b)

The Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan identifies Otay Mesa as a
Sub-regional Employment Area in the General Plan, Appendix C, Figure EP.
This section emphasizes Otay mesa’s role in the entire region to provide base
sector employment. The addition of more than 65,000 residents within the plan
area conflicts with this policy. In addition, the following is an excerpt from the
appendix related to land use designations and permitting: “Support of
infrastructure development and preservation of areas for primarily industrial uses
that support manufacturing and international trade activities are essential to
provide middle-income job opportunities and contribute to the growth of the
City's overall economic base.” The large amount of residential and their
supporting infrastructure and land uses proposed in the CPU conflict with the
adopted General Plan for Otay Mesa’s role in the City and entire region.

The policies in the General Plan Economic Prosperity Element are intended to
protect base sector uses that provide quality job opportunities including middle-
income jobs, provide for secondary employment and supporting uses; and

H-10

H-11

H-12

H-13

The properties east of the BPRP are currently developed with office and
distribution uses and are designated “Other Industrial” on the Prime
Industrial Map. The CPU anticipates that should residential units be
developed, they would occur closer to the other residential units planned
for the village area directly to the west. The PEIR identifies mitigation to
address these uses.

The Economic Prosperity Element is addressed in PEIR Section
5.1.3.1a. The PEIR concluded that the CPU is consistent with its goals
and policies; no land use impact would result. In addition, the PEIR
properly analyzes the implementation of BPRP relative to the
surrounding IBT land use. The CPU anticipates that should residential
development occur, it shall be located close to the proposed village area
to the west and not abutting Britannia Blvd., or near the existing uses
east of the site. Further, the site is separated from the industrial lands
north of 1-905. It should be noted that implementation of the Otay Mesa
CPU will implement the Economic Prosperity Element of the General
Plan and apply the proper industrial land use designations to the
community, as well as protect approximately 1,990 acres as Prime
Industrial Lands.

Prior to issuance of any Building Permits for development, acoustical
analysis must demonstrate that the proposed use complies with State
requirements for internal noise attenuation.

The comment implies that residential land uses will be intermixed across
the planning area; however, the residential land uses are generally
located in the western half of the community, thereby separated from the
industrial lands to the east of Britannia. The southeastern portion of the
planning area is almost exclusively designated for industrial development
with supportive commercial and no residential uses.

The existing community plan has a total of 12,400 dwelling units at build
out with an estimated population of 45,324. The CPU has a total of 18,
774 dwelling units with a population estimate of 67,035 a difference of
21,711. To say there is an addition of more than 65,000 residents is
incorrect. The change in land uses amounts to a 3% reduction in
Industrial acreage, with 2% changing to Open Space and 1% changing
to Village. The CPU maintains 2,528 acres for industrial uses, and has
protected 1,990 acres as Prime Industrial Lands. The CPU implements
the Economic Prosperity, Land Use and Housing Elements of the
General Plan.
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toxic air emissions (see also Conservation Element, Section F). Create adequate
distance separation, based on documents such as those recommended by the
California Air Resources Board and site specific analysis, between sensitive
receptor land use designations and potential identified sources of hazardous
substances such as freeways, industrial operations or areas such as warehouses,
train depots, port facilities, etc.” The CARB guidelines are not refi ed in the
Community Plan. Site-specific analysis cannot be conducted for the BPRP site,
since the permit is ministerial.

The Land Use Element of the General Plan states that “Apply zoning designations
that separate industrial and sensitive receptor uses as presented on LU Table 4.
The BPRP land use designation does not achieve this separation since the site is in
very close proximity to the IBT zone, which permits light industrial, wholesale,
and distribution uses that have the capacity to generate toxic air contaminants and
hazardous substances.

The Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan provides policies for
commercial and industrial development, which are insufficiently analyzed in the
PEIR. See below #2a.

The Noise Element of the General Plan requires adherence to the General Plan
Noise Guidelines, Since the BPRP is ministerial, these standards cannot be
applied.

3.“Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds, a significant land use
impact would occur if the CPU would: Result in the collocation of residential and
industrial land uses and/or conversion of industrial to residential land uses, proposed
as part of the CPU, create land use incompatibilities or result in physical changes as a
result of precluding achievement of regional economic development
objectives/policies for industrial development.

a)

b)

The Economic Prosperity Element of the General Plan identifies Otay Mesa as a
Sub-regional Employment Area in the General Plan, Appendix C, Figure EP.
This section emphasizes Otay mesa’s role in the entire region to provide base
sector employment. The addition of more than 65,000 residents within the plan
area conflicts with this policy. In addition, the following is an excerpt from the
appendix related to land use designations and permitting: “Support of
infrastructure development and preservation of areas for primarily industrial uses
that support manufacturing and international trade activities are essential to
provide middle-income job opportunities and contribute to the growth of the
City's overall economic base.” The large amount of residential and their
supporting infrastructure and land uses proposed in the CPU conflict with the
adopted General Plan for Otay Mesa’s role in the City and entire region.

The policies in the General Plan Economic Prosperity Element are intended to
protect base sector uses that provide quality job opportunities including middle-
income jobs, provide for secondary employment and supporting uses; and

H-14 As stated above, the residential land uses are generally located in the

western half of the planning area, while the eastern half of the
community is designated industrial with some supportive commercial
uses. The CPU implements the General Plan’s Economic Prosperity
Element Policy EP-A.12 by amending the Prime Industrial Lands to
include approximately 1,990 acres in Otay Mesa. The CPU goals and
policies are based upon many factors, including a comprehensive
evaluation of market analysis, housing needs, and resource protection.
Through the CPU’s separation of residential and industrial land uses,
and its fostering of innovative industrial land uses, implementation of the
collocation/conversion suitability factors is demonstrated throughout the
CPU. According to Appendix C, EP-2 of the General Plan: Transit
Availability- present (bus corridor along Airway Road); No Adjacent
Prime Industrial lands; Significance of Residential/Employment
Component - only 49% of BPRP land use is allowed to be residential,
the mix of uses with technology serves to attract a broader employment
base to Otay Mesa; Community Village is adjacent to BPRP, which
provides for additional retail and residential uses; Public Health -
mitigation requirements in place per PEIR; Separation of Uses - see
Table 5.6-1 of PEIR indicating no known hazardous uses nearby.
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maintain areas where smaller emerging industrial uses can locate in a multi-tenant
sefting. “When updating community plans or considering plan amendments, the
industrial land use designations contained in the Land Use and Community
Planning Element should be appropriately applied to protect viable sites for base
sector and related employment uses”.

More specific direction is as follows: “Justification for a land use change must he
supported by an evaluation of the prime industrial land criteria in Appendix C,
EP-1, and the Collocation/Conversion Suitability factors.”  Although Table 5.1-
11 of the PEIR presents the criteria for determining whether a use is suitable for
collocation/conversion, PEIR lacks the required analysis. Though, the PEIR states
on pg. 5.1-48 that “Preparation of the CPU considered citywide economic
prosperity goals and, based upon a comprehensive evaluation of the General
Plan’s collocation/conversion suitability factors”, there is no evidence in the CPU
that this occurred.

“In industrial areas not identified as Prime Industrial Lands on Figure EP-1, the
redesignation of industrial lands to non-industrial uses should evaluate the Area
Characteristics factor in Appendix C, EP-2 to ensure that other viable industrial
areas are protected”. No lands were designated as prime industrial in Otay Mesa
because the plan update was underway; therefore, this analysis should be included
in the PEIR as part of the land use analysis.

This lack of analysis has resulled in the CPU Land Use Plan, which contains an
overconcentration of residential uses in close proximity of industrial uses in the
IBT area, particularly in the Central Area. The same wholesaling, distribution,
and manufacturing uses in the Light Industrial Designations are permitted in the
IBT. As such, this designation cannot serve as a gradual transition of uses often
referred to in the PEIR as a means reduced land use conflicts in the CPU. The
statement on pg. 5.1-47 of the EIR “to avoid or reduce potential impacts
associated with the collocation of residential and industrial uses, the CPU
generally focuses lighter, more residentially, compatible industrial uses adjacent
to multifamily residential areas, while locating heavier, less residentially-
compatible categories of industrial uses to the south and southeast™ is false.

Pgs. 5.1-48 of the PEIR states: *Additionally, the Otay Mesa CPIOZ would apply
to the areas designated for industrial uses. The CPIOZ would ensure consistency
of all future development within these areas with CPU direction and policy,
including otherwise future ministerial projects. Since the CPIOZ A (ministerial)
in the CPU contains no conditions or language to gauge compatibility, this
statement is false. A ministerial project by its nature cannot be subject to general
policy interpretation contained in a community plan.

The residential entitlements gained in the Central Area through adoption of the
OMCPU, are not adequately analyzed in the PEIR, even given the future Specific
Plan process. If the required analysis were undertaken, this issue would result in a

H-15

H-18

Each of the General Plan’s elements were carefully considered and
evaluated during the evolution of the plan update as each community
plan must be consistent with the applicable policies of each element of
the General Plan. One of the actions of the CPU is to amend the Prime
Industrial Lands Map to include approximately 1,990 acres in Otay Mesa.

H-16 The Central Village is only adjacent to IBT on the northern portion and is

separated from the IBT by the freeway. Land use policies include
providing adequate buffers uses and distance between residential and
industrial uses. The CPU implements the policies of the Economic
Prosperity Element through clustering industrial uses together and
providing land use transitions to the residential areas. These policies
include EP-A.1 through EP-A.11.

The assertion that CPIOZ Type A does not include a policy review is
incorrect. The CPU states that CPIOZ Type A is applicable where
development is consistent with the CPU as related to certain plan
policies. However, it also states that projects inconsistent with said
policies are subject to CPIOZ Type B. The CPU provides specific text
relative to which policies of the plan apply to CPIOZ Type A. Also see
Response to Comment H-6.

No “residential entitlements” will be granted through the CPU process.
The CPU has redesignated two areas with the community as Specific
Plan Areas. As stated in the CPU, “in order to comprehensively plan the
Southwest and Central Village Areas using the General Plan’s City of
Villages Strategy, one Specific Plan covering each of the village areas
will be required prior to consideration of any comprehensive
development and rezoning proposals...Specific plans should be privately
sponsored and developed in collaboration with the City of San Diego.
Both Specific Plans will be considered amendments to the Community
Plan, and must adhere to the City’s process for plan amendments and
any associated rezoning.” A project-level CEQA analysis would be
required in conjunction with any future Specific Plan applications and
associated entitlements (permits). Therefore, at the program-level, the
analysis of the CPU is adequate and the impact conclusions in Chapter 5
of the PEIR are supported.
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H-20

H-21

H-22

significant unmitigated impact.

f) The BPRP area is located in close proximity to industrial land use designations,
which permit manufacturing, wholesaling, and distribution. Appendix C of The
General Plan contains a policy suggesting 1,000 feet between the property lines of
industrial uses and sensitive receptors or a specific study. The CPU incorrectly
interprets the 1,000 fi. as between the uses. The requirement is not part of the
CPIOZ A standards.

In sum, we disagree with the determination that collocation and conversion land
use impacts are less than significant since the analysis is not provided in the
PEIR. In addition, the ministerial nature of the CPIOZ A designated properties
(the majority of the CPU area) does not allow for future environmental review,
contrary to numerous statements in Section 5.1 of the PEIR to the contrary. To
allow residential uses without future environmental review in this area is also
contrary to the Environmental Justice Policies contained in the General Plan,

Air Quality, Section 5.3

1. This section fails to analyze the health impacts of Diesel Particulate Matter (a known
carcinogen) on residential uses per the California Air Resource Board Guidelines,
particularly on the residential uses in the Central Specific Plan area and the BPRP
site both of which are directly adjacent to the future 1-9035 freeway. Contrary to
the conclusion in the PEIR, this risk is significant.

2.Pg. 5.3-32 correctly states that “Therefore, impacts related to exposure to air toxics
would be significant and unavoidable”. However, this conclusion is also bears on
the significance of the health and safety and land use issues.

Human Health, Public Safety, Hazardous Materials, Section 5.6

1.Pgs. 5.6-21 incorrectly states that Health and Safety Hazards due to exposure to toxic
contaminants (related to Sections 5.3, Air Quality and Sections 5.6.4, and 5.6.5) are
reduced to below a level of significance due to mitigation contained in 5.6.5.3
requiring a Phase I site assessment and remediation. This does not mitigate
significant air quality impacts. In addition, since the majority of development in Otay
Mesa will be in CPIOZ-A (ministerial) this assessment cannot be required.
Therefore, this impact is significant and unmitigated.

2.Pgs. 5.6 -22 incorrectly states that a future risk of an explosion or the release of
hazardous substances (including, but not limited to, gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or
radiation) expose people or the environment to a significant hazard through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials is not significant due to the
requirement of future environmental review and discretionary approval to ensure
appropriate uses reduce the potential for hazards. As stated above, this is not correct
except possibly in the Specific Plan Areas, which does not include industrial uses
where the mitigation would most likely apply. This CPU assigns land uses, so a more

H-20

H-21

H-22

Per Appendix C of the General Plan, the 1,000 foot buffer is suggested if
there are hazardous uses identified within a 74 mile of proposed sensitive
receptors. According to Section 5.6 of the PEIR, there are no hazardous
uses identified within that distance from BPRP site. Accordingly, the
provision for 1,000 feet between property lines is not applicable.
Mitigation Framework AQ-4 includes a Health Risk Assessment
requirement if sensitive receptors are developed in the buffer areas for
the land uses identified in Table 5.3-7 of the PEIR.

The General Plan Economic Prosperity Element EP.A-11 states
“Encourage the provision of workforce housing within employment areas
not identified as Prime Industrial Land.” Further, the Land Use Element
LU.I-10 encourages increased housing opportunities near employment
opportunities. While the CPIOZ’s allow for Process One and Two
ministerial reviews, it is unknown at this time whether subsequent
development projects would meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A,
as no projects have been submitted. See Response to Comment H-6 for
further information on the CPIOZ process.

As stated in Section 5.3.5.1b of the PEIR the incremental cancer risk
and the chronic hazard index related to traffic-generated diesel exhaust
emissions are both less than significant at any modeled receptors.
Acute hazards due to diesel particulate matter are also less than
significant as stated on page 5.3-25. Both are detailed in Appendix C of
the PEIR, the Air Quality Study. The PEIR analyses show that
residential receptors could be located within the CPU with less than
significant health risk impacts from freeway emissions. The PEIR
included an assessment of diesel particulate matter and evaluated the
impacts from all roadways in the CPU area that qualify for consideration
in the California Air Resource Board’s Air Quality And Land Use
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (i.e., carried the minimum
traffic volumes). This analysis included 1-805, 1-905, SR-125, Otay
Mesa Road, and La Media Road as the primary roadways of concern
for exposure to diesel particulate matter.

Section 5.3.5 of the PEIR clearly identifies a significant unavoidable
impact related to air toxics “associated with the potential collocation of
incompatible land uses”. Section 5.6.3(a) Health Hazards, in the PEIR
refers the reader to the discussion of toxic air emissions found in
Section 5.3.5 of the PEIR. No additional air toxic impact relative to
health and safety or land use has been identified, and therefore, the
PEIR is adequate in its analysis and disclosure of the impact.
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significant unmitigated impact.

f) The BPRP area is located in close proximity to industrial land use designations,
which permit facturing, wholesaling, and distribution. Appendix C of The
General Plan contains a policy suggesting 1,000 feet between the property lines of
industrial uses and sensitive receptors or a specific study. The CPU incorrectly
interprets the 1,000 fi. as between the uses. The requirement is not part of the
CPIOZ A standards.

In sum, we disagree with the determination that collocation and conversion land
use impacts are less than significant since the analysis is not provided in the
PEIR. In addition, the ministerial nature of the CPIOZ A designated properties
(the majority of the CPU area) does not allow for future environmental review,
contrary to numerous statements in Section 5.1 of the PEIR to the contrary. To
allow residential uses without future environmental review in this area is also
contrary to the Environmental Justice Policies contained in the General Plan.

Air Quality, Section 5.3

1. This section fails to analyze the health impacts of Diesel Particulate Matter (a known
carcinogen) on residential uses per the California Air Resource Board Guidelines,
particularly on the residential uses in the Central Specific Plan area and the BPRP
site both of which are directly adjacent to the future 1-9035 freeway. Contrary to
the conclusion in the PEIR, this risk is significant.

2.Pg. 5.3-32 correctly states that “Therefore, impacts related to exposure to air toxics
would be significant and unavoidable”. However, this conclusion is also bears on
the significance of the health and safety and land use issues.

Human Health, Public Safety, Hazardous Materials, Section 5.6

1.Pgs. 5.6-21 incorrectly states that Health and Safety Hazards due to exposure to toxic
contaminants (related to Sections 5.3, Air Quality and Sections 5.6.4, and 5.6.5) are
reduced to below a level of significance due to mitigation contained in 5.6.5.3
requiring a Phase I site assessment and remediation. This does not mitigate
significant air quality impacts. In addition, since the majority of development in Otay
Mesa will be in CPIOZ-A (ministerial) this assessment cannot be required.
Therefore, this impact is significant and unmitigated.

2.Pgs. 5.6 -22 incorrectly states that a future risk of an explosion or the release of
hazardous substances (including, but not limited to, gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or
radiation) expose people or the environment to a significant hazard through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials is not significant due to the
requirement of future environmental review and discretionary approval to ensure
appropriate uses reduce the potential for hazards. As stated above, this is not correct
except possibly in the Specific Plan Areas, which does not include industrial uses
where the mitigation would most likely apply. This CPU assigns land uses, so a more

H-23

H-24

The commenter fails to acknowledge the state and federal
requirements associated with a business operation using toxic or
hazardous materials. Use of such materials requires approval from
state and federal regulators and compliance with the associated
permits. City issuance of a ministerial permit does not waive the state
and federal permit requirements to use or handle toxic or hazardous
materials. Compliance with all of these requirements is included in the
mitigation requirements. Additionally, the Significance after Mitigation
discussion in Section 5.6.3.4 of the PEIR has been revised to include a
reference to the Mitigation Framework in Air Quality Section 5.3.5. As
concluded in Section 5.3.5.4, impacts related to exposure to air toxics
would be significant and unavoidable with the mitigation framework.

The combination of existing federal, state and local regulations along
with adopted GP policies and proposed CPU policies together would
result in impacts that are less than significant. Section 5.6.4.2 has
been revised to include a summary statement that impacts would be
less than significant, consistent with the analysis in Section 5.6.4.1.
Also see Response to Comments H-5 and H-6.
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detailed analysis of land use conflicts cannot be deferred to a later date. Although the
CPU contains some general measures to avoid impacts at the programmatic level,
they will not apply to the vast majority of properties in the CPU area. All land uses
are being applied in the CPU now. Additionally, these policies, or any safety
mitigation measures, are not included in CPIOZ-A. Therefore, this impact is
significant and unmitigated.

3. Pgs. 5.6-25 (Section 5.6.4.2) Significance of Impacts states that improved roadway and
transportation modifications reduce the risk of exposure due to spills, etc. The PEIR
does not specify what these modifications are and the transportation section only
specifies city standards. This section lacks adequate facts to support the conclusion
of insignificant impacts. Although the EIR clearly states that residents would be
subject to exposure, it wrongly concludes that it is not significant, presumably since
there are no schools nearby.

4. Pgs. 5.6-26 Significance after Mitigation, incorrectly states that all projects are subject
to discretionary review.

5.Pgs. 5.6-28 (Hazardous Sites) mitigation only requires a Phase [ site assessment and
remediation for discretionary projects, therefore does not qualify as mitigation for the
majority of the OMPCU area.

6.In the Central Specific Plan area and the BPRP site, future residents’ ability to evacuate
a site in the event of a hazardous incident is highly compromised due to the timing of
the Heritage Road/1-905 interchange and associated road improvements which are not
scheduled to occur for over 10 years, Due to the lack of discretionary review for the
BPRP site (to apply phasing and/or improvement requirements) future residents will
be forced to use Britannia Rd., a major truck route to the border crossing. The
associated health and safety impacts of mixing trucks with residential traffic are not
analyzed in the PEIR.

Noise, Section 5.10

1. Pgs. 5.10-16, Significance of Impacis-Traffic and Stationary Source Noise states that,
even given project-specific noise abatement, it cannot be guaranteed that future land
uses and traffic from those uses would not expose existing and future uses to noise
levels in excess of City standards. Therefore, impacts related to noise impacts
(exterior and potentially interior) to new residences would be significant and
unavoidable.

Even with the proposed mitigation to reduce noise levels such as site-specific
acoustical analysis with miligation measures and adherence to the CPU Acoustical
report, it is still significant. However, even these mitigation measures cannot be
required unless there is future discretionary review.

Traffic/Circulation, Section 5.12

H-25

H-26

H-27

The existing roadway system lacks adequate improvements which
include unpaved and narrow roads. The planned transportation system
includes fully improved and widened roadways that reduce the risk of
collisions and spills. The backbone roadway system includes widening
the major roadways to four and six lanes. These roadways include
Airway, Britannia, and La Media Roads which will provide safer routes
for truck traffic and passenger vehicles. Furthermore, the majority of
residential development is located in the western half of the community
while the industrial area is located in the eastern half of the community.
Additionally, Section 5.6.4.2 of the PEIR has been revised to clarify the
“modifications” related to the designation of truck routes in Otay Mesa.
Also see Response to Comments H-23 and H-24.

While the BPRP CPIOZ allows for Process One review, and the Otay
Mesa CPIOZ allows for Process One and Two ministerial reviews, it is
unknown at this time whether subsequent development projects would
meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no projects have been
submitted. The Significance after Mitigation (Section 5.6.4.4) has been
revised to clarify the process for determining which future development
projects are subject to discretionary review. Also see Response to
Comment H-6.

Mitigation Framework Section 5.6.5.3 has been revised to clarify that
the process for determining which future development projects are
subject to discretionary review, Furthermore; all projects are required to
comply with state, federal, and county requirements relative to
hazardous sites and materials, regardless of the City review process.
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detailed analysis of land use conflicts cannot be deferred to a later date. Although the
CPU contains some general measures to avoid impacts at the programmatic level,
they will not apply to the vast majority of properties in the CPU area. All land uses
are being applied in the CPU now. Additionally, these policies, or any safety
mitigation measures, are not included in CPIOZ-A. Therefore, this impact is
significant and unmitigated.

3. Pgs. 5.6-25 (Section 5.6.4.2) Significance of Impacts states that improved roadway and
transportation modifications reduce the risk of exposure due to spills, etc. The PEIR
does not specify what these modifications are and the transportation section only
specifies city standards. This section lacks adequate facts to support the conclusion
of insignificant impacts. Although the EIR clearly states that residents would be
subject to exposure, it wrongly concludes that it is not significant, presumably since
there are no schools nearby.

4. Pgs. 5.6-26 Significance after Mitigation, incorrectly states that all projects are subject
to discretionary review.

5.Pgs. 5.6-28 (Hazardous Sites) mitigation only requires a Phase [ site assessment and
remediation for discretionary projects, therefore does not qualify as mitigation for the
majority of the OMPCU area.

6.In the Central Specific Plan area and the BPRP site, future residents’ ability to evacuate
a site in the event of a hazardous incident is highly compromised due to the timing of
the Heritage Road/1-905 interchange and associated road improvements which are not
scheduled to occur for over 10 years, Due to the lack of discretionary review for the
BPRP site (to apply phasing and/or improvement requirements) future residents will
be forced to use Britannia Rd., a major truck route to the border crossing. The
associated health and safety impacts of mixing trucks with residential traffic are not
analyzed in the PEIR.

Noise, Section 5.10

1. Pgs. 5.10-16, Significance of Impacis-Traffic and Stationary Source Noise states that,
even given project-specific noise abatement, it cannot be guaranteed that future land
uses and traffic from those uses would not expose existing and future uses to noise
levels in excess of City standards. Therefore, impacts related to noise impacts
(exterior and potentially interior) to new residences would be significant and
unavoidable.

Even with the proposed mitigation to reduce noise levels such as site-specific
acoustical analysis with miligation measures and adherence to the CPU Acoustical
report, it is still significant. However, even these mitigation measures cannot be
required unless there is future discretionary review.

Traffic/Circulation, Section 5.12

H-28

H-29

H-30

As detailed in Section 5.6.1.5, the County Office of Emergency
Services (OES) is responsible for: notifying appropriate agencies when
a disaster occurs; coordinating all responding agencies; ensuring that
resources are available and mobilized; developing plans and
procedures for response to and recovery from disasters. Additionally,
the City’'s Emergency Operations Center (EOC), is responsible for
maintaining the EOC in a continued state of readiness and coordinating
EOC operations when activated in response to an emergency or major
event/incident. If an incident involving hazardous materials were to
occur in the near-term (untii completion of the Heritage Road
interchange) evacuation will affect all parties in the area, rather than
just residents and the mixing of truck traffic and vehicular traffic on
Britannia Boulevard would be short-term and temporary in nature
(during evacuation). No health risks would be anticipated from a short-
term, temporary condition as noted above. In addition, the specific
route of evacuation cannot be determined at this time as each property
will be developed independently based on market conditions at the time
of application. Also see Response to Comments H-5 and H-6.

All projects are subject to compliance with the City’s noise abatement
requirements prior to the issuance of building permits, regardless of
whether a ministerial or discretionary permit is required or processed.
Therefore, all future buildings will be required to comply with the City’s
General Plan standards and Municipal Code requirements. While the
CPIOZ'’s allow for Process One and Two ministerial reviews, it is
unknown at this time whether subsequent development projects would
meet the requirements for CPIOZ Type A, as no projects have been
submitted. See Response to Comments H-5 and H-6 for further
information on the CPIOZ process.

Within the CPU, policies 2.4-2, 2.4-7, 2.4-9, and 4.1-17 provide
direction for transitional uses for the separation of sensitive receptors to
the freeway, truck routes, and industrial uses.
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H-30
cont.

H-31

H-32

H-33

H-34

1.Pgs. 5.12-42 and 43, state that Traffic Hazards to vehicles and pedestrians are not
significant due to adherence to city standards and the provision of transitional land
uses. As stated above in Section 5.1, 3¢, this transition does not exist.

Alternatives, Section 10.0

1. Pgs. 10-33, the PEIR incorrectly states that the health and public safety impacts of both
the CPU and Reduced Density Alternative are not significant. Since Section 5.3, Air
Quality impacts are included in this determination, this impact is significant.

2. The Reduced Density Alternative does not go far enough to reduce significant
impacts such as land use, traffic, air quality, public health and safety, and noise to
below a level of significance as required of an alternative per CEQA. This alternative
should include the elimination of the BPRP land use area and relocation of land uses
which include residential development in the Central Village away from the impacts
of the 1-905 to the north and from industrial development to the east and south.

The PEIR as written inadequately addresses the impacts of the OMPCU. As
enumerated above, the PEIR allows the application of land uses without proper
analysis and mitigation measures. The conclusions of the PEIR are based on a lack of
understanding of how they will be applied to future projects as directed in the CPU.
In many cases, significance determinations are based on analysis that is lacking or
deferred to a later time, but, in fact, will not occur. The introduction of residential
uses to Otay Mesa, in the amounts and locations as proposed by the proposed plan,
will have significant negative and costly impacts on the businesses trying to operate
in Otay Mesa.

Due to the magnitude of changes, which will have to take place to the PEIR and CPU
to meet CEQA guidelines, the OMCC believes both documents will need to be re-
circulated for public review.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

Alejandra Mier y Teran
Executive Director

CC:

City Councilmembers
Planning Commissioners
Bill Fulton

H-31

H-32

H-33

H-34

Please refer to Response to Comment H-22.

CEQA requires that a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce or
eliminate the significant effects on the environment be evaluated in an
EIR. The PEIR provides an analysis of an adequate range of
alternatives in Chapter 10.

This comment asserts that the PEIR inadequately addresses impacts;
specifically with respect to collocation and adjacent land uses. This
comment is inconsistent with the facts. A zoning ordinance will be
adopted in conjunction with the CPU which will provide the mechanism
for review of subsequent development projects implemented in
accordance with the CPU. All subsequent projects will be subject to
review in accordance with CPIOZ for the specific area where it will be
located. The Southwestern and Central Village sites will be required to
submit applications which include preparation of a Specific Plan subject
to discretionary review in accordance with CEQA and the City’s Land
Development Code. Also see Response to Comments H-6, H-7, and
H-18.

This comment reflects an opinion regarding the amount of revisions
anticipated to the PEIR prior to certification. While the information
included in this comment is correct regarding the requirements in
accordance with CEQA for recirculation of an environmental document
if significant new information is added after public review [Section
15088.5(a)(1) through (4)] of the State CEQA Guidelines]. However, in
accordance with Section 15088.5(a), new information added to an EIR
is “not significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial
adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate
or avoid such an effect that the project’s proponents have declined to
implement. This section of CEQA further defines what constitutes
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation. Based on this
guidance, the City has determined that the revisions made in the PEIR
prior to certification are intended to clarify or amplify or modify language
to assist the decision-makers in review of the CPU, which does not
meet the definitions of “Significant new information” requiring
recirculation. The Draft EIR has not been modified in a way that
recirculation of the document is necessary.
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Letter |

OMPOA

Otay Mesa Property Owners Association

October 25, 2013

Ms. Myra Herrmann, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

SUBJECT: Otay Mesa Community Plan Update. #30330/204032
Dear Ms. Herrmann,

The Otay Mesa Property Owners Association ("OMPOA") appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the adequacy of the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report ("PEIR") for the
Otay Mesa Community Plan Update ("CPU"). As you are aware, the OMPOA represents the
interests of property owners in the Otay Mesa area of the City of San Diego and meets at least
once a month to discuss issues of commeon concern. A list of these members is included on the
final page for your reference. In summary, we support the CPU as proposed and have
concluded that with the exceptions noted below, the PEIR adequately discloses and analyzes all
potential significant environmental impacts and proposes appropriate mitigation measures.

In particular, we note the following:
Purpose and Need (Section 3)

As the PEIR points out, the current plan is out of date and the vision many of us shared with the
City in 1981 has not been realized. We agree that the changing characteristics of industry, the
need for more housing, the need for more middle income jobs and a better understanding of the
transportation — land use connection have created a need for a more integrated land use plan.

We further agree that the selected alternative will increase the number of allowed residential
units while achieving a more balanced community through integration of housing and
appropriate employment lands.

Table 3-1 Community Plan Land Use Designations (page 3-32)

The maximum FAR for the Designation Business Park-Residential Permitted should be
footnoted to reflect the same language that is proposed in the implementing zone (IP-3-1) which
provides for a 2.0 FAR with the following language:

“Within the Otay Mesa Community Planning Area, the maximum floor area ratio is 0.50
unless a final map has been recorded prior to [INSERT the effective date of this
ordinance]. This restriction does not apply to residential development in accordance with
Section 131.0623().”

3111 Camino del Rio North, Ste. 100
San Diego, CA 92108

-1

-2

-3

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

Comment noted.

The Final EIR has been revised to reflect the language of the amended
Zoning Ordinance relative to the IP-3-1 Zone.
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Otay Mesa Property Owners Association

Section 5.0 Environmental Impact Analysis:

There are several references throughout section 5.0 that make reference to the Community
Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) being discretionary in nature. Other parts of the
Draft EIR appropriately reference the distinction between CPIOZ A which is ministerial and
CPIOZ B which is discretionary.

The following sections

“Development proposals that do not comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental
regulations would be subject to discretionary review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B.”

dali tad

in bold should be changed or stricken in order to properly

reflect the two types of CPIOZ (Ministerial and Discretionary) which will be used to implement
the Community Plan. Specifically, Implementation of the Business Park Residential Permitted
Land Use designation does not require discretionary review unless it does not comply with the
provisions of CPIOZ A.

(page 5.1-54 section 5.1.5.1 a.) “All future projects located within the 100-year flood
hazard area as identified in a project-specific drainage study, would be subject to the
CPIOZ, which would ensure discretionary review of all future development within
this area.”

(page 5.6-22 section 5.6.4.1 Impacts) strike the last sentence: “In addition, future
development would be subject to environmental review and discretionary
approval to ensure appropriate uses reduce the potential for hazards.”

(page 5.6-26 section 5.6.4.4 Significance after Mitigation) strike or modify the second to
last sentence:"Fuiure development would be subject to discretionary review with
subseguent environmental review to ensure risks are minimized.”

The decument appropriately recognizes that no significant impact has been identified
because there are local policies in place (ministerial) that reduce potential impacts to
below a level of significance including the example provided: “For example, disclosure
laws require all users, producers, and transporters of hazardous materials to clearly
identify materials they store, use, or transport and to notify the appropriate agency in the
event of a violation.” Section 6.3.6 of the PEIR {Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous
Materials) provides additional analysis that compliance with either ministerial or
discretionary regulations would ensure that no direct or cumulative impacts related to
Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials would result from implementation of
the CPU.

(page 5.6-27 section 5.7.5.1 Impacts) strike or madify the following sentence: "All future
projects located within the 100-year flood hazard area along Otay Creek, as identified in
the CPU drainage study, would be subject to the CPIOZ, which would ensure
discretionary review of all future development within this area.”

3111 Camino del Rio North, Ste. 100
San Diego, CA 92108

-4

See Response to Comment H-6 which provides further clarification on
the CPIOZ process.

Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.1.5.1.a to clarify the
appropriate review process for subsequent development projects
implemented in accordance with the CPU.

Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.6.4.1 to clarify the
appropriate review process for subsequent development projects
implemented in accordance with the CPU.

Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.6.4.4 to clarify the
appropriate review process for subsequent development projects
implemented in accordance with the CPU.

Comment noted. Please also see Response to Comments H-5, H-23
and H-24.

Revisions have been made to the text in Section 5.7.5.1 to clarify the
appropriate review process for subsequent development projects
implemented in accordance with the CPU.
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I-10

I-11

1-12

I-13

OMPOA

Otay Mesa Property Owners Association

Policies Referenced

There are numerous references within the PEIR to design guidelines from the Community Flan.
Some of the policies referenced in the PEIR have been modified or deleted in the current draft
of the Community Plan. A comparison should be done of the policies referenced in the PEIR for
consistency with those that have been modified or omitted from the current draft of the
Community Plan. An example of a policy that has been modified in the CPU:

(PEIR page 5.6-23) reads: "a. Apply fraffic-calming fechniques, such as popouts, raised
crosswalks, and parkways af truck route intersections with Airway Road and where the
truck routes are adjacent to village and park uses.”

(CPU page UD-9) reads:"a. Apply traffic-calming technigues that address vehicular/truck
and pedestrian movements where the truck routes are adjacent to village and park
uses.”

Impacts: Land Use (Section 5.1)

We concur that the CPU is consistent with SANDAG's Regional Comprehensive Plan and
Regional Transportation Plan as well as with the City's General Plan and related ordinances
and policies.

\We further agree that various policies contained in the CPU will serve to limit incompatibilities at
the interface bet idential and industrial uses and will promote both a desirable
residential community and opportunities for continued industrial development. Finally, we agree
with the conclusion that the impacts of collocation as proposed would be less than significant
and that no mitigation should be required.

We support the recommended conversion of some industrial land to residential, mixed
residential commercial and institutional uses and agree that the impacts would be less than
significant and no mitigation will be required.

Impacts: Air Quality (Section 5.3)

We note that emissions will be less than under the adopted plan, that impacts will be less than
significant and that no mitigation will be required (5.3-18).

We have attached for the record a "Review of the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update PEIR Air
Quality Section” prepared by Environ. With regard to planned residential development in the
CPU, the review references the following conclusions in the PEIR:

+ Risks to residents from freeway emissions (specifically diesel particulate matter
emissions) are below significance thresholds.

« |If the California Air Resources Board Handbook is followed, there will be a less than
significant impact in collocating residential land uses with commercial and industrial land

3111 Camino del Rio North, Ste. 100
San Diego, CA 92108

[-10

I-11

[-12

I-13

The Final EIR has been revised to reflect the correct policy language as
written in the CPU.

Comment acknowledged.

Comment acknowledged.

Comment acknowledged.
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[-13

cont.

-14

I-15

I-16

OMPOA

Otay Mesa Property Owners Association

uses, Fulthermore, il developmeants of residential land uses occur within the ARB bufler
distances mitigation measures have baen incorporatad into the document, in particular
maasura AQ-.

Fimally the Environ reviaw recormmends medifiying Mitigation Measure AQ-3 which states that

“Priof 1o the issuance of building permits for any naw tacility that would have the
patental to emit foxic air contaminants, in accordance with AB 2588, an omissions
inventory and health risk assessment shall be prepared.”

The review points aul that this languags gees beyond current ARS and APCD rules and
reguiations and could creale an excessive burden on developers of industrial and commercial
lands, Thus Environ recommends the followng language replace that inchadad in the PEIR:

“Prio 1o the iBsuance of buiding permits for any facilty that would have the patential o
omit foxic ar contaminants at levals that weuld subject it to a hoakh risk assessmant
under SDAPCD Rube 1200, an emissions imventory and health risk assessment shall be
prepared”

Impacts: Population and Housing {Section 5.15)

W concur that while population growth in the cormmunity would be substantial, impacts would
ba less than significant becausa the CPU would:

« Implement SANDAG's RCGF and Regional Housing Elemeant and the City's Genaral Plan
and Housing Element by providing a mix of heusing types within mixed-use contars
linked to public fransportation.

» Incraase the City's and region’s supply of neadad housing consistant with SANDAG's
rogional growth forecast

» Focus increased housing supply within compact villages conducive to supporing
frequent ransit service in accordance with the RCP and Genaral Plan goals and
paolicies. (5.16-T)

Binocercly,

Y Plpon

Rob Hixson
Chairman, Ctay Mesa Property Cwnars Association
e Coundlrmamber David Aharez

3111 Caming del Rix North, Ste, 100
San Diego, CA92108

I-14

I-15

I-16

Comment references the text from the analysis. No additional response
is necessary.

Rule 1200 is a regulatory requirement administered by the SDAPCD
which is required when an Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate
is required, or for which a Notice of Intention or Application for
Certification has been accepted by the California Energy Commission.
AQ-3 is designed to be broader to provide protection and disclosure for
local residents and other air quality sensitive land uses. Additionally, as
AB 2588 is a state level regulation and requirement, it supersedes local
air district rules and would be required for all uses included under Rule
1200. This is further supported by SDAPCD Rule 1200’s requirement
that inventory requirements, HRA requirements, and notification comply
with the requirements of AB 2588. As the requirements of AB 2588 are
incorporated within Rule 1200, no revision is required.

Comment noted.
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Michael and Kaitlin Murphy, Murphy Development Company
Torn Story, Sunroad Enterprises

Mark Rowson, Otay-TJ Ventures, LLC
John Gibson, Hamann Companies
David Wick, National Enterprises, Inc.
Rita Mahoney, ColRich

Joe and Sarah Street, Street Properties
Mel Ingalls, Ingalls Enterprises

Jeff Huttner, Insurance Auto Auction
Hal Ryan, Davisson Trust

Larry Edwards, NAI

Regan Tully, Grubb & Ellis | BRE Commercial

3111 Camino del Rio North, Ste. 100
San Diego, CA 92108

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIALLY BLANK
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Letter J

J-3

September 19, 2013

The City of San Diego
Development Services Department
1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject: Otay Mesa Community Plan Update, Project No. 30330/304032/SCH No. 2004651076

Dear Myra Herrmann,

This letter is written on behalf of the Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians. Thank you for inviting us
to submit comments on the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update, Project No. 30330/304032/SCH
No. 2004651076, Rincon is submitting these comments concerning your Project’s potential
impact on Luisefio cultural resources.

The Rincon Band has concerns for impacts to historic and cultural resources and findings of
significant cultural value that could be disturbed or destroyed and are considered culturally
significant to the Luisefio people. This is to inform you, your identified location is not within the
Luiseiio Aboriginal Territory. In fact, your project falls within the boundaries of the Kumeyaay
Aboriginal Territory. We recommend that you locate a Tribe within the project area to receive
direction on how to handle any inadvertent findings according to their traditions and customs.
Also, we recommend a Native American Monitor be present during any and all ground
disturbances.

If you would like information on Tribes within your project area, please contact the Native
American Heritage Commission and they will assist with a referral. If for some reason you are
unable to locate an interested tribe please notify us and we will be happy to assist you in the
matter. We also request you update your contact information for Rincon and send any future
letters and correspondence to the Rincon Tribal Chairman and the Tribal Historic Preservation
Officer in the Cultural Resource Center, 1 W. Tribal Road, Valley Center, CA 92082 (760) 297-
2635,

Mote that our address has changed. Please update your records to replace the previous address of
PO Box 68, Valley Center, CA 92082 with the following address: 1 W. Tribal Road, Valley
Center, CA 92082,

Bo Mazzerti
Tribal Chairman

Frank Mazzetti 111
Council Member

Laurie E. Gonzalez
Council Member

Steve Stallings
Council Member

Stephanie Spencer
Wice Chairsoman

J-1

J-2

J-3

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

Comment noted. The Rincon Band of Luisefio Indians received a copy
of the Draft EIR along with all federally recognized and culturally
affiliated tribal groups in San Diego County. This list was provided to
the City of San Diego by the Native American Heritage Commission in
accordance with SB 18. At the close of public review, only two
comment letters were received: one from the Native American Heritage
Commission and this letter from the Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians
indicating that the CPU is not within the Luiseno Aboriginal Territory. No
other comment letters or requests for consultation were received from
San Diego County Native American tribal groups or individuals as a
result of this process.

In accordance with the City of San Diego’s General Plan Historic
Preservation Element and the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines
Native American monitors are required on all projects within City
jurisdiction when significant archaeological resources have been
identified, and during all phases of a project that involve either survey
or ground disturbing activities on projects. In addition, the City is
committed to an on-going relationship with the local Native American
community through informal meetings and/or regulatory compliance
requirements.

As stated in the Cultural Resources Report (2013) for the CPU
(Appendix E of PEIR), the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) was contacted by the City of San Diego in accordance with
Senate Bill 18 requirements for community plan updates. A reply from
the NAHC indicated that they had no record of Native American
religious or sacred sites within the CPU area boundaries. A Native
American contact list was provided by the NAHC, and contact letters
were sent by the City to the listed parties on February 26, 2007. The
City did not receive comments from any federally recognized or
culturally affiliated tribal groups within the 90-day period recommended
by the NAHC.

Comment noted. City staff has verified that the address noted in this
comment is correct on City records.
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RINCON BAND OF LUISENO INDIANS
Culture Committee

1 W. Tribal Road - Valley Center, Ca
(760) 297-2622 or(760) 297-2635 &

1lifornia 92082 -
Fax:(760) 297-2639

"{ﬁ"- "‘"f""“j :.

J-5 Thank you for this opportunity to protect and preserve our cultural assets.
J-5 Comment noted.

Sincerely,

$e Duro
Rincon Culture Committee Chairman

Bo Mazzet Stephanie Spencer Steve Stallings Laurie E. Gonzalez Frank Mazzetti I11
Tribal Chairman Vice Chairsoman Council Member Council Member Council Member
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Letter K
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orE Co,

¥
ry

'p _ San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc.
o/

Environmental Review Commitiee

-
L
% e o 24 September 2013
o‘a cich"

To: Ms. Myra Herrmann
Development Services Department
City of San Diego
1222 First Avenue, Mail Station 501
San Diego, California 92101

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report
Otay Mesa Community Plan Update

Dear Ms. Herrmann:

I have reviewed the historical resources aspects of the subject DEIR on behalf of this

committee of the San Diego County Archaeological Society.

Based on the information contained in the DEIR and its historical resources appendix, we

have the following comments:

1. On page S-17 of the DEIR, in the box for Mitigation Framework for
Prehistoric/Historical Sites, there are references to DEIR Section 3.4. It should be
Section 5.5.

2. In about the middle of page 5.5-24, and the corresponding location on page 50 of the
appendix, reference is made to the "San Diego Archaeology Center". The correct
name is San Diego Archaeological Center.

3. Onpage 5.5-25 of the DEIR and page 51 of the appendix, the sentence beginning
"Resources found to be non-significant...” needs to be revised to make it clear that
any collections resulting from "survey and/or assessment” are to be curated. Such
collections and their analysis have, in fact, mitigated the impacts to such sites.

4. Mitigation measure HIST-2 in the DEIR (pages 5.5-27 and 28) and the corresponding

text in Section 7.2 of the appendix include "f. Removing industrial pollution at the
source of production.”" It is not elear what the intent of this statement actually is.
Please clarify.

P.O. Box 81106 San Diego, CA 92138-1106 (858) 538-0935

K-2

K-3

K-4

K-5

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

The revision has been made in the Final PEIR.

The revision has been made in the Final PEIR.

In accordance with the City’s Historical Resources Guidelines, non-
significant resource types are defined as isolates, sparse lithic scatters,
isolated bedrock milling stations, and shellfish processing stations.
Resources found to be non-significant at the survey level do not require
any further action beyond documentation in a report prepared in
accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines. Curation is not
required for these resource types because they are not classified as
“collections” and are generally limited to one isolated artifact, contain a
minimal amount lithics and no subsurface component (in the case of
sparse lithic scatters) or have no associated surface or subsurface
components. All other phases of archaeological evaluation which result
in the recovery of artifacts will require curation in accordance with the
General Plan and City Historical resources Guidelines.

This measure was taken directly from the adopted City of San Diego
Historical Resources Guidelines. The measure was intended to provide
additional protection for historical buildings or structures located
adjacent to industrial areas where exhaust or ash from such uses could
have an adverse effect on exterior character defining features of a
historical building. While the intent of this measure has good merit, the
City recognizes that it would be difficult at best to require an adjacent
use to stop such activity, unless of course the industrial pollution
affecting the adjacent resource is illegal, at which point the appropriate
regulatory agency would be contacted to address any violations. With
respect to Otay Mesa, the City has determined that this measure is not
applicable and had deleted it from Mitigation Framework Measure
HIST-2. The City will also consider removing this measure from the
Historical Resources Guidelines during a future update process.
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5. Other than the above, we concur in the impact analysis and mitigation measures as
proposed.

SDCAS appreciates being included in the City's environmental review process for this
project.

Sincerely,
&ncs W. Royle, Jr., Cha%;rson E :
Environmental Review Committee
ce: RECON

SDCAS President
File

P.0. Box 81106 » San Diego, CA 92138-1106 » (858) 538-0935

K-6

Comment noted.

RTC-52




LETTER

RESPONSE

L-1

L-2

L-4

L-5

Letter L

( ECDLFJICI'I

T Wl Bl Sulse o

San Dlego = Califoria 92117

(85H] ALV - P (4537 K005

Oclober 24, 2013

M3z, Myra Hermann

City of San Diego

Development Services

1222 Fism Avemic

San Dicgo. CA 22101

RE: DRAFT PROGRAM ELR OTAY MESA COMWURITY PLAN UPLATE, PROJECT sO. 30330/304032/50H.
2004651076

Dear Ms. Hermann,

CH Ovay Comyon Ranch Associates LLC has conducted a review of the Program Environmemal Impoct Repon
(PEIR] prepured in support of the pemding Qtoy Mesa Community Plan Update (CPLY, In genenl, the PEIR is a
wgll-writien document thal oppesrs 1o meet all applicable Colifomia Env \
reguiraments for analysis at the progrommatic level. However, we have identified several imswes with the Dreft
PEIR that we request be resolved prior 10 certification of the docunvent by ihe Sar Dicgo ity Couneil.  Our
comments arc primerily imended 1o allew Tutwre projects 10 effectively “der” off af the PEIR a3 intended, theroby
minimizing sibsequen CEQA complisnce requirensents for future Otay Mesa projects

I PEIR Section 1.7 Wendifies ibe ol wse density and miensity methodology o assumptions. used
throsghond the PEIR for evaluiting potential impescts 1o the aoviromnenl. Although Section 1.7 indicaiss
thal the PEIR assanmes that =Village” amd *Busimess Park-Residontial Permitted™ mixed=use desigmplins
were besod on approximasedy 50 peraemnt of tle masinuem dersity for residential ponions of the gross ares
within Bwese designmooes, e discussion does not ndeguarely desenbe whan nssempions wene made for
the “Willage™ aml ~Business Park-Residential Permined™ dezignations. Section 3.7 of the PEIR should be
refined to more clearly anfoulare the maximum perceninge of land area withia the “Village™ and ~Bosiness
Pagk-Residential Permmnad™ thar were assame] for residentinl, commiercial, sd’or Business park uses
Section 1.7 ak showdd more clearly aricolate the dems#y/intessiny sssumplion made for each of these
Innd vse ctegavizs within the “Villsge™ amil ~Hesiness Park-Mesideatial Permittsd™ designobions.  This
Tevision i anhenied | w fliene implementing piojects wathin the CPL aren to effectively tier off of the
FEIR document m accordanoe with CEQA Gusdelmes § 15163c)

L. Table 3-35, Frtwre detfons, should be expanded to indicwie that ihe Tuhere petions soeded from 1he City of
San Diego alio inclede Community Plon Amendments, Specific Plons, and Zone Changes. These future
actions are requiged pursasnt to the CPLI policses rofatedd 1o the Southwess and Central Village arens.

. Figure §-2.8, Proposed View Corrichoes and Gotesras, does not include o Jegend identifying what the blug
asterishs or vellow cirshes represent. Phoase clanify the legend,

4. PEIR Section 56,02 iz imtended 1o discuis the significance of the CPU's imppets dise to harasdous
substainces: however, the lext in this section docs mot indicase the level of significance. The sext in this
section should be supplemented with o stetement that impacss woukd be kess than signilkcant, as i implicd
by the subsequeat seciions,

snmaordal Qaality Act (CEQAY ©

L-2

L-3

L-4

L-5

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

The methodology used to calculate the number of dwelling units within
a Village area for the purpose of CEQA analysis was based on the
following calculation:

75% of the density range within the applicable land use designation
(i.e., neighborhood village = 15-25 du/ac) resulting in 7.5 du/ac

7.5 du/ac was added to the low number of the range (in this case 15)
resulting in 23 du/ac

The text in Section 3.7 has been modified to reflect the above
methodology used for calculating dwelling units as noted above.
Including density/intensity assumptions for each land use category at
the program level would be speculative.

Assumptions were made for commercial square footages, residential
dwelling units and business/industrial uses for the Village and Business
Park-Residential Permitted land use designations. However, for the
BPRP, CPIOZ implementation will only allow for 49% of the area to be
developed with residential units at 15-44 du/ac as indicated in
Table 3-1. While the Village area included both commercial square
footages and residential dwelling units’ assumptions, Specific Plans will
be required to provide more detailed information regarding how land
uses are sited within the village and will be subject to discretionary and
environmental review.

The PEIR (Table 3-5) has been revised to include these future actions.

Figure 5.2-8 has been revised to include a complete legend.

Section 5.6.4.2 has been revised to include a summary statement that
impacts would be less than significant, consistent with the analysis in
Section 5.6.4.1.
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L-6

L-8

If vou 5
ot {6 1)

Fipire 5.7-2. Dvenivmge Areas, depicts the location of the vanious dminage arcas within the CPU ares,
which presamably ac also inteaded o be described in Table 5.7-1, Ovay Mesa CPLU Drisrege Areas,
Fiowewver, the Diinage Areas depicted on Figure 5.7-2 appear 1o be Inconsisent with the dralnoge areas
Issted in Table 5,7-1. For exumple, Figare 5.7-2 ientifies the “San Ysidno™ drainage area, bat thens is no
“San Wsido® dminnge sren shown in Table 5,7-1. Either Figure 5.7-2 or Table 5.7-1 should be revised tn
resalve this desorepancy

PEIR Fuge 5.02-16 indicates that Class [ bike lancs should be 6-foar i widih, However, per ihe [Cin off
S Diego Sreer Design Movaa | Page 5% Clags |l bikz fands shoald be between 3 and & feet in widhh,
ond may be 4 feet in width when abutting a mandmory right-tum lane  PMlease revise the text an PEIR
Page 5.12:16 accondimgly

To ko for mare effective tiering, specific modeling assumpaion uribized i the raific gudy should be
added 1o PEIR sectlons 5.7, 502, nndfor in Appendis J. I order for ihe raffic study 10 be more
effectively utilized By Implementing projects desigrations and to alkwy Future implementing prajeets to
prenvide a direet eoimparison o the FEIR'S astumptions and findings, it would be hebpful ta identify whal
land tise peumiptions were made For the various land sies within the CPU, pamizularly for the “Village
Ceaters”™ nnd ~Husiness Park = Residentinl Permined” [ond use, We would approciate ¢lanity regarding the
assampdion for the caboulation of trips for purposes of the PFFP. Does the City mtend ta apoaly the nip rte
valaes showm in the “Trip Generation Rases for Facility Financing Purposes™ pablished by the Ciey which
1as a differertiation between projects with recidential dersities of msore orless then 20 units peracre?

PEIR Page 5.13-24 siates, *The CPLI indicntes that it is the intent of 1he City 1o collaborate with SUHED
an the location of ore addilional high school 1o meet ineroased demend (Policy 26-2.d, City of San Dicgo

200 1a), While siling has mot vel betn determined, the CPLU indicates that this facility would be locatzed |

within the ¢entml portaon of the plarming arm. south of Airway Road (vee Figure 5.13-11" There is mo
futuse high school facilay idemtified on Figure 5.13-1. Figure 3.13-1 should be revised 1o identify the

wendcephml location for ths Facility.

howld have any questions regnrding ony of these comments, please contact me. | cas be resched by pluone
B18-3575, or by e-mail at pmalvansy(fegrich com.

.‘ji}:.:curl:l:- . o
1o L'(J -
M ?’f
Rita Mahorey |

Praject Maneper, ColRich

Cin Behalf af CR [Hay Canyon Kanch Associates LLC

L-6
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Section 5.7.1 of the PEIR has been revised to ensure consistency
among all text, tables and exhibits.

Page 5.12-16 has been revised accordingly to be consistent with the
City’s Street Design Manual.

The Otay Mesa PFFP applies the Trip Generation Manual as
augmented on Page 13 of the PFFP for the determination of
ADTs applicable to non-residential development. The applicability of
ADTs to non-residential fees is reflected on the PFFP on the Fee
Schedule (Table 2, page 10) and in the Cashflow (Table 5, page 15).

Regarding residential development, while ADT assumptions were used
in the derivation of the single-family and multi-family residential fees,
the fees are set at fixed values in the PFFP as reflected on the Fee
Schedule (Table 2, Page 10). The fees reflect ADT assumptions for
single-family and multi-family dwelling units as determined by City staff
based on analysis specific to Otay Mesa during the development of the
PFFP. As the residential fees are set at fixed values as established in
the PFFP (Table 2, Page 10), they are not related to or dependent on
the Trip Generation Manual.

The SUHSD is amenable to siting a high school within either village
area or just outside and, therefore, a future high school site is not
specifically identified on Figure 5.13-1. However, as part of the Specific
Plan process, the City of San Diego and future developers will
coordinate with the SUHSD to determine the appropriate location for an
additional high school. As such, the following sentence has been
deleted from the paragraph as noted on Page 5.13-24:

“While siting has not yet been determined, the CPU indicates that this
facility would be located within the central portion of the planning area,
south of Airway Road (see Figure 5.13-1).”
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Letter M

October 24, 2013

Ms. Myra Hermann, Environmaental Planner, and Ms Theresa Milletle, Senior Planner
City of San Diego Development Services Center

1222 First Avenue, MS 501

San Diego, CA 52101

SUBJECT: Otay Mesa Community Plan Update, #30330/304032

Dear Ms, Hermann and Ms Therasa Millatte,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the PEIR. Thae following are our comments and
concems, The commants included in this letter are commants on the land use analysia
af the OMCPU Draft PEIR and the Otay Mesa Community Flan Updata.

Requast no, 1: There are many usaable lots North of the proposed Alrway Road
alignmant just West of Cactus Road. Wa would like to request that these parcels be
includad in the Central Village Spacific Plan Area. Additionally, we would llke to requast
that the following parcel that | currantly own in the same described area, (APN # 646-
083-04-00), be included in the Central Village Specific Plan Area. The parcel is flat and
useable, has been farmed and cultivated for years, and has no environmental resources
on-site or concerns that would otharwise preclude developmant as part of this Spacific
Plan area. Attached are some photos for your reference of parcel # 646-083-04-00.
Clearly, ns avidencoed by these photos, this property should not be designated as open
space as presently contemplated by the Plan Update,

: We are also the owners of Ocean View Village (VTM 314828/50P
320732), an antitlad mixed-use project consisting of 143 multi-tamily residential units,
40,678 square feat of ne ghborhood commarcial, and 37,850 square feet of industrial
davelopmant, This project was approved by the City Councll on December 1, 2008.
This project includes a transportation phasing plan requiremant that, in order to excead
107 multi-family units, the construction of the Haritage Road/SR-805 Interchange must
be assured to the satisfaction of the City Enginear.

If the construction of only the 108th residential unit In Gcean View Village triggers the
naad for this Interchange, it would be reasonable to conclude that this Interchange Iz a
“near term" Improvemant requiremant for the antire Otay Mesa Community. Yat, bath
tha Traffic Impact Analysls and the Community Plan Updata ara silent as to the imminant
neead for this Interchange Improvement. This omission, whan couplad with the City's
racant approvale of two other significant projects, Brown Flald's Matropolitan Airpark
Project and the Cross Border Airport Terminal Project, naither of which required the
assurance of the Heritage Road/SR-805 Interchange in tha naar larm, only reinforces
tha conclusion that the Heritage Road/SR-905 Intarchange s no longer a near term
'mprovemant raqulramant.

M-1

M-3

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

While the alignment for Airway Road appears to run along the canyon
edge as it approaches Cactus Road, the more specific alignment will
occur with the submittal of the Specific Plan. It is anticipated that any
properties north of any alignment of Airway Road and south of the
canyon would be included in the Central Village Specific Plan.

At this time, amending the permit condition for the Ocean View Village
project is not identified as an action for the CPU.
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M-4

The assembly bills referenced in this comment are not part of the
regulatory framework for the CPU; therefore, they have not been
included in the PEIR. Requests for Extension of Time (EOT) are
covered by the Subdivision Map Act and implemented in accordance
with the provisions of the City’s Municipal Code when an EOT
application is submitted for review or when new legislative requirements
are enacted.
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Letter N

Octobar 25, 2013

M= Myra Herrmann, Erwironmental Pianner
City of 3an Diego Development Sennces Canber
1222 First Avvenue, M3 501

San Dsego, CA 22101

Re: Otay Mosa Community Plan Updata, Project No. 30330/304032 - DEIR
Comments

Oear ks Hermmann

We are in receipt of your Public Motice of a Draft Envirenmental impact Repor ["DEIRT)

e 1o your request for
13.

lor the above-néferanced project. This keltler is in resp
comments on the DEIR to be submitted by October 25

&l

Mational Enterprises, Inc. "NE manages approsimately 2,200 acres within the City
and County portions of Otay Mesa. While we and othar Otay Mesa stakeholders
support the Community Plan Updale ("CPU"), we need 1o onsune that the polcies laid
out in tha CPU are consistently applied to all projects

As such, we noticad that the Dtay Mesa Community Plan Implementation Overiay
Zone CPIOZ A contains cenain policies that do not apply to the Business Park,
Residential Permitted Community Plan implemantation Overlay Zone Thessa
pobcies cover the following dems

o Create a visual distance from heavy industial uses or use a buffer zone

= Conne ¥y pathway

= Lively streat signs

= Pathways bnking parks

= NMoise bamers or bulfers

= Focus on pedestrian onentation
Oe-Sarse

»  Alemative parking designs

ATIONAL ENTERPRISES INCOEROIEAT

N-1

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

The Urban Design Element policies within the Otay Mesa CPIOZ include
specific policies for both industrial and commercial uses. As such, the
commercially-specific policies are not referenced in the Business Park,
Residential Permitted CPIOZ because it is an industrially designated and
zoned area. The Otay Mesa CPIOZ and the BPRP CPIOZ address the
bullet points as follows:

[©2Né)]

Visual distance: With reference to UDE 4.1-9, the BPRP
implementing zone allows limited office and research and
development uses by right, and is a mixed use designation that
would allow for vertical and horizontal mixed use. Any proposal
beyond what is allowed by right would trigger discretionary review.
Connectivity pathway: UDE policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c and 4.5-1 apply
within both CP1OZ areas.

Lively street signs: The CPIOZs do not address street signs.
Pathways linking parks: UDE policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c and 4.5-1
apply within both CPIOZ areas.

. Noise barriers: The CPIOZs do not address noise barriers.
. Pedestrian orientation: UDE policies 4.2-1, 4.2-2 a-c and 4.5-1 apply

within both CPIOZ areas.
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N-2 «  MNon-sensilive design
cont = Public view oppofunities
s Ma gibornood sdenlity redquired and
»  No bubding wals
N-3 Therelone, please ensure that the polcies required of CPICE A under the Otay Mesa

Commumnity Plan Implementation Cverlay Zone are updaied o refiect the same
policies under the Business Park, Residential Parmitted Community Flan
Implementation Overfay Zone

Pleaze let us know if vou have &w queslions

(B58) B

dwicki@nalent. com

N-2
cont.

N-3

10.
1.

12.

No cul-de-sacs: UDE policy 4.2-4 was not applied to the BPRP
CPIOZ as the site is currently mapped. Should the owner desire to
reconfigure the lots and local streets, that would trigger discretionary
action, and CPIOZ B would then apply.

Alternative parking designs: UDE 4.2-7 applies to the village areas
and specific plans, not the CPIOZ areas. UDE 4.2-8 b and 4.2-9 are
applied in both CPIOZ areas.

Non-sensitive design: UDE 4.3-1 applies to properties adjacent to
canyons and open space. The BPRP property is not adjacent to
canyons or open space.

Public view opportunities: UDE 4.2-5 applies to both CPIOZ areas.
Neighborhood identity required: UDE 4.3-5 applies within both
CPIOZ areas.

No building walls: The CPIOZs do not address building walls.

The minor differences between the two CPIOZ areas have been
addressed in Response to Comment N-2.
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Owchober 20, 2013

File Muritssr 01 00DIEEN

WiA E-MAIL AND U5, MAIL

Tharesa Millatio Myra Heermann

Benior Pianner Enviranmental Planner
Planning Dnision City of San Diega

City of San Diego Development Senvices Center
1222 Firsl Ave, ME 413 1222 First Avenus, MG 501
San Diegeo. GA 92101 San Diego CA 82101

E-Mail: ctaymeasasianupdatefsandiego.gov E-Mail: dsdeasi@sandiegn. gov

Re: Commerts on Otay Mesa Community Plan Update EIR (Propeci Mo, 303300304032)

Dear Ms. Mileite and Ms. Hermmann:

Tris imm represents Richard and Margaret Chang (the “Changs”™), cwners of a
thirty-sight {38} acre piece of properdy along the south side of Airway Road between Dritannia
Boubevard and Cactus Road (the "Properly”). The Changs have been actively involved in
maoniteting of the Ctay Mesa Comminity Pian Update ("CPU). We appreciate this ooporbunity
fo comement on the CPU and the cormesponding program emvironmental imoact repon ("FEIR")
a3 Ihesa decuments redals 1o the FrDﬂE:’[‘r This fefler constitules comments on e land use
and olher section of the PEIR and altached as Exhiil A are our full comments on the PEIR,

Fiegse nole Des letler was iniialy send on Friday, Oclober 25, 2013, Since then,
we Fave discoverad wo faclyal errors. (i) a missigiament of acreage in the Mg bubed poand in
the subsequent paragraph, amvd (1) @ misstatement of he current land use designation in the
conclusion. This letlier supersedes the eller dated October 25, 2013 and is the oparalive lether

Tor bedler serve (e Cily of Zan Dego ("Cily™) and 1o be in compliance with B
goals and policies aicutaled in the City General Plan ("Genetal Plan”), instead of the
designations proposed wider (he CPU, destribed in more dedai below, the Property should be
designaled 1o incorporale the following possible uses in the various Properly areas:

1 Relai uies al the nortfrwest comer (approximately 4.5 acres)

2 Benigr Came Facitles or Independent Senlor Living at the northeas! comier
{epproximansty 10.3 acres)

3 Community Fadlities or Publc Uss Faciities in the mogde of the Propedy along
Arnay Road {approximately 4.5 acres).

4 Business Park, Hotel andior Self Storage Facliity at the eas! end of the proparty
[approndmatedy 12 acres)

0-1

0-2

Comment acknowledged. This letter supersedes that of the one
submitted on October 25, 2013. No additional response is necessary.

The CPU represents a comprehensive planning effort by evaluating and
coordinating a multi-modal transportation network, balancing economic
prosperity with housing needs, and coordinating infrastructure financing
and phasing with complex land use decisions. The land uses were
determined in a public process through the community planning group.

RTC-60




LETTER

RESPONSE

0-2
cont.

0-3

0-5

Sheppardiiullin

Thamnesa Mileits and Myra Hermann
Dctober 29, J013
Page 2

5. Retai Uses at the corner of Britannia Beulevard and Airway Road (aporaximately
B.7 mtres)

The remainder of the Property, along Britenrsa Boulevard and Siempre Viva Rosd, shall be
developed as business park and office 1o maintain consislency wih the surrounding arcaz

I Surrounding CPU Land Use Designations

Ta the south of the Progerty ks ssventy-seven (77) scres deslgnated fot
operalional business, as well as six (B) separalely owned parcels (ranging from 2.07 acres to
17.37 acres). To the wast of the Propey is approximately eighly (80) acres proposed lor
minsd-use deveopmenl. To the norfwest of Properly is vacanl. unentitled tand, whie lo the
noftheast are ten (10) enilbed, subdivided and recorded industrial iots, known as “Brawn Fleld
Technology Park.” To the eas| of Properly are exsling industraifbusiness park bulidings
Under the CPU, this sumounding anea is designated as "Commurily Village,” which allows high
dengily resicential up 1o thiny {30) 1o thiny-five (35) dweling urits per acre ('duiac’) and related
commercial usas. Tha “Brown Field Technniogy Park” which is roned as "Business Pack -
Residantial Parmitted” and permits batwaen fifieen (15) and foy-four (44) dulac

H. Proposed d Use Oes

Aeranding taine zoning map proposad by the GPL (CCPU Proposad Zoning
Map®), the land use designation for the Praparmy weuld be “Poteniial Regional Park” ter the
wesiern portson, while the easiern portion would b being designated as "Business Park - Orffice
Permitted” with an Overiay of "Potenfial High School Area” These designations are impropar
and need s unsuostantialed for a number of reasons.

Firal, there ig internal inconsistency batween various planning cocuments. The
CPU Proposed Zoning Map designates ihe Property parcels bounded by Alrway Foad, Brlannia
Boulgward, Siampra Viva Road and Cactes Road in the northisest quadrant a5 the "Polential
Ragional Park” area, while the “Potential High School’ anea is il being ptanned.  Altemativaly,
the “City Planning & Community investmant” versicn of the proposad Olay Masa Zoning Map
designales tha western portion of the Property as "Polental Park Area” and the esstern portion
of tha Proparty ag *Potential School Area®. In addiion to thie inconelstency, the CPU doas not
chude a clear definition as 1o the &zes and the locations of the *Patential Park' and the
“Petential School” argas. Couplad with the inherent incersisiancy, this lock of specifeity
renders the CPU deficient

Eecond, the Preperty's “Potentisl Park” designation is imoroper as the CPU ks nol
coraistont with the Genaeral Plan Rocreation Goals. Bpecifically, the General Pian regquines
davelopments to ‘[iincrease the amoun and cuaiity of recrealion facilties and infrastructure
though the promation of allemathee mathods where devalopment of typical faciities and
fraatruciure may be Imited by land constraints,” (Seneral Fian, RE-B)

In cantrast, the CPLU assumes that every propedy within the TP area will nat
have conatraints that would make it impractical to provide populafion-based parks at the

0-3

0-4

0-5

This comment provides a summary of existing conditions. No
additional response is required.

The September 2013 draft OMCPU Land Use Map, Figure 2-1,
removed the potential high school site from the map and designated
that portion of the property Business Park. The community park was
reduced to an approximately 36-acre site at the southeast corner of
Airway and Cactus Roads. The current draft zoning map was amended
to reflect the latest Land Use Map.

Because Otay Mesa is a developing community, General Plan park
standards can be met and park equivalencies were not considered in
Otay Mesa during the update process.
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Theresa Mibgtte and My Hammann
Dighalaet 20, 2013
Page 3

Ganaeral Plan's 2.3 screa per 1,000 residents. This false assumpiion leads the CPU teo incude
no flexibility ot all for the provision of park equivalent fac litiss on future projects. Its Policy 7.1-3
slabes "Provide usable screage park land required lo mest General Flan populstion-based park
standargs, withouf fhe use of park aquivalemses, and for he S0k wse as pavks. ndependent of
any shared joint use at Ocean View Hills Elementary School® The City would be reguired 1o
canduct & aile-apecilic analysis of all the constrainls thal could possibly inledeme with the
development of 2 B nel acres of useable park area before it could rule 0w all futuwre need for use
of General Plan permilled park equivalency measures. As discussed throughout the EIR and
CPU, the Otay Mesa Community is engaging o the difficult task of collocating residential and
industrial uses. The full array ol collpcation tools, including the ability 1o move parks and
residential faciliies fariher away Trom industnal uses though the allow use of park equivalency
maasures and efficient joinl vse of schoclingighbornood parks.  The appropralanass of using
pars epuivalancy measures is a right e City Souncil gave Bsall in tha Ganeral Flan when
evaluating a site-specific devalopmeant project that may be constrained iy amy one of many

ways. Page RE-11 of the General plan cesorines this flexihility s necessary  The specifiz
Recreation Elament General Fian polices require il Accordingly, a communty plan usdate with
& policy Thet removes this discretion for all projects within the sommundy pian ares s
Inconsistency with the General Plan

n addition 19 the meonsisiances with the City General Plan's Recreatonal
Elamant, the CPLU, at bare mmimum, should have permitted flexibility in reducing the rrquired
grraage necessany for parks if developmant utized the joint use of padks and muhi-store
schoois. Under such & framework, the reduced park sereage covld be proviced on the
Froperly, the Froperty would have an econamically viable ute, and some of the other concams
idendibed r 1hus letter would be sliminated

Third, a5 demonsirated in the CPLU and corresponding PEIR, Britannia Soulevard
will result in an increassd Average Daily Traffic ("ADT") and enou'd anticipale very high truck
traffie. Tharelpre, ¥ a potential regional park site or a potentisd high zchool site are 1o be lecated
within the Propery. it should not be localad near Britannia Boulevard, as such a location wauld
result in Increased traffic, noige and alr quaity impacis. Inslead, Castus Rood would be a
suparor sile locabon for the polantial park and high school stes  Mesher the CPU nor the
carregpending EIR corsider such an alternative.

Fourth, the Lond Use of tha section of the CPU PEIR s rife wilh msues and
inconsizlencies, reaulting in an insufficeent analysia, Epeciically, to be adeguate within the
permatera of CEQA the CPU musi

= Auid the most recent Califormia Al Resources Board Scoping Plan for stalewide
reductions of greenhouse gas (GHG") emissions necessary (o achieve AB 32 GHG
targsls

» Ewvaluate the CPU for consistency wih General Plan goals and policies - LU-A and
LL+-B contain polickes aoplicabla to Communlty Pians, including but not limited ro LLU-
At{c), LLU-AS, LU-AT, LU-AS LU-B1 LLHBZ, Table LU=, LL-F

0-6

See Response to Comment O-4.

The CPU was evaluated for consistency with the General Plan’s Land
Use Element applicable policies in Sections A and B. As indicated in
PEIR Section 5.1.3.1, “...the CPU is consistent with and would
implement the goals and policies of the Land Use Element of the
General Plan and would apply the City of Villages strategy to the setting
and needs of the CPU area.” The CARB Scoping Plan is discussed in
the GHG Section of the PEIR; refer to Sections 5.18.1.3, 5.18.3 and
5.18.4.

No Specific Airport was referenced in the comment. A consistency of
analysis of the CPU with operations at Brown Field was conducted.
This issue is addressed in PEIR Sections 5.1.3.1, 5.6.3.1, and 5.10.5.

The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the
community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources. Therefore, per
the definition of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement,
the CPU is not considered to be an interim project since it would not
adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat. All future projects
would be implemented in accordance with the CPU and would require
subsequent environmental review. As discussed in comment O-3, the
proposed CPU adds specific policies and recommendations for the
protection of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted
CPU. Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6 include direction to implement the
Environmentally Sensitive Lands regulations, MSCP, and Biology
Guidelines.

According to the City’s CEQA Significance Thresholds, the focus of
environmental analysis should be on the physical impacts of
constructing new public service facilities and not response times. At the
present time, significance response time deficiencies due to a lack of
personnel or equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory
approval by the City Council of the affected department’s budget
proposal of operations within the affected area because developers
cannot be required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they make
budgetary decisions regarding such funding. Developers are required
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Sheppardiduliin

Theresa Miliefe and Wyra Henmann
Oclober 20, 2013
Pago 4

= Amalyze the CPU's consistency with ocperation of this airport and what cumulative
impact build-out of the community pian will have on the emdroament with notse,
traffic, hezards crealed by this existing aisport fecility,
s The City identfied the GPU ksalf, not just projects within it 25 3 venal pond project
sunject to the injunction lssued by Judge Brewster in Octobar 2006, As part of tha
Franning Agresmeant with the Linited States Fish and Wildife Sennces TUSFWS) Tor
processing vemnal pool projects during the Ci-USFWS new vernal poal Habitat
Corservation Plan, the Ciy made is own discrelionary projests subject to the
F'-.annmg Iq.grqemnnl: The CPU 15 a City-nitiated dscretionary propc! subject to
CEQA. Therefore, the EIR must damonst-ale the CPLU's compliance with the
[Fianning Agreement and make the fingings required in Subsaction  of the Planning
Agmm wivich inciuda the following:
This Project ke consistent with the prelmirary Vernal Poal Presense Arsas

o Provides managu:nwﬁl and monforing congstent with the drakt Varnal Paal
Management Plan;

o Provides funding in perpotuily for managoment and maonitoring;

o Coeraigionl with the proposed ESLiwetlands omandmonts; and

o Reguires MECP consenvation / covenant of aaserment over ony prasareed on-siln
o off-aite vermal posiathabitat

= Analyze how polce, five and EMT can reach all parts of ina CPU area within the
reapansé hmas identifed in the Ganaral Plan. City reports on fire servico note the
difficulty of meeting such sfandards and recormmends changing the reaponss times
standards, but the General Plan stil yses the "old” response times, If the City Fire
Depariment is going to use the response Emes recommended in the repor fo the
City. then a Ganeral Flan Amendment is required. (See Policy LU-C.1ick)

Lastly, an PEIR mus! include an evaduation of a reasonable rangs of allernafives
Gty of Muyweod v, LA Unifed Sef, Dst. (2012) 208 Cal App.4ih 362, 421 The CPU PEIR
does nol inciude an atermative hal incorporates @ redueced number of park acreage and
Incregsed acreage under the commercial desgnation, The CPU PEIR should have speclically
corsidered this aternative as & relates to the Propery, which is the emironmentaly supeiiod
argrnative. Therefore, the CPU PEIR does nol hclude a reasonabde range of alternatives and
should ba rejected

L Proposed CPU Cesignation

With Britannia Boudavand and Anaay Road as the madin tharcughtanes with high
traffic volumeas, the potential park and the school sites should not b sited alorg hese hwa
readWays in ordar 10 ensure the maamem pmtechon of human safety a%d walfars whis
promoting ncreased traffic and circulation. Instead, the Fropady along Ainvay Road from
Beitanma Boulevard to Cactus Road would bast senved as a future devetapment cafmidor araa
that =an uvlilize the traflie volume to s2nve the needs of the residents, businessss and industnsl
utes in the wicinily, whila gereraling mone taxes and revenuas for the City

Ag it relates o the appracomately twenly-thres (23] acres of “Folential High
School Site” sited 2 the seuthwest quadrant of the Property, the CPLU shauld designale ingress

O-7

0-8

cont.

to fund construction of new facilities with DIF and FBA as conditions of
project approvals. The City Council adopted new standards in 2011
with a Fire Services Standards of Deployment Study. The new
performance measures are being incorporated into a General Plan
amendment that is currently in process and anticipated to be adopted at
City Council in early 2014.

CEQA requires that a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce or
eliminate the significant effects on the environment be evaluated in an
EIR. The OMCPU EIR provides an analysis of alternatives as provided
in Chapter 10.

See Response to Comments O-4 and L-9.
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Sheppardiiullin

Tharesa Millsms and Iyra Heorrana
Cetobar 28, 2013
5

5

and egress routes on Cactus Read or Siermpre Viva Road, bacause both are less congested
than Alreay Road and Britannia Boulavand, Ths change would resull in reduced ervironrmental
impacts, especally noise, traffic ang air guality impacts.  Additionally, in the evant the high
school s unnecessary of the size of the school i reduced, the CPU should pesmi the
remainder of the Property io be developed as a tusiness park, compalible with surrounding
areas. horeover, in the event that the size of ihe prooosed park, which is currertly designated
to be appeaximabely thiny (30) acres, |s reduced eber throwgh joint use, multi-siory schoo!s or
othet avenues, the GPLU should also parmil the remainder of the Propery weder this designation
to be developed a8 3 bUSIFess park

V. Conclusion

Thie Changs nave panicipatec and commanted throughout the GPU process. and
have consistently protested the change from the indusirial designation o public use. We have
responded to s1aff's requests for more inlormation and addressed staffs presious concems
W tharefore respectiully request hat the City retas implament the requesiad uses inla the
CPU.

Sincerely,

— s el

J
for SHEPPARD, MULLIM, RICHTER & HAMPTOMN LLA

SAFH 41 HEE08 1
Enci: Exhibat A- Memo re Draft PEIR Commaents. Oclober 25, 2013
[0 Jorwe-Min Chang

Bill Fultan, Depariment of Planming and Meighborhood Resteration
Counciimembaor Alvarez. City of San Clego

O-10 Comment noted.
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Shoppand, Melin Pichior & Harepoor LLP
501 Vst Broadway, 15" Fioor

Gan oage, Cabfomes 52161-3558

1 384 AE30 main

£10 250 81 fax
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MEMORANDUM

ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE AMD ATTORKEY WORK PRODUCT DOCTRINE

Myra Herrmann Date: Oclober 25, 2013
Theresa Milsite

Catiy Wintemowd

Jaw-Min Chang

John Ponder, Esq. File Nurber: 28PK-182958

Comments on Otay Mesa Community Plan Update Draft Program EIR

W have reviewed the Draft Program Environmenial Impact Regport ("PEIR") Tor

the Otay Mesa Community Plan Upcate (Project”) released for public comment on September

10, 2013 and offer the comments harain. This memarandumn provides detaiied comments on of
quiestions raised by each individual section of the PEIR. | am available o discuss the specific
issues raised Dilow with the City 1o clarify the meaning of or legal basis for our comments or
draft new language for the PEIR

O-11
Page
ar
Figume
Ho.
0-12 5
0-13 58

Section/HeadIng

Commants

Surnmary of
Project
Allemalives

The PEIR improperdy states that it “consicered but rejected the No
Project Alternative, the Reduced Biclogical Impacte Alternative,
&nd the Reduced Density Alernative.” This statemnent raflects an
improper delegation of authority to steff and usurpation of the nght
of the City Councl aa the final decision-maker to consider a range
of rsasonabls alternatives and datermina whether to select or
reject the aflernatives. The above statemant is an admission that
tha alternatives do not comprise a reasonable range because none
of the alternatives ane feasble and would substantially reduce a
significant impact

5.5.2. 2'Reduced
Biclogical
Impacts
Allermnatives

This allernative is the environmentally superior altemative pursuant

1o CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 (el(2).
The Reduced Biological Impacts Altemnative provides fewer

| dwelling units &s compared (o the CPU but still meets the goals

and objectives of the Seneral Plan and SANDAG Regional

Comprehensive Flan, The lesser inbensity of residential use and |

SR AT BT

O-11

Comment noted. This paragraph provides information regarding the
content of the letter.

On page S-5 of the PEIR, the document indicates that only the “Vernal
Pool and Vernal Pool Conservation Alternative” was considered but
rejected. The three alternatives referenced by the commenter were
brought forward for detailed consideration as indicated on page S-6 of
the PEIR Summary and as detailed in Chapter 10 of the PEIR. An
editorial correction has been made in the FEIR.

Section 15126.6(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the
discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives to a project, or the
location of a project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative
merits of the alternatives.

The alternatives evaluated in detail within the PEIR include the: 1) No
Project Alternative; 2) Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative; and 3)
the Reduced Density Alternative. Each of these alternatives was
selected in order to avoid or minimize a significant impact associated
with the CPU. These alternatives permit informed decision making and
public participation because there is enough variation amongst the
alternatives that provide a reasonable range. As required under CEQA,
the alternatives would avoid or minimize significant impacts associated
with the CPU while also meeting at least some of the project objectives.
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the fewer number of commerncial developmants allowed for in this
allermative minimally reduces impacts related to traffic congestion.
Impacts to visual resources, hiydrology'waber quality, and enerngy
conservalion are also less when compared to the CPU. Because
this alternative would increase the amount of epen Space in close
proimity to development, the risk from wildfire would be slightly
greater, but would stil be mitigated through strict complance with
the Landscape Standards and Brush Management Regulations
contained in the LDC. This allernative generally meets all the
projec objectives bul would not accommodate future population
growth to the sama extent as the CPLU

In addition, the PEIR should Indude an Economically Feasibie
Alternative, which would analyze a CPU that presents
economically leasble land uses for all landowners. For example, i
the City applied policies of park and recreathon joint use and
aquivalencies for thee Chang property, the underlying land usa
wolld be developable and economically feasible

Purpossa and
Meead

33

Relalionshipto

General Flan

Tha PEIR's projoct descripbon is lawed bacause it does not have
o stable iemporal scope. On page 3-1, the PEIR states that the
CPU e "intended to defing naw strateges for the way Otay Mesa
would develop and function over the nexd 20-50 yearg.” On page
3-3, the PEIR etates that the CPL) addresses “present and luture
trends through 2030.° Mether of these cescriplions accurately
encompass the Project's lemporal ecope as efated in the CPU
itself. The CPU states that there ks a *15 te 20-year planning
period addressed by this plan” (CPU, at 1-3) The public and
decision-makers have no way of kngwing the true scope of the
project, and whether the emdronmental analysis accurately reflects
that scope. By the vary language of the PEIR and CPL, the scope
of the project could end anywhere from 2028 to 2063,

It is unclear whether the PEIR bases its analysis on the cumem
General Plan. Only the General Plan adopted in 2008 s
referenced, despite the fact thak there have been thres significant
amendments sinca thean, in 2010 (Land Use and Community
Planning Element. Public Facilities, Services, & Safety Elamant;
Recreation Element; and Glossary). 2012 (Conservation Element),
and 2013, The City of San Diego adopted a General Flan
Amendment on March 4, 2013 when it approved the General Flan
Housing Element 201 3-2020.

The currant proposed GPA for the CPU and the Housing Element
GPA recently completed should have been considered
comprehensively rather than in two separabe, smaller pieces. This |

SN AT I

s

0-15

According to the public review draft Community Plan (September
2013), the planning horizon for the CPU is an assumed buildout of
2062. The PEIR project description has been revised to clarify the
accurate scope of the planning horizon.

The PEIR bases its analysis on the current General Plan which includes
all amendments after the 2008 adoption, including the 2013 Housing
Element.

The 2013 Housing Element Update was a city-wide update of the
General Plan Housing Element and includes no land use or circulation
changes. As part of the General Plan, the CPU is required to be
consistent with the Housing Element, as with all other General Plan
Elements. As detailed in Section 5.16 of the PEIR, the CPU provides
land uses and policies consistent with the goals of the City-wide Housing
Element including those related to housing types and affordability. The
Housing Element serves as a policy guide to address the comprehensive
housing needs of the City of San Diego. It is intended to be an
integrated, internally consistent and compatible statement of policies for
housing in the City. The Housing Element reflects the planning efforts
that are currently in process Citywide.

Furthermore, each CPU is a separate action that is also a General Plan
Amendment. This is not considered segmenting for the purpose of
CEQA.
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inappropriate project segmentation serves ko diminish the true
impacts of the Project, especially regarding housing impacis. (See
e.g. Cly of Sanes v. Cownly of San Diego (15858) 2714 Cal App.3d
1438.)

In addition, since community plans ane components of the General
[Plan, the City should comprehansively analyze all reasonably
foreseeabls communty plan amendments. The City is
concurrently pocessing or has recently approved many General
Ptan Amendments through community plan updates: 5an Ysidro,
Basrio Logan, Uptown, North Park, and Golden Hill, among others,
San Ysidro s espedially noteworhy because il is immedialely
adjacant to Otay Mesa. Dividing the GPAS ino multiple CEQA
actions B mproper segmentation of a project under CEQA and
serves o dirrenish and mask the true impacts of the ovarall City
pregect af amending the General Plan. The CPU's cumulative
impact analysis ghould address the impacts of the other GPA

3-53

Table 3-6:
Surmmary of
Prejoct Dasign
Considerations

The PEIR should revisa the following sentence with regard 1o
landform aiterationfvisual quakty: "Fulure projects would be
required to adhere to the CPU land uvse and development design
guidalines.” The words "o adhere 10° should ba replaced with “to
be consigtent wih™ of "1 be compalibie with” bacausa strct
adharance 1o every design gudeling s not required and is not the
purpose of the guidelines, Guidelines are not bindng. The
statement is factually inaccurate becauss thare & no legal

requirarment for future projects to “achere” to the design guidelines.

Bacause it iz factualy inaccurate, the PEIR cannel take credit for
aveading o reducing emvironmental impacts dua to 1. The same
comment applies to the othar guidelinas mentioned in the same
table.

The listing of “project design considerations” thal future projacts
will be required to implement is improper deferral of mitigation
under CEQA. The City cannot defer its obligaticn o formulate and
adopd mitigation until 8 mone spedific development plan is
proposed, (Cilizens for Quaity Growth v. Gy of Mount Shasta
[18E8) 186 Cal App.3d 433.) The list in this table evidences that
the formulation of precise mitigation measures is feasible at this
time, bt the City is simply deciding o defer their formulation and

| adoption by caling them “project design corsiderations.” Even if

the mitigation measures are ganaral, as are the “project design
considerations” listed, the City must devise and approve them
along with the cerlifcation of this PEIR. {Sundsirom v. Counly of
Merndocing (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296.)

ENFHAT VI EIZE 6

Table 3-6 is not intended to serve as mitigation, but is provided to
illustrate a compilation of environmental/regulatory compliance
requirements of the CPU, including land use planning, policies or other
implementation mechanisms. The compliance measures listed in the
table are by definition already part of “the project” as defined by the
CEQA Guidelines. A mitigation framework for future projects is
provided within each issue section of Chapter 5 in the PEIR. Regarding
the statement under “Landform Alteration/Visual Quality”, Table 3-6 has
been revised to state that future projects will be required to
demonstrate compliance with the CPU land use and development
design guidelines.

RTC-68




LETTER

RESPONSE

0-17

0-18

0-19

0-20

0-21

ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE AND ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT DOCTRINE

Page
or
Figure
No.

Section/Heading

Comments

5.1-1

Table 5.1-1

The percentages listed for the land use distribution total 102%.
This is a significant error considering that the total Commercial
uses are listed as 1.85%.

Table 5.1-2

The PEIR should add most recent CARB Scoping Plan for
statewide reductions of GHG necessary to achieve AB 32 GHG
targets.

Table 5.1-3

The PEIR should evaluate CPU for consistency with General Plan
goals and policies. LU-A and LU-B contain policies applicabie to
community plans, including but not limited to LU-A.1(c) , LU-A.5,
LU-A.7, LU-A.8, LU-B.1, LU-B.2, Table LU-4, LU-F.

Table 5.1-3

LU-G policies are focused on consistency with ALUCP. The City
identifies the Tijuana Airport as part of the existing
condition/surrounding land uses. PEIR should analyze the CPU's
consistency with operation of this airport and what cumulative
impact build-out of the CPU will have on the environment with
noise, traffic and hazards created by this existing airport facility.

See also figures 5.1-4, 5.1-5 and 5/1-6 comparing noise and safety
zones for Brownfield, but not the Tijuana Airport.

5.1-36

Vernal pool
lawsuit

The City identified the CPU itself, not just projects within it as a
venal pool project subject to the injunction issued by Judge
Brewster in October 2006. As part of the Planning Agreement with
the USFWS for processing vernal pool projects during the City-
USFWS'’ new vernal pool HCP, the City made its own discretionary
projects subject to the Planning Agreement. The CPU is a City-
initiated discretionary project subject to CEQA. Therefore, the EIR
must demonstrate the CPU's compliance with the Planning
Agreement and make the findings required in Subsection C of the
Planning Agreement, which include the following:

e The Project is consistent with the preliminary Vernal Pool
Preserve Areas;

« Provides management and monitoring consistent with the
draft Vernal Pool Management Plan;

« Provides funding in perpetuity for management and
monitoring;

+ Consistent with the proposed ESL/wetlands amendments;
and

» Requires MSCP conservation/covenant of easement over
any preserved on-site or off-site vernal pools/habitat.

SMRH:411316222.5

O-17

0-18

0-19

0-20

0-21

Table 5.1-1 has been updated to reflect the correct percentages of land
use distribution for CPU.

The currently approved CARB Scoping Plan, including all updates is
discussed in Section 5.18.1.3 and was addressed in the GHG analysis
of the PEIR.

An analysis of the CPU’s consistency with General Plan goals and
policies are summarized in Section 5.1.3.2 of the FEIR.

The Tijuana Airport is located in Mexico and is not subject to federal,
state, or local regulation and does not require an ALUCP. Figure 4 of
the Noise Technical Report identifies the noise contours for Tijuana
Airport. Open Space and Industrial land use designations are within
the 65 db CNEL and are consistent with the General Plan’s Noise
Element compatibility guidelines. Traffic trips associated with the
Tijuana Airport are included in the CPU transportation modeling and
analysis by incorporating the POE traffic and the Cross Border Facility
land uses.

The CPU is a planning document which guides development within the
community plan area but it does not entitle any development or ground
disturbance that would impact vernal pool resources. Therefore, per
the definition of interim projects in Exhibit C of the Planning Agreement,
the CPU is not considered to be an interim project since it would not
adversely impact vernal pool species and habitat.  All future
development projects would be implemented in accordance with the
CPU and would require subsequent environmental review. The
proposed CPU adds specific policies and recommendations for the
protection of vernal pools which currently do not exist in the adopted
CPU. Conservation Element Policies 8.1.-1 through 8.1-6 include
direction to implement requirement established in the Environmentally
Sensitive Lands regulations, the MSCP SAP, and the Biology
Guidelines.
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SR A1 T §

The PEIR must analyze how police, fire and EMT can reach all
parts of the CPU area within the responss times identfied in the
General Plan. City reports on fire service note the difficulty of
meeting such standards and recommends changing the response

times standards, but the General Plan still uses the "oid” response |

times. If the City Fire Department is going io use the response
times recommended in the repart to the City, then 8 General Plan
Amendmen! s required  (See Policy LU-C.1(c).)

| The CPU is not consistent with (he General Plan Recreation Goal

to “fjncnease the amount and quality of recreation faciities and
Infrastructure though tha promation of altérnative methods where
development of typical facilities and infrastruciure may be limited
by land constraints.” (General Flan, RE-8.)

In contrast, the CPU assumes that every propery within the CPU
area will nol have constraints that would make it impractical o
provide populaton-based parks at the Ganaral Plan's 2.8 acres per
1,000 residents.  This false assumption leads the CFU to induda
o fexibility at all for the provision of park equivalent facilities on
future projects. CPU Policy 7.1-3 states “Provide usable acreage
park land required to meat Genaral Plan population-based park
standards, wilhout the pse of park equivalencies, and for the sola
use a5 parks, independent of any sharad joint use at Oosan View
Hills Elemantary School. The City would be required to conduct a
site-specific analysis of all the constraints that could possible
interfare with the developmaent of 2.8 net acres of useable park
araa before it could rule out all future need for use of General Flan
parmitted park equivalency measures. As discussed throughout

| the EIR and CPU, tha Otay Masa Community is engaging in the

difficull task of coliocating residential and industrial uses. The full
array of collocation tools, including the abllity to move parks and
rasidential facilities farther away from industrial usas though the
allowed use of park equivalency measures and efficient joint use of
schaolineighbarhood parks. The appropriagtencss of using park
equivalency measunes is a right the City Council gave &self in the
General Plan when evaluating a site-specific development project
that may be constrained in any one of many waya. Page RE-11 of
the General Plan describes this flexibidity as necessary. The
specific Recreation Element General Plan policies requires it.
Accordingly, 8 community plan update with a polcy that removes
this discretion for all projects within the community plan area is
incongislency with the Genaral Plan,

W note thal the PFFP for the Center City area also does nol

_contain any park equivalency standards and downlown San Diego

0-23

0-22 An analysis of how police, fire and EMT can reach all parts of the CPU

area within the response times identified in the General Plan is included
in the PEIR in Chapter 5.13, Public Services. The Public Facilities
Financing Plan (PFFP), which implements the CPU, identifies the
facilities that would be necessary to serve build out of the CPU area and
meet the City’s response time goals.

According to the City’'s CEQA Significance Thresholds, the focus of
environmental analysis should be on the physical impacts of constructing
new public service facilities and not response times. At the present time,
significance response time deficiencies due to a lack of personnel or
equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory approval n by
the City Council of the affected department’s budget proposal of
operations within the affected area because developers cannot be
required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they make budgetary
decisions regarding such funding. Developers are required to fund
construction of new facilities with DIF and FBA as conditions of project
approvals. The City Council adopted new standards in 2011 with a Fire
Services Standards of Deployment Study. The new performance
measures are being incorporated into a General Plan amendment that is
currently in process and anticipated to be adopted at City Council in
early 2014.

Because Otay Mesa is a developing community, General Plan park
standards can be met and park equivalencies were not considered for
Otay Mesa during the update process.
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is clearly a constrained community. There appears to be a tias
against park equivalencies reguined by the General Plan in
planning documents put forth 1o the Gity Coundl for approval
regardless of whelher a community plan area is known to be
consirained or may have parcels within it that are constraied.

This s an approprigte time for the City fo establish park
equivalency standards and include them in the CPU and Cenler
City PFFP.

"5.1-42 | Naise Element
0-24

1

Thee CPL is not consistent with the City's Noise Element becausa i
admits that it cannot guarantee the buildout of the Community Plan
will avoid significant and unavoidable impacts 10 existing
developed areas. Theradore, incluging CPU policy §.2-2 requiring
that projects “demonsirate that required noise laveals for individual
development projects within Otay Mesa are considened compatibla
with thie General Flan Moise Land Use Compatbility Guidelines™
would seem 1o sel he stage for future claims that individual
projects are not in conformancs with the Community Flan noise
policies. The City Council can delerming whather or not the CPU
is overall consistent with the General Plan, but the purpose of the
EIR i to identfy whera thare are inconsistencies so the City
Council and the puble are aware the inconsistency axists

Photo Location
Map

. Figure

0-25 £.2-1

SN A1 L6338

The PEIR's visual impact analyss dantified in this figure does not
show sufficient viewpoinis of the impacts of buildout of the CPU on
aithar existing or planned trails identifiad in the CPU trail map
locatad on page RE-B. The General Plan's Urban Dasign Elamant
Policy UD-A3.L slates: "Ensure that the visibilty of new
development from natural features and open epace aneas is
minimized to preserve the landiorms and ridgelines that provide a
national backdrop to the open space systems. For exampla,
developmeant should not be visible from canyeon trial $at the point
tha trail located nearesi o proposed development. Lines-of-sight
frem Irials or the open space system could be used fo determing
compliance with this palicy.” Likewise, the PEIR siabes that views
of the CPU area are limiled from existing trails within the Ctay
Valley Regional Park. This does not addness what the line of sight
would look like from these frails at their nearest point o the CPU
area’s developmeant. Accordingly, under the analysis method
supported by the General Plan, there is insufficient evidence to
support the PEIR's conclusion that there would not be a significant
impact to the visual qually of views from public viewing areas. At
a minimum the PEIR should identify the impact as polentially
significant &t Section 5.2.3 and include a mitigation measure
requiring future development 1o perform an analysis of the impac)

-

0-24

0-25

The Mitigation Framework is intended to provide the methodology and
protocol for review of subsequent development projects to assure
compliance with all applicable regulations of the Municipal Code,
General Plan and CPU policies. It would be speculative at best to
analyze each individual parcel, which is why Noise was identified as an
unavoidable environmental impact. Additionally, although the CPU
establishes land use designations, it cannot determine at the program-
level specifically how an individual development will be sited on a
particular parcel. Therefore, analysis of the CPU at the program-level
requires that individual development projects demonstrate compliance
with GP and CPU at the project-level. This does not constitute an
inconsistency with the General Plan; rather, this assures consistency for
subsequent development projects.

Large portions of the open space and MHPA lands are privately owned.
The Specific Plans for the villages would provide the further analysis and
design for any trails within the specific planning area and would include
input from the wildlife agencies. As part of the subsequent development
review process for the Specific Plans and trail plan, ASMDs would be
identified.

Per policy 3.4-2, trail alignments at the program-level are conceptual and
trails outside of the specific planning areas would require subsequent
environmental review and coordination with the wildlife agencies.
Otherwise, at such time that the City beings the process for acquisition of
lands for the MHPA and open space, an NRMP, which would include
ASMDs, would be completed.
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|'E2-17 | Proposed

of project on the neareat point to the trail system and establish a
performance standard such projects would be required to moe! in
order to mitigate such future visual impacts to below a level of
significance

While the analysis of views of the open space arens, parboularly

Dasignated the existing designated rescurces at OWVRP is encouraging, the
| Public Views City's signifizance threshold is based on the view blockage from
| designaled open spaces areas and parks. (Sea Section 5.2.2.)
5319 | 53412 The PEIR identifes thal it canne! predict the exact number and
Construction timing of futuré development projects. If three large projects are in
Emissions construction at the same time, then it would appear thal the
threshold would be exceeded for ROG and NCx. Please analyze
the feasibility of a mitigation measure whereby the City tracks the
number of large projects under construction at the same time io
avoid exceeding the construction thresholds
5.3-20 | Construction CEQA prohibits the analysis of hypothetical projects. In adcition,
Emissions no parameters ane given (o define a large project
| 8.3-23 | AQ-1 CEQA requires mitigation measures to be feasible and 1o reduce
significant impact even if they cannot be reduced to below a level
of significancea. Hera, AQ-1 dentifies a menu of Best Available
Control Measures without analyzing whether or nod they ane
feasible and withaut stating what numerical dally emissions
standard (parformance standard) the City I8 required to achieve to
provide such partial mitigation
i
5324 | AQ-2 | CEQA requires mitigation maasuras (o be enforceable and feasibls

and to reduce significant impacts even if thay cannot ba reduced to
below a level of significance. Hera, AQ-2, simply identfies that a
future project will have 1o analyze all reasonable mitgation
maasures and identifies butfers as a potentially feasible mitigation
measure, The Cly should analyze and provide a matrix of the
buffer distance needed to achieve a cartain level of air gualiy
amizsion reduction.

As discussed earlier, the fact that a particular project may be
reguired to implement large buffers to achieve feasible reductions
In gignificant air quality impacts iz a resson why the City cannot
assuma that all land in Otay Mesa is unconstrained. Accordingly,
the City cannot remove the flesdbility needed 1o meet park
standards through park equivalency features,

PR AT S

0-26

0-27

0-28

Section 5.2.2 provides an overview of the City’s significance threshold.
The City's complete Significance Determination Threshold (2011)
relative to visual resources (views) is based on several criteria,
including:

a. The project would substantially block a view through a designated
public view corridor as shown in an adopted community plan, the
General Plan, or the Local Coastal Program.

b. The project would cause substantial view blockage from a public
viewing area of a public resource (such as the ocean) that is
considered significant by the applicable community plan.

c. The project exceeds the allowed height or bulk regulations, and this
excess results in a substantial view blockage from a public viewing
area;

d. The project would have a cumulative effect by opening up a new
area for development, which will ultimately cause extensive view
blockage. Please refer to the City’s adopted Significance Determination
Thresholds (2011).

The analysis in Section 5.2.3.1
significance threshold.

adequately reflects the above

The comment is correct and due to these uncertainties, the impact was
determined to be significant. The request for a tracking procedure is
noted, however, the development of a tracking procedure of projects
within the City is not part of the CPU. No revisions are required.

The project is not a hypothetical project; it is an example of a project
that can be developed within the community plan area under the
current and proposed land use regulations. The parameters of the
project are included in the Air Quality Technical Analysis (Section 6.1.1)
as part of Appendix C to the EIR.
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| 5217 | Proposed
Dasignated
| Public Views
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5319 |5341a
Construction

Emissions

|'5.3-20 | Construction
Emissions

e
18323 | AQ-1

of project on the neareat point to the trail system and establish a
performance standard such projects would be required to moe! in
order to mitigate such future visual impacts to below a level of
significance

While the analysis of views of the open space areas, parboulary
the existing designated rescurces at OWVRP is encouraging, the

City's signifizance threshold is based on the view blockage from
designaled open spaces areas and parks. (Sea Section 5.2.2.)

The PEIR identifies that it canne] predict tha exact number and
fiming of future development projects. If three lange projects are in
construction at the same time, then it would appear that the
threshold would be exceeded for ROG and NOx. Please analyze
the feasibility of a mitigation measure whereby the City tracks the
number of large projects under construction at the same time io
avoid exceeding the construction thresholds

CEQA prohibits the analysis of hypothetical prejects. In eccilion,
no parameters ane given (o defing a large projed

significant impact even if they cannot be reduced to below a level

of significancea. Hera, AQ-1 dentifies a menu of Best Available

Control Measures without analyzing whether or nod they ane

feasible and withaut stating what numerical dally emissions

standard (parformance standard) the City I8 required to achieve to
| provide such panial mitigation

5324 | AG-2

| CEQA requires mitigation maasuras (o be enforceable and feasibls
and to reduce significant impacts even if thay cannot ba reduced to
below a level of significance. Hera, AQ-2, simply identfies that a
future project will have 1o analyze all reasonable mitgation
maasures and identifies butfers as a potentially feasible mitigation

| measure, The Clty should analyze and provide a matrix of the
buffer distance needed to achieve a cartain level of air gualiy
amizsion reduction.

As discussed earlier, the fact that a particular project may be
reguired to implement large buffers to achieve feasible reductions
In gignificant air quality impacts iz a resson why the City cannot
assuma that all land in Otay Mesa is unconstrained. Accordingly,
the City cannot remove the flesdbility needed 1o meet park
standards through park equivalency features,

PR AT S

| GEGA requires miligation measures (o be feasible and 1o reduce

0-29

0-30

Best practices, in this case referred to as best available control
measures, are currently available for use and required on projects
subject to air permits and are feasible for use on future development
projects. The effectiveness of any specific technology is based on the
process and the actual emission rate. Therefore, it would be
speculative to attempt to quantify the specific emission reduction from
these technologies. As these measures will be assessed for each
project at the time a specific project is proposed, additional
technologies may be available that achieve greater reductions than the
current technologies or best practices used today.

Air quality mitigation can vary greatly depending on the land use. Thus,
the proposed mitigation measures require the implementation of all
feasible measures to reduce emissions as the specific developments
are not known at the programmatic level. As stated in the EIR,
“Mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 shall be implemented to reduce
project-level impacts. These measures shall be updated, expanded and
refined when applied to specific future projects based on project-
specific design and changes in existing conditions, and local, state and
federal laws.” Therefore, mitigation measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 will be
refined for specific developments and as specific equipment controls or
other restrictions can be identified. Similarly, the precise distance from
any given source to a location where emissions would drop to less than
significant is highly dependent on the location, pollutants, rate of
emissions, height of emission, and meteorological conditions, to name
just some of the necessary parameters used to develop buffer
distances. Therefore, any specific proposed measures or buffers
determined at the program level would be speculative.

The requirement to reduce potential cancer risks to 10 in 1,000,000 or
less is similar to the APCD’s permit requirements. However, APCD
could allow greater risk under its permits. Therefore, the City has
provided mitigation that would not allow development of land uses that
create a risk of greater than 10 in 1,000,000. The City would not issue a
building permit to allow development of these uses, thereby avoiding
the impact.
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CEQA requres miligation maasures to be enforceable and when
the details of mitigation are deferred inte the futwre, the lead
agency is required o identify a performance standard and an
mxplanation of the evidence 1o support that implamentation of
commion mitigation measures oplions will be effective in achieving

| the parformance slandard. Here, the mitigation measure requires

| an applicant that cannot meet the 10 per 1,000,000 toac air
contaminant threshold to submit a risk reduciion audit and plan to
thie APCD thal demonsirales how the ladlity would reduce health
risks bo less than significant levels within 5 years of the date of the
plan. Assuming the plan would need to achieve the 10 per
1,000,000 performance standard, the PEIR is inadequate because
t does not give tha public or the City dacision-makers any
evidenca 1o suppon what types of miigation measures could be
ncluded in such an auditfplan and why those measures would be
effective in achieving the perdomance standard. Accordingly,
without additional analysis, AQ-3 is the type of deferred mitigation
that viclates CEQA,

5445 | 544 1impacts

Impacts 1o unigue, rare, endangered, sensilive or fully protected
epacies of plants or animals would ccour with the implernentation
of the CPU. These impacts are significant and unavoidabie
Daspibe the severity of these impacts, the PEIR does nat provide
feasible mitigation measures or options in violation of CEQA 1o
even partially mifigate tha mmpacts

(5446 544 1ay
Imipasts to
Bongitive Plants

implementation of the CPU has the potential to impact 17 sensitive

plant epecias known to occur within the CPU faolprint.  Despite this
knowledge and tha admittance that this is a significant impact at
the program-level, the PEIR states that evaluation and mitigation
will ocour af the project-level, The impacts and cormespanding
mitigaticn should have been evaluated at the program-level and
not defemed to subsequent projects because the program level is
the opportunity to address cumulative impacts to these species,

Use of the fiering procedure, a3 is being accomplished hera, does
o peremit the lsad agency to defer an analysis of reasonably
foresseabls significart environmental impacts to a later stoge of
review 19 avoid addressing thoas impacts in a first-tier EIR. (CEQA,
Guidelines § 15152(b).) While liering allows the lead agancy to
defer analysis of some of the details of later phases of long-larm
projects undil they come up for approval, CEQA's information
disclosure requirements ane not satisfied by simply assering that
information will be provided in the futwre. (Sanla Clarta Ong. for

Planning the EnvY v. County of L A. (2003) 108 Cal. App 4th 715,

SMRH 411 MBXE2 5

0-31
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As stated in Section 5.4 of the PEIR, impacts to sensitive plant and
animal species are potentially significant. As this is a programmatic
EIR, site specific impacts and mitigation for future projects cannot be
identified. Instead, the PEIR provides a detailed mitigation framework
that all future projects, which have the potential to impact such
resources, must follow. Compliance with the mitigation framework in
the PEIR, along with community plan policies and existing federal, state
and local regulations would ensure that all impacts are mitigated to
below a level of significance at the program level. With this foundation,
future projects must demonstrate how the specific mitigation will be
accomplished before a project can be approved. If a project cannot
demonstrate mitigation, it would be determined to be inconsistent with
the CPU, thus requiring a Supplemental EIR.

Please refer to the Response to Comment H-6 which provides further
details regarding the CPIOZ review process for subsequent
development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU
(CPIOZ Type A). Additionally, for projects that cannot comply with
CPIOZ Type A, CPIOZ Type B submittal would be required along with
subsequent discretionary review in accordance with CEQA.

The PEIR adequately serves its role as a disclosure document and
clearly identifies potential impacts to sensitive plant and wildlife species
from implementation of the CPU. CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c),
states that “subsequent activities in the program must be examined in
the light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional
environmental document must be prepared. If a later activity would
have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new Initial
Study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or Negative
Declaration. If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new
effects could occur or no new mitigation measures would be required,
the agency can approve the activity as being within the scope of the
EIR, and no new environmental document would be required.”
Consistent with the above, the PEIR provides a detailed mitigation
framework that would be implemented by all future projects that could
potentially result in site-specific impacts to biological resources.

Cumulative impacts to plant and wildlife species are addressed in the
PEIR (refer to Section 6.3.4). The mitigation framework in the PEIR,
along with CPU policies and existing regulations provide adequate
assurance that future development projects would not result in a
cumulatively considerable contribution to biological resources impacts.
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cont A significant envirenmental impact is ripe for evaluation in a first-

' fier EIR when it is a reasonably foresecable consequence of the
aclion proposed for approval and the agency has "sufficient refable
data to pamit preparation of 8 meaningful and accurate report on
the impact ™ (LA Unilied Sch. Disl V. Cifty of Los Angeles (1857)
58 Cal. App.dth 1019, 1028.). The impacts and comesponding
mitigation should have been evalualed al the program-level and
nol deferred {0 subseguent projects because the program level is
the opportunity 10 address cumulative impacts (o these species.

Implermentation of the CPU has the potential to impact 28 sensifive
wildiife species known 10 occur within the CPU srea.  Despite this
knowledge and the admittance that this 18 a significant impact at
ihe program-ieved, the PEIR states that evaluation and mitigation
will occur at the project-level. The impacts and cofresponding

| mitigation should have been evaluated at the program-level and
noi defermed to subsequent projacts bacause the program level is
1he opportunily to address cumulative impacts to these species.

5498 | 5.4.4 1(BVimpact
5 b0 Sensitve

Wikfife

0-33

Usa of the tiering procedure doas not permit the lead agency 1o
defer an analysis of reasonably foreseeable significant
environmeantal impacts to a laler stage of review to avoid
addressing those impacts in a first-tier EIR. (CEQA Guidelines §
15152(0) ) While tiering allows the lead agency to defer analyss of
some of the details of lates phases of long-Jerm projects until they
come up for approval, CEQA's information disclosund requirsmants
are no! satished by simply asserting that information will be
provided in the future. [Santa Clanta Ong. for Flanning the Envi v
Coundy of LA, (2003) 108 Cal App.dth 715, 723.)

A significant environmental impact is ripe for evaluation in a first
tier EIR when it is a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the
aclion proposed for approval and the agency has "sufficient reliable
data to permit preparation of a meaningful and accurate report on
the impact™ (LA, Unifed Sch. Dist, V. City of Lo Angeles (1997)
58 Cal App.4th 1013, 1028.). The impacts and comespanding
mitigation should have been evaluated at the program-level and
not defered 1o subsequent projects because the program level is
the opportunity lo address cumadative impacts to these species.

5.4-57 | 5.4.4 Xitigatio

n Framework

The PEIR inappropriabely delers miligation measures Tor impacs o
sensitive plants and wildlite to subsequent projects, The PEIR

| states “Adherence o the recommendations below is anticipabed o

| milnimize impacts to sensitive biological resources.” This mitigation

0-34

SMFH 411 18T & B-

s impemissibly deferred, &s it doss not set performance criteda or

0-33

0-34

Please refer to the Response to Comments O-31 and O-32.

Please refer to Response to Comments O-31 and O-32.

The Mitigation Framework provided in Section 5.4 of the PEIR
establishes the framework, methodology and protocol through which
future development would be reviewed in accordance with the CPIOZ.
This requirement for conducting site-specific biological survey, identify
appropriate mitigation in accordance with the City’s Biology Guidelines
and MSCP Subarea Plan (SAP) and preparing a report for staff review.
“Performance criteria” for applicable mitigation is established in the
City’s adopted Biology Guidelines and the MSCP SAP, both of which
are specifically referenced in the mitigation framework.  Mitigation
measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-4 and LU-2 as described in Section 5.4,
Biological Resources, address impacts of future development projects
relating to sensitive plant and wildlife species.
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5464 | 5.4.6/5ensitve
Habitat

demonstrate how the impact can be mitigated. Inatead, the PEIR
menely puts off the analysis for a later date. 11 also does mol
explain what evidence supports tha statemant that these measures
could achieve a perfornance standard,

Impacts ta Tier [, 11, 1A and 1B habitats would be significant
These sensitive habitats include: maritime succulent scrub, naftive
grassland, Diegan coastal sorub, southern mixed chaparrad, non-
nalive grazsland, riparian scrub, vemal pools, and basins with fairy
shiimp. The mitigation is impemissitly deferred, a5 it doas not sat
performance criteria of demonstrate how the impact can be
miligated. Insiead, the PEIR merely puls off the analysis for a later
date

466 | 5.4TMSCP

Implamentation of the CPU would introduce land uses agacent to
the MHPA. This s a potentially signficant impact at the program-
level. However, the PEIR states the miigation maasures will ba
mitigated &t & project-leval. The CPU identifies parmissibla land
uzes ad@cent to the MHPA; therafore, the PEIR impermissibly
delers mitigation as thess ane reasonably foreseeablie
conssquences of this action propasad for approval and the agency
has “sufficient reliable data to permit preparation of a maaningful
and accurals repadt on the impact ™ Additionally, the PEIR doss
nol et performance criteria or demonstrate how the impact can be
mibgated. Instead, the FEIR merely puts off the analysis for a later
dale,

5.4-70 | 5.4.90etland
Impacts

54-71 | 5493
Mitigation
Framework

1,266 vernal pools (12 34 acres) are located within
the CPU area. OF this total, 522 are baging with fairy shrimp (12,24
acres). Implementation of the CPU has the potential to impact up
1o 2.05 acres of varnal pools and .07 acres of basing with fairy
shrimp. Impacts to varnal pocls would require deviation from the
City's ESL Regulations.

Tha PEIR identifies the location of such basine; therefore, the
agency has "sufficsent reliable data to permit preparation of a
meaningful and accurate report on the impacl,” Howaver, the
PEIR defers this analysis for subseguent project. Additionally, the
PEIR does net set perfformance eriteria or demonsirate how the
impact can ba mitigated. Instead, the PEIR merely puts off the
analysis for a later date.

| Tha EIR improperly concludes that project complianca with ESL

guidelines will mitigate bickogical impacts to below & level of
significance. The 1857 Implementing Agreement with the USFWS
for the MSCP program conlemplated that the City would identify a

S0 A I &

-10-

0-35

0O-36

0-37

0-38

Please refer to Response to Comments 0-31, O-32, and O-34.

Please refer to Response to Comments 0-31, 0-32, and 0-34.

Please refer to Response to Comments 0-31, O-32, and O-34.

Comment noted. Staff has reviewed the text in the Mitigation
Framework (Section 5.4.9.3) and cannot find any reference to a
regional funding source for maintenance of open space lands dedicated
to the City. This is not an issue that is discussed in the OMCPU or
FEIR. Based on discussion with MSCP staff, funding for maintenance of
City-owned open space is a regional issue and not specific to any one
community planning area.
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reghonal funding source for mainienance of open space lands |
dadicated (o the City. The Implementing Agressment and fedaral

| “no surprises” policy prohibits the City from seeking the
| maintenanca funds from the affectad landowners because the

tandawners are already giving up T8% of their developmant rights
on their propey within the MSCF and donating it to tha City. If the
MSCP and ESL's assumption that it will ba affactive in mitigating
biclogical impacts i predicated on the City obtaining the necessary

| funds to main the biclogical values on the dedicated land within the

MSCP, then there is a significant and unmitigated biological impact
from build-out of the CFU with no comespoanding Statement of
COwerriding Considerations that the impact is acceptable and it is
infeagible for the City 1o ralge the maintenance funds from the
public or oblain them from landownerns who are protected aganst
furthar axactions by the Implemanting Agreament and federal "no
surprises” policy.

5.4.8.4/
Significance
after Mitigation

[54-75

E4.10Nose
Generalion

5.4-78

The PEIR states it cannct guaranten that al future project-level

| impacts would be avelded or mitigated to below a lavel of

sgnificance. Because the extent of fulure dovelopmaent is unknown
ot this time, the degree of impact and agolicability, feasibility and
success of these measures cannot ba accurately predicted for

sach specific project ot this time, Therefore, direct and'or indirect
Impacts to wellands, juisdicBonal resources vermal poals and

vernal pool spacies ere considered significant and unavoidable at
the program-level, Hewever, the PEIR identifiea a substantial
armount of information thal would parmit a more comprehansive |
analysis. The PEIR should rot defer analysis or mitigation of these
potential impacts.

Thers is a potential for temporary noise impacts to wikdite from
consiruction and permanent noise impacts from the introduction of
noise generating land uses adjacent to the MHPA. Temporanyior
permanen] nose impacts 1o wildiife would be significant. The
miligation is impermissibly deferred, as it does not sel performance
criteria or demonstrale how the impac can be mitigeted. Instaad,
the FEIR meraly puts off the analysis for a later dale,

5528 | 5534/
Significance

| afer Mitigation
|

There are 262 recorded historic and prehistoric sies/struciures
recorded within the CPU area boundaries. 126 known sites that
remain within the CPU area have not baan impacted by
developmant. Due to the number and density of prehistodc and
histaric cultural Mesources in the CPU area, the loss of these

resources would be considensd a significart impact at the program

level

el AR R L= ]

0-39

0-40

0-41

Comment acknowledged. The Significance after Mitigation statement
noted in Section 5.4.9.4 was incorrect in the Draft EIR. This error was
found by City staff after the document was released for public review
and has since been corrected to reflect that implementation of the
Mitigation Framework detailed in BIO-4 would serve to reduce impacts
to wetlands, vernal pools, and other jurisdictional water resources to
below a level of significance.

Please see Responses to Comments 0-31, O-32, and O-34.

Section 5.5.3.1 clearly states that “based on the development footprint
of the CPU, future development would have the potential to significantly
impact all or a portion of 61 of these sites and any additional
unrecorded sites.” This is identified as a significant impact at the
program-level.

The mitigation framework provided in Section 5.5 of the PEIR
establishes the framework, methodology and protocol through which
future projects that have the potential to impact historical resources
would complete the necessary site-specific surveys and identify the
appropriate site-specific mitigation given the results of those surveys.
“Performance criteria” for that mitigation are established in the City’s
adopted Historical Resources Guidelines and Historical Resources
Regulations, both of which are specifically referenced in the mitigation
framework.

As described in Section 5.5.1.2(d), the City conducted a consultation
with Native American Tribes in compliance with SB 18. Please also
see Response to Comment E-4.

RTC-77




LETTER

RESPONSE

0O-41
cont.

0-42

0-43

0-44

0-45

ATTORMEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE AND ATTORMNEY WORK PRODUCT DOCTRINE

Fage |
or
Figure |
Mo, | SectionHeading
|

Commaanta

The PEIR acknowiedges thal the localion of these sites san ba
determingd, therefore, there are reasonably foresesable
consequences of the action proposed for approval and the agency
has "sufficient reliable data to permit preparation of a meaningful
amd accurale report on the impact™ The PEIR impermissidcly
defars analysis and mitigation as the mitigation should have been
evaluated at the program-level and not at the project-evel as dona
in the PEIR

The City must also comply with all irital consullation reguirernents
and the PEIR should discuss that consultation, 5B 18 (Chapler
805, Statutes of 2004) reguires cilies and counties te contact, and

adopling any general plan or specific plan, or designating land as
OpEn Space

| 667 | Table 561

[BE77 | Widiee Hazars
| to 5.6-
10

5.6-17 | Health Hazards

to 5.6-

£.7:23 | Runoff -
Significance
24 | After Mitigation

g
e
=1

located in Mexico, The PEIR "should evaluate any patentially
significant impacts of locating development in other areas
suscaplible to hazardous conditions” including condtions

emanating from Mexco. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(a).) The
PEIR omits analysis of aircraft harands from Rodriguez Alrpod,
which is iImmediataly adjacent to the project boundary and highly
likedy to make adacent cevelopmeant in the CPLU suscaptinis 1o

| hazardous conditions.

consull with California Mative American iribes pricr to amending or |

The PEIR omits analysis of proparties of anviconmental concam |

such as whather the Project will increase the ikelbhcod of starting a
wildfire by bringing additional paople into the area — sparks rom
| backyard barbecues, cigarettes, portable fireplaces, et

'l There is no analysis of the mpact of tha Project, by bringng

odditional land uses and corregpending haalth hazard, on the

| emvirenment. Instead, the PEIR only analyzes impacts of the
existing environment on the Project. The purpese of an EIR is t
evaluata tha impacts of the project on the environment rather than
the impasts of the emdrenment on the project.  (Balfona Weblands
Land Trust v, Clyof LA [2011) 201 Cal App 4th 455 474.)

The PEIR inappropriately conciudes that thers are no signficant
drainage impacis based on a statament that fulurs projects will ba
required to comply with applicable regulation at that tme. A
determination thal regulatory compliance will be sufficient to
prevent significant adverse impacts must be based on a project-
spedfic analysis of potentlal impacts and the affect of regulatory
complance, nol prograrmmatic analysis as |s the case hare.

FAFEH AT TR 5
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While the CPU area is within close proximity to Tijuana (TIJ) Airport
(Rodriguez Field) which is located across the U.S/Mexico border, future
development projects implemented in accordance with the CPU would
be subject to all applicable design and operation requirements related
to public health and safety (including considerations regarding airport
operations). In addition, projects would also be required to demonstrate
compliance with the requirements of the Municipal Code, state and
federal health and safety requirements and applicable General Plan and
CPU policies to assure that no significant health and safety impacts
related to airport proximity would result from future development within
the CPU area.

The PEIR includes an analysis of wildfire hazards in Section 5.6.3.1:
“because of the existing and proposed land use patterns around which
the community is formed, new development in the wildland interface
areas may expose additional people and structures to wildland fire
hazards, representing a potentially significant impact.” Mitigation (HAZ-
1) would reduce these impacts to less than significant.

The issue statement included in Section 5.6.4 “Hazardous Substances”
states, “Would the CPU create a future risk of an explosion or the
release of hazardous substances (including, but not limited to, gas, oil,
pesticides, chemicals, or radiation)?” The analysis discloses that there
are several uses permitted under the CPU that would use or dispose of
hazardous materials. Existing federal, state, and local regulations and
procedures pertaining to the handling, storage, and transport of
potentially hazardous materials would apply to all future development
within the CPU area. The PEIR concludes that adherence to these
regulations would ensure that no significant impact would occur from
the existence of such uses.

The PEIR concludes in Section 5.7.3 that impacts associated with
runoff would be less than significant because of compliance with the
mitigation framework provided in the PEIR, which requires that all
subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the
CPU demonstrate compliance with all applicable local, state and federal
requirements, including, but not limited to the City’s Storm Water
Standards.
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58-11 | 5.8.1.2/Geciogic
Hazards

{Califormions for Afematies fo Toxics v. Depl. of Food & Agrc.
(2005) 136 Cal.App.4th 1.} This comment apples to all PEIR
determinations of less than significant impacts based on presumed
reguiatory compliance for future projects.

as fubure developmant exiends into those areas or any other arsas
wihere deep aluvial deposits are encountered. However, the PEIR
identifies where these deposits occur, Therefore, the PEIR
imparmissibly delers evaluation of this impact as there are
reasonably foresesable conseguences of the action proposed for
approval and the agency has “sufficient reliable data to permit
preparation of 8 meaningful and accurate report on the impact.”
Thee mitigation shoukd have been evaluated at the program-level
and not at the project-evel as done in the PEIR.

58-16 | 583 1impacts

5817 584
Signdicance of
Impacts

SVRHATENER &

Forlions of the CPLU area a'e underiain by undocumenied &,

colluviumftopsoll and allivium. These soils ang typically loose, dry,

and contain nubble, and ane unsuitable for support of settlermant
siruciures. The CFU should avold development in these amas

Moreover, the PEIR identifies where these deposits occur,
Therefore, the PEIR impermissibly defers analysis and evaluation
of this impac: as there are reasonably foreseeable consequences
of the: action proposed for approval and the agency has “sufficiant
raliabla data to parmd preparation of a meaningful and accurate
rapart on the impact ™ The misigation shoukd have bean evaiuated
at the program-level and not at the project-isvel as done in the
FEIR.

E‘am on the sleap nature of mary of the hillsides and the
Wa",’ poorly consoldated nature of the sedimaniary matenas

and soils found throughout the CPU area, erosion would represent |

a petentially significant impact, particulady in conjunclion with
eome portions of the San Diege Formation and in drainages and
etrearn valeys. Tha CPU should avoid developmant on these
arsas or identify what mitigation (with performance standards) is
required to allow developmant.

Moreover, the PEIR identifiss where the sail erosion has pobential
o cocur, Tharefore, tha PEIR imparmiseibly defers evaluation of
this impact s there are regsonably feresecable consaquances of
the action propesed for approval and the agency has "sufficent
rediable data to permit preparation of a meaninghu and acourate
report on the impact." The mitigation should have been evaluated
al tha program-level and not at the project-level as done in the

13-

0-46

0-47

0-48

Geotechnical issues are site specific, and pursuant to the City’s
Seismic Safety Study and Municipal Code, are addressed through the
recommendations established in a project-specific geotechnical or soils
report submitted during review of grading plans or as part of the
ministerial grading permit process. The CPU identifies potential
geologic hazards within the CPU area and provides a mitigation
framework to address these conditions in conjunction with future
development. This mitigation is detailed in Section 5.8.3.3 of the PEIR.

Please see Response to Comment O-46.

Geotechnical issues are site specific, and pursuant to the City’s
Seismic Safety Study and Municipal Code, are dealt with through the
recommendations established in a project-specific geotechnical report.
The CPU identifies potential geologic hazards within the CPU area and
provides a mitigation framework to address these conditions in
conjunction with future development. The CPU identified mitigation
(Geo-2) for future development in areas that are highly susceptible to
erosion.
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18 Significance of
| Impacts

Tha EIR improperly resiricts its analysis to impacds only from land
uses within the CPU lootprind, and excludes analysis of uses
outside the CFU planning area that could creats significant
impacts.

Exterior and polentialy interior rathe noise impacts are antcipated

at the majority of the locations adjacent to 1805, SR-905, SR-125
OMay Mesa Road, and Alrway Road; thersfore, impacts related to
new residences waould be significant. There are areas within the

| CPU area where project traffc nolse would potentially cause
imerior noise levels in existing resicences to excead applicable
standards. This i a potentially significant impact of the CPU
These impacts will be sigrificant and unavoldable. The CPU
shauld avoid development in thess areas or identify what mitigation

| (with parformance standards) is requined to allow development

[B.10- | 61042

al Significance of
Impacis

510- | 5106

24 Construction
Noise

510- | 51086

5 Construction
MNoigs

| 832 | 5.12 ACapaciy
22

Tre CEU has the potential to site noise-sensitive uses [Le

rasidential) adjacent to nolse-generating commercial and incustrial
| uses. The jcaposition of thesa land usas would result in _

potentizlly significant neise impacts at this program-laved analysis

The program-level impacts related te noise from stalionary sources
will ba signifizcant and unavoidabie. The CPU should avaid
developmant in thees aneas or identify what mitigation (with
performancs standands) ks required to alow davelopment

The EIR falls to identity construction noise from one phase of
development 1o anothar, insiead staling that noise impacts will be
determined and mitigated on a projecl-by-project basis.

tha potential to excesd applicable construction threshaolda al
residential properties adjacent to construction sites, Additionally,
there i the potential for construction noise to Bell's vireo, coastal
Califomia gnalcalcher, raplors, and ofher sensitive species, if tey
are breeding or nesting in adjacent MHFA lands. These impacts
are significant al the project leved, These impacts will be significant
and unavoidable. The CPU should avoid development in these

| areas or Identify what mitigation (with performance standards) is

| required to allow development.

7 total of 24 roadway segments undsr the Horizon Year Plus GPU |

condition wauld be expacied o operate st unacceptable LOS.
| Thereors, tha CPL weuld have a significant impacts all of these

ENFEH 41 1216221 §

Future development associaied with implemanting the CPU has

0-49

0-50

0-51

0-52

The EIR properly analyzes impacts from the proposed project on the
environment and to proposed new land uses within the project site.
Specific noise conflicts in other community plan areas are addressed in
the appropriate community plan or in the City’'s General Plan.

While unshielded exterior use areas may be exposed to noise levels in
excess of the clearly compatible noise levels, current construction
techniques and materials are capable of achieving greater exterior to
interior noise reductions than in previous years. Based on currently
available design standards, construction techniques, and materials,
exterior noise levels in excess of 70 CNEL can reduce noise at interior
locations to below 45 CNEL. Thus, subsequent analysis will be
sufficient to meet the City and state interior noise level standards.

All future development is required to comply with the City noise
ordinance, which limits noise from stationary sources between
properties. If a land use does not comply with the City’'s noise
ordinance, the land use can be cited and eventually shut down. The
property line limits are applicable to all uses within the City, whether the
interface is residential/ commercial, residential/ industrial, commercial/
commercial, commercial/ industrial, or industrial/ industrial.

The analysis of construction noise, Section 5.10.6.1, identified the
range of potential construction noise from various equipment used in
construction and determined that while the City regulations limited
construction noise, due to difference in potential projects the
effectiveness of these regulations cannot be adequately determined at
the program-level and the impact was found to be significant. As
construction noise is primarily generated by diesel powered engines
and is relatively consistent between construction phases, it was further
determined that subsequent development projects, implemented in
accordance with the CPU would be required to prepare an acoustical
analysis demonstrating compliance with the City’ Noise Ordinance.
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18 Significance of
| Impacts

The EIR improperly resiricts its analysis to impacts only from land
uses within the CPU lootprind, and excludes analysis of uses
outside the CFU planning area that could creats significant
impacts.

Exterior and palentialy interior raffic noise impacts are anticipated
i the majosity of the locations adjacent to 1-805, SR-805, SR-125,
OMay Mesa Road, and Alrway Road; thersfore, impacts related to
new residences waould be significant. There are areas within the
| CPU area where project traffc nolse would potentially cause
imerior noise levels in existing resicences to excead applicable
standards. This i a potentially significant impact of the CPU
These impacts will be sigrificant and unavoldable. The CPU
shauld avoid development in thess areas or identify what mitigation
(with perfoomance standards) is requined to allow development

0- | 51042
1 Significance of
Impacis

[+
2

5106
Construction
Noise

¥

0- |5106
Construction
MNoigs

Be

Tre CEU has the potential to site noise-sensitive uses [Le
rasidential) adjacent to nolse-generating commercial and incustrial
uses. The judaposition of these land uses would result in
potentizlly significant neise impacts at this program-laved analysis

The program-level impacts related te noise from stalionary sources
will ba signifizcant and unavoidabie. The CPU should avaid
developmant in thees aneas or identify what mitigation (with
performancs standands) ks required to alow davelopment

The EIR falls to identity construction noise from one phase of
development 1o anothar, insiead staling that noise impacts will be
determined and mitigated on a projecl-by-project basis.

tha potential to excesd applicable construction threshaolda al
residential properties adjacent to construction sites, Additionally,
there i the potential for construction noise to Bell's vireo, coastal
Califomia gnalcalcher, raplors, and ofher sensitive species, if tey
are breeding or nesting in adjacent MHFA lands. These impacts
are significant al the project level, These impacts will be significant
and unavoidable. The CPU should avoid development in these
areas or [dentify what mitigation (with performance standards) is
required to allow development.

| §.12- | 5.12 YCapaciy
22

7 total of 24 roadway segments undsr the Horizon Year Plus GPU |

condition wauld be expacied o operate st unacceptable LOS.
| Theraors, tha CPL weuld have a significant impacts all of these.

ENFEH 41 1216221 §
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The comment is correct that future construction activities in close
proximity to sensitive receptors may exceed established noise
thresholds. However, noise from and specific activity is a localized
phenomenon which affects relatively short distances. As many
conditions affect the assessment of noise, at this stage of development
and design, i.e. program-level, determining the significance and
severity of impacts at a project level is speculative. This is further
supported by the many methods available for reducing noise levels
from construction activities, including but not limited to, barriers,
equipment restrictions, as well as distance. Noise impacts to wildlife
and habitat are discussed in sections 5.10.6.1 and 5.4.10 of the EIR.

The impacts of the CPU to specific roadway segments, including their
future LOS condition, are clearly identified in Section 5.12.3.1 of the
PEIR and were evaluated at the program-level. No feasible mitigation
beyond the design features already included in the Mobility Element of
the CPU have been identified. The EIR has been revised to provide
further clarification on impacts associated with roadway segments and
feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also further addressed in the draft
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project.
The EIR does not violate the stated General Plan policy. As
subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the
CPU are submitted for review, project-specific traffic analysis will be
required and measures identified to reduce impacts at the project-level.
While the program-level conditions cannot be fully mitigated,
implementation of project-level improvements will serve to improve
such conditions including the provision for providing sidewalks that
meet City Engineering standards; maintenance of which is the
responsibility of the applicable asset manager (City department) and is
dependent upon appropriate funding.
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24 roadway segment locations. This impact is significant and
unavoidable,

The PEIR identifies the failling roadway segments, but
impemissitly defers evaluation and mitigation of this impact as
there are reasonably foreseeable consequences of the action
proposed for approval and the agency has “sufficient reliable data
1o permil preparation of & meaningiul and accurabe report on the
mpacl.” The mitigation should have been evaluated at the

program-ievel and not at the project-level as done in the PEIR

The GPLU violales General Pian Policy ME-C._4 (Imgrove operations
and maintenance on City sireets and sidewalks) and ME-C.8
(Impharment Traffic Impact Study Guidalines thal address sile and
community specific izsuas)

| 812
30

512 3/Capacity

A total of 45 intersactions would be expacted 1o q;l:r'a'le at |

unacceplabie leveis under the Horizon Year Plus CPLU condition
Therefore, the CPU would have a significant impact to all 45 of
ihase intersachions. This impact is significant and unavoldable

Tne PEIR igertifies the falling intersections, but impermissibly
dafers evaluation and mitigation of this Impact as thare ane
raascnabl:,r foresesable conseguences of the action proposed for
approval and the agency has “sufficient relable data to permit
preparation of @ meaningful and accurate fspon on the impact ™
Tne mitigation should have been avaluated at tha program-iewel

| and naot at the project-evel as done in the PEIR

The CPU viniates General Plan Policy ME-C 4 (Improvi opanations

| and maintenance on City streats and sidewalks] and ME-C.8
| (implement Tratfic Impact Study Guidelines that address site and

community spacific issues)

5.12.3/Capacity

ENFH A1 116222 5§

Frve SR-B05 freeway ramos would bo expected 1 experience |

freeway delays with downstream freeway operalions and
unaceeptable levels in the Horzon Year Plus CPLU condition. This
mpact is significant and unavaidable.

Tha PEIR identifies the faling freeway ramps, but imparmissibly
dalers evaluation and mitigation of this impact s there are
reasonably foresosable consaquences of the acton proposed for
asproval and the agency has "suffickent reliabla data to parmit
preparation of 8 meaningful and acourale report on the impact.”
Tha mitigation should have been evaluated at the program-level

0-55

0O-56

The impacts of the CPU to specific roadway intersections, including
their future LOS condition, are clearly identified in Section 5.12.3.1 of
the PEIR. No feasible mitigation beyond the 10 intersection lane
configurations presented in the PEIR has been identified. The EIR has
been revised to provide further clarification on impacts associated with
roadway intersections and feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also
further addressed in the draft Findings and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the project. The EIR does not violate the stated
General Plan policy. As subsequent development projects
implemented in accordance with the CPU are submitted for review,
project-specific traffic analysis will be required and measures identified
to reduce impacts at the project-level. While the program-level
conditions cannot be fully mitigated, implementation of project-level
improvements will serve to improve such conditions including the
provision for providing sidewalks that meet City Engineering standards;
maintenance of which is the responsibility of the applicable asset
manager (City department) and is dependent upon appropriate funding.

The impacts of the CPU to specific freeway ramps are clearly identified
in Section 5.12.3.1 of the PEIR. Due to the uncertainty associated with
implementing freeway ramp improvements, and uncertainty related to
implementation of TDM measures, the freeway ramp impacts
associated with the CPU would remain significant and unavoidable at
the program-level. The EIR has been revised to provide further
clarification on impacts associated with specific freeway ramps and
feasibility of mitigation. This issue is also further addressed in the draft
Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the project.
The EIR does not violate the stated General Plan policy. As
subsequent development projects implemented in accordance with the
CPU are submitted for review, project-specific traffic analysis will be
required and measures identified to reduce impacts at the project-level.
While the program-level conditions cannot be fully mitigated,
implementation of project-level improvements will serve to improve
such conditions including the provision for providing sidewalks that
meet City Engineering standards; maintenance of which is the
responsibility of the applicable asset manager (City department) and is
dependent upon appropriate funding.

RTC-82




LETTER

RESPONSE

0-56
cont.

0-57

0-58

ATTORMNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE AND ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT DOCTRIME

and nal &t the project-level as done in the PEIR.

Tha CPU violates Genaral Plan Policy ME-C.4 (Improve opentions
and mainenanca on City strests and sidewalks) and ME-C.8
(Imglement Traffic Impact Study Guidalines that address site and
community specific issues)

| The PEIR's analysis of Public Services impacts is inadequate with |

respect (o parks and recreation. The CPU is inconsistent with the
Recreation Elemen of the General Plan becauss the update
preciudes the Gity Council from considering park equivalencies
whin thay review individual projects. Contrary to the dear
statements in the General Plan Recreation Element whers the City
Council stated fexibility 1o use park equivalencies is needed where
a property is constrained and that 8 Community Flan Update is an
appropriate place for the City 1o estabiish its Park Equivaency
Standards, the CPU dismisses the entire park squivaency procass
on the theary that the antire community plan area is not
constrained land, There ks no explanation why Otay Mesa is not
and never colld be constraned land. A developable parcel in Criay
Masa could be consirained for many reasons — biology, nolsa,
presarvation of prime indusirial lands and the need 1o design
projects sensitive o thesa lands using colacation lechnique are all
significant sources of constraing that could make it difficut for a
parcel to meet both park acreage requirements and mikimum
densily requirerments without the use of flexible toals such as park
aqurvalencias. Mow is the perfect time for the City F'Iil'll'll'lg
Department to create the park equivalency standards because the
Hanr‘ing Depart,mgn'. i§ algo bnnging the Certre City FFFF o ﬂ-ﬂj'
Council without any park equivalency standands, Clearly
downbown San Diego has constrained parcals that will nead the
benefit of park equivalency standarde.

0O-57

0-58

The PEIR alsc improperly analyzes fire serdces impacts. General
Pian Policy PF =D.1 establishes four emergency respones times
for fira. The first cne is that the City respond te B0 percant of
priority one emargencies within four minutes adding an additonal
minule for turmout (5 minute standard). However, on November
15, 2011, the City Council adopted Resalution R-307130 adopting
longer response times (7.5 minutes) recommeanded In the Citygate
Report as the framewark for implementing the City's fire sarvice

hitp:fidockets. sandiego.govsirepub/pubmigfirame. aspx Pmeelid=12
dB&dociype=Agenda) To the extent the Citygale Report's longer
response limes are good poboy, procadurally the City has never

adopted a General Flan amendment 1o make the responss times

Fage
ar
Flgure
ko, Section'Heading | Comments.
5138 | Parksand

Recreation

|

|
5.13- | Fire Protection
21
protection. (See,

SMRF: 4111822 S

=16=

Otay Mesa is a developing community; therefore, General Plan park
standards can be met and park equivalencies were not considered in
Otay Mesa during the update process.

According to the City's CEQA Significance Thresholds, the focus of
environmental analysis should be on the physical impacts of
constructing new public service facilities and not response times. At the
present time, significance response time deficiencies due to a lack of
personnel or equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory
approval n by the City Council of the affected department’s budget
proposal of operations within the affected area because developers
cannot be required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they
make budgetary decisions regarding such funding. Developers are
required to fund construction of new facilities with DIF and FBA as
conditions of project approvals. The City Council adopted new
standards in 2011 with a Fire Services Standards of Deployment Study.
The new performance measures are being incorporated into a General
Plan amendment that is currently in process and anticipated to be
adopted at City Council in early 2014.

Additionally, CPU Policy 6.1-1 states “Maintain fire and police service
levels to meet the demands of continued growth and development in
Otay Mesa.” The new fire station would be located within the footprint
of the CPU, and therefore, would be subject to the same General and
Community Plan policies, existing regulations, and mitigation
framework established throughout this PEIR, as all other future
development within the CPU area. Because adequate protections exist
at the program-level and future site-specific analysis would be required
for development of a fire station, impacts would be considered in less
than significant impacts at the program-level.
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5.13- Publbc Services
0-59 21

longer. The public facilities section identfies the 5 minute ]
standard, states that the current responss tmes in the community
plan are & minutes for prionty one calls, and states that an
additional fire station is needed to maintain fire proteclion sarvice
levels,

The PEIR iz daficient because the public and decision-makars ane
unclear what fire prolection level the CPU provides for, WWill the
new fire station make 1 possible Lo meet the five minute standard
for all properties within the comemunity plan area? Will if just
maintain the current 8 minute level of sendce? Wil it meet the
Chtygate Report responsae lime siandards adopled by the City
Courcll in 2011, but never adopted threugh a General Plan
amendmant? The CPL is not consistent with the General Flan
becausa there is no evidance it will mest the General Flan's
published response ima policy for fire,

Furthermaore, the PEIR identifies that a new fire station is needed
and the funding is provided for in tha PFFP, but it will b2 subject 1o
future ernvironmental review because the future location is
unknown, Under these circumstances, tha cormact CEQA
conciusion i not that the environmental Impacts are below a level
of significance. If the City is going 'o deler the environmental
impact analyes of the fire station 1o the future when a she i
krswr, then CEQA requires the City to establish parformance
standards the fire station must meet. What size must the fire
stafion be? Mus! A be Ipcated ina place whare & can mss the
Ganaeral Plan résponse trmes for the entire community? Do those
ragpones times account for delays from failing road segments
Intereactions identified in the PEIRT I o, what are the boundaries
of the area within the community plan il would have to be
constructed in 1o meat tha reqguined response time standard? What
is the noise level generated by a fire station and what buffers
would it be requiced 1o have to keep from genaraling a significant
naise impact on surrounding land uwses? i the PEIR cannot
analyze the future fire station with adequate performance
standands to assure its impacts are below a level of significance,
then it should be identified as a signficant and unmitigated impact.

The PFFP plans far the construction of a co-located fire and police
station, and ases i3 conclusion of less than significant impacts on
the construction of that station. That conclusion s without
substantial evidence because according to the PFFP, "FUNDING
FOR ACQUISITION, DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION ARE
ANTICIPATED IM FY 2044 AND FY 2045." The Project

Description s unstable, as discussed above, but 2044 and 2055 is

ENFRH A 116225

A7-

0-59 The PEIR adequately addresses response times identified in the General

Plan and determined that the impacts were less than significant. This
analysis is included in the PEIR in Chapter 5.13, Public Services. The
Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP), which implements the CPU,
identifies the facilities that would be necessary to serve the CPU area
under an assumed buildout year of 2062 in order to meet the City’s
response time goals.
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beyond the majority of the various planning periods cited in the
PEIR and CPU. Therefore, the station cannot be used to mitigate
imipacts from the project during the planning period. In ofher
waords, bulldout of the projact will be complele belore adequabe fire
and police services are provided. There are several other
infrastruciure improvements listed in the PFFP, usad to miligate
impacts, that will only be completed after buldout of the CPU,

3.17- 5.17.3.1impacts
1 |

occurs within the GPU area. It is anticipated that agricutiural
operations on the 308 acras of active farmiand would continue o
b wiabla in the near-term under the holding zone designation, but |
arg considened 1o ba permanently converted under the long tem |
budd-out of the CPL, This includes 130 acres designated as
“Farmiand of Statewide Importance™ and 28 acres of “Unique

| Farmiand® to non-agriculiural uses. This will resull in a significant
cumulative impact. The PEIR should analyze the feasibisty of
mitigation options such &8 agriculiural consenvation easemants
elserwhare

Takble | Estimaled GHG

| 6.18-6 | Emigsions and

and p. | BAL reductions

17

This secton should be updated 1o reflect new caselaw from the 8%
Circut affiming the constitutionality of the LCFS. There is no need
te igentify what the BAL reduction would be without LCFS
anyrmore because the legal uncedainty has bean removed.

5.18- | Significance

The PEIR's GHG analysie neads to addrese GHG impacts bayond
2020 for a community plan with a planning horizen of up to 2053
depending on which of the various project descriptions (s accurate.

11 Determination
Threshalds

5.18- | Significance

1 Determination

| Threshalds

The city's significance threshold of 28.3% below Business as Usual
(BALY) ia basad cn CAPCOA"s expert opinion from 2008 Repor
entiled "CEQA & Climate Change®. That report identified the BAL
approach as a patential sigrificanca threahaold for analyzing GHG
impacts and lccked 1o the then existing 2008 CARE Scoping Plan
as its source for selecting 20.3% BAL as the correct BAU
parcentage. Under CEQA, expert opinion must be based upon
facts. Here, the 2008 Scoping Flan is no longer credible evidence
that can be rebed upon 10 suppor an expert opinion because a

| court found that CARB's 2008 Scoping Plan was not adopted in

| accordance with CEQA. In the course of addressing the court’s
concermns, CARB updated the Scoping Plan, Afer making
adustments for state and federal laws providing GHG mitigalion
and & reduced GHG forecast caused by the economic downlurn,

| the new and legal Scoping Plan found that 16% reductions below

| BAL are needed statewide for the state to meat the 2020 target |

ENRHA11 222 6
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As stated in PEIR Section 6.3.17.1, because the loss of this acreage is
not regionally significant to agricultural production, the loss would not
be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, no mitigation is required.

The LCFS issue had not been resolved at the time of preparation of the
EIR. The text in the EIR has been modified to correct for the current
court ruling on LCFS.

There is no requirement for a Community Plan to include an
assessment of GHG emissions beyond 2020. The City has a CAP and
a CMAP that address GHG emissions and reduction strategies in
compliance with State regulations.

No jurisdiction or agency has formally adopted a GHG threshold for use
in CEQA. The City relies on the seminal works in this area developed
by the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association in developing
GHG thresholds and determining findings. While the City has reviewed
the current Scoping Plan, which the CMAP was based partially on, the
City has opted to use the more conservative requirement of 28.3%.
Additionally, expert opinion is not required to be based on any single
document. In practice, expert opinion requires considering input from
many sources.
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emissions reduction standard required by AB 32 Accordingly, i
the City is going to rely on the BAL approach and experd opinion
about reductions necessary lo achieve the 2020 targel, then ihose
expert opinions must be based on the current and only legally
adopted Scoping Plan

518- |[518.4.3
25 Mitigation
Framigwark

[8-15 | 6.2 10Mcise

617 | 6.3 12Traffic
Circulation

There is a significant 18.9% pap betwean the 11.4% BAL
reduction and the City's current 28.3% BAU threshold of
significance. Miligalian measuie GHG-2 requires future projects to
selact from cerain GHG reduction measures it stales ane feasiple
fo closa this significant gap and achieve the city's perfformance
standard. Howewer, In ordar 1o avold improper defarred mitigation,
CEQA requires the EIR to provide evidence that the manu of
mitigation measunes (s capable of schieving the periormance
standard, Hers, certain product types ke residential have
repeatedly demonstrated over the years thal & can achieve the

| GHG threshold through implementation of energy efficency

measures and reliance of state and federal programs ke CAFE,
Paviey, and LCFS. However, there s reason to believe 1o that
industrial warehouss projects cannot achieve this standard no
mather how enargy efficent they are becauss truck frips to thess
facilties do not banefil from many of the same GHGE-reducing
transpodtation programs that ressdential car traffic does benedil
from.

Ar,cummgll,l_ tha I:il.",r'i ﬁnding:. should explain wiy it = nfeasible to
mitigata this warehouse type of land use rather than spread false
hope that energy efficiency measures, water consenvation, and
limiting solid waste disposal can feasibly close the gap. The City's
allemative analysls ehould identify an alternative that reduces

more industrial uses in favor of more commercial and residential as

a feasible means of reducing the GHG emissions from build-oul of |

the CPU. Alternakively, the City's Statement of Overriding
Conaiderations should specifically discuss why these warchouse

uses and thair unmiligable GHG impacts are accepiable so
warehouse project-level EIRs can ter off of that conclusion.

The CPU would confribute to a cumulatively considerable nose
impact.

The CPU will contribution to traffic/circulation impacts would be
cumulatively considerabe.

10-4 Allemalives
Considersd

Tha PEIR's ellernalive analysis is inadeguale because 1 contains

| an overly namow rangs of allernalives thal reduces sigraficant

mpacts and cursorily rejects environmenlally superior allernalives

SRR IR S
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Contrary to the comment’s assertion that industrial projects cannot
reduce emissions, these land uses can and must reduce emissions to
assist in achieving the State’s mandated goals. While it is true that
industrial projects cannot reduce total emissions as effectively as
residential uses, they can achieve a reduction percentage over the
emissions they would generate without taking any steps to reduce
emissions. This is recognized by the state and City, which have both
developed percentage reductions from standard operations instead of
requiring a reduction of a specific quantity of GHG CO.e, i.e. 28.3% not
20 MT COj,e. Additionally, the emission reduction that affects
residential vehicles also affects the vehicles that workers drive to work.
It should also be noted that CARB has enacted regulations (Heavy-
Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Regulation)
affecting on-highway heavy truck, which will also reduce future
emissions associated with these types of land uses. No revisions
required.

The statement is noted. As it is not supported by any additional
information; no revisions are required.

The commenter is correct in his assertion. This impact is identified in
the referenced section of the PEIR.

Please refer to the Response to Comment O-13. The alternatives were
selected because they meet at least one of the project objectives and
would serve to reduce at least one significant impact of the proposed
CPU.

RTC-86




LETTER

RESPONSE

0-67
cont.

0-68

ATTORMEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE AND ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT DOCTRINE

Page
or

Figure
Ho.

that mest most of the basic project objectives without providing
substantial evidance of infaasibility.

The PEIR fails to describe the City's rationals for selecting the
alternatives that are discussed, s reguired by CEQA Guidelines
Saction 15126.6(c). Meraly stating that the altematives wers
selected 1o comply with CEQA, as the PEIR does, is nol sufficient
detail ta inform the City Council and the public why these, and no
other, altematives were analyzed. |tis particularly important to
axplain why only 2 altematives were analyzed, other than the no
project akemative.

Tne PEIR failed to describe the City's rationale for not including
several atematives that would meet most Project Objectives and
reduce significant impacts, Courts have deemed an EIR's analysis
of altematives defective when an aternative tha! would reduce
significant impacts and achieve most of the basic project objectives
i= excluded from the analysis and the EIR fails to include a
reasonable explanation of the declsion to exciude thal alternative.
The PEIR shauld have incuded Reduced Residential Density and
Reduced Indugiralincreased Commercial alternatives. The
PEIR s tailuse to do &0 renders the alternatives analysis defective
under CECA,

108 | Mo Project
Altamative

CEQA cantains a “substantive mandate” that agencies refrain from
appreving a project with significant emvironmental affects if "thare
are feasible allermatives or mitigation measuras” that can

v Figh & Game Comm. (1997) 16 Cal.dth 105, 1343; Pub. Res
Cede § 21002

It "requires puibliic agencies to deny approval of a project with
gignificant adverse effects when feasible altematives. ..can
substantially lessen such effects.” (Sierra Club v Gilroy (1880)
222 Cal.App.3d 30, 41.)

An EIR may not provide such @ cursory rejection of an
envwronmentaly superior altemative without supporting analysis. In
witlation of this mandate, the City has datermined that the No
Project is the environmantally supericr alternative, but has net
provided substantial evidence that this alternative is infeasitia or

|gwm,rlumor avoid those effects.  (Mowntain Lion Found. |

SMAH-A1IINIER S

0-68 Please see Response to Comment G-2.
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San Ciegs. CA S2101-3598
A1 38 B500 main
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Jon E. Porder
10 330 6540 diract
L
October 25, 2013
File Nurbar 2UTV-154812
VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL
Theresa Miletbe Myra Harrmann
Senior Planner Emwironmental Planmer
Planning Diviskon City of San Diego
City of San Diego Development Sendces Center
1222 Firsl Ave, M3 413 1222 First Avernue, M3 501
San Diego, CA 52101 Ban Diego, A 82101

E-Mail: staymesaplanupdatedfsandiego.gov E-Mail: dsdeas@sandiego.gov

Dwaar Ms. Millatte and Ms. Herrmann;

This firm represents Wastern Aliance Bankcorporation ("Western Aliance” or “Tormey Fines®),
owner of the La Media property (Property”), a 51.1-acre undeveloped site located at the
southeastern cormner of Otay Mesa Road and La Media Road in the Otay Mesa Community Plan
Area at B420 Airway Road (APN 646-121-32000). Western Alliance is affiated with Torrey
Fines Bank.

‘Wastarm Alliance has submithed an application for a commarcial development on 1ha Propey
amnd the City has deamed the application complete. as discussed in more detad below, The
CPU ghould maintain the Existing Commercial Land LUise designation for the enlire Property for
pubdic policy, fiscal, falrmess, and legal reasons,

Western Aliance has been actively involved in monitoring of the Crlay Mesa Community Plan
Update ("CPU") and has submitted several previous letters 1o tha City with respect to the CPLU.
We have enclosed the following correspondence wilh this leter

Exhibit A i owr most recent letter to the City, dated July 18, 2013, That letter includes
attachments 1o other prior comespondanca, including a November 1, 2010 letter
commanting on the Notice of Preparation for the Draft Programmatic Environmeantal
Impact Repor ("EIR") for the CPU and an August 17, 2011 comment letter on the priar
draft of the CPLU.

Exhibit B is a memo dated October 25, 2013 providing our comments on the cument
draft Otay Mesa Community Plan Lipdate Programmatic EIR ("PEIR"). We haraby
incorporate by reference all othar comments an the CPU EIR inte our comment letber

P-1

The comment provides introductory comments to the letter. No
additional response is necessary.

Comments received in response to the 2010 NOP were incorporated
into the Public Review Draft EIR. Please refer to Appendix A.

The City is in receipt of the comment letter on the Draft PEIR.
Comments and responses are provided in conjunction with the Final
PEIR prior to hearing.
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The comments included in this letter are also commants on the land use analysis of the
PEIR.

Eshibit € is a timedine of noteworthy entitemant events related to the project which
demonstrates Western Alllanca’s continuous objectian to the change from a Commercial
to Industrial Land Uise designation, expendilure of counthess hours and dollars
preserving s existing rights, and dedication to reschving all concems raised by City staff,

L. Summary of Propesed Project

On August B, 2012, the City approved a Tentative Map Waiver (*Map Waiver"} and Site
Development Permé (“SDP°) (Project Mo. 193429) o subdivide the Property into two separate
legal lots. The Map Waiver and SDP ware required by the City of San Déego, Development
Sendices Department, because the Property was bisecled by the creation of State Route 805 in
2008 by the State of California. The bisect cawsed the single parcel to have the appearance
and potential function of two separate lots. However, in order fo corvey the Propery as two
separais kots and to investigate the potential for future developmant, & subdivision was requirad.
The application for the Map Waiver and SDF was deemed complete on December 21, 2006,
pursuan 1o a letber from the City of San Diego which is altached herelo as Exhibil D.

Thi Condtions of Approval for the Map Waiver and SDP provided that no development activity
shall pecur untd & new project-specific Site Development Pemit (and any other requined
parmits) has been obtaingd as requined by the San Diego Municipal Code, As a result, Westemn
Alliance has assembled a development leam and has submitted a project-apecific applicalion
for an approximatedy 130,000 SF commercial development on the north parcel and
approximately 252 000 5F commercial development on the south parcel ("Project”). The
application was submitted to the City of San Diego, Development Services Depariment, on
August 1, 2013, and deemed complete by the City of San Diego on August 23, 2013 (See
Exhibit E. Letter from City of San Diego deeming project complete on August 23, 2013.)

The findings for the Map Waiver and SDP determinad that “the proposed subdaision and s

design would be consistant with the palices, goals, and objectives of the applicable land use
plan,” which incheded the General Plan and Community Plan, (See Exhibil F, Resalution Na,
HO-GE48, August B, 2012, p. 3.) The findings also concluded thal the Citay Mesa Community
Pian designates the sile for specialized commercial purpeses and allows the creation of such
late conskstand with the size and frontage allowed by the underdying zone.

The Property has baen designated for Commercial Land Use in the Olay Mesa Community Plan
since at least 1581, The cument land usa designation for the Proparty is Specialized
Commercial, and the current zoning designation is Otay Mesa Development District:
Commercial Subdistrict. The current Segtember 2013 draft CFU proposes *Industrial-
Intemnational Business and Trade” and “Buginess Park-Office Permitted” for the Property Tearrey
Pines has opposed this redesignation for the past thiee years,

P-3
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This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided in
the EIR. The comment is acknowledged and is included in the Final EIR
for the decision makers to consider. No additional response is
necessary.

The current proposal for the noted property is Heavy Commercial for
the northern piece and International Business and Trade (IBT) for the
southern piece. Heavy Commercial is a designation that supports both
commercial and industrial uses, is implemented with the IL-3-1 zone,
and most replicates the Specialized Commercial designation of the
existing plan. The IBT designation for the southern portion is due to
safety and access factors, as previously noted in past correspondence.
La Media Road is a truck route for trucks using the POE; the City has
concerns about the mixing of truck traffic with commercial traffic.
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Western Alkance first lamed that the City proposad 1o change the land use designation of the
Froparty in tha CPU Trom commeansial to industrial on Oclober 1, 2010, after the Project was
deemed complete in 2009, In response Lo previous lethers to the City advocalting for the
retention of the curment Commercial Land Use designation on the Property, on October 21,
2013, Planning & Meighborhood Restoration Director Bill Fulton sent the letter attached herato
as Exhibit 5 stating that the City can support a Heavy Commercial or Community Commarcial
Land Use designation for the northem pan of the Property and an IET designation for the
southern portion of the Froperty.

M. n m I

The CPU should maintain the existing Commercial Land Use designation 1o be consistency with
City planning policies. It would integrate Commercial lands into the Central District which would
allow employees access to goods and sanvices. Changing the land use is inconsistant with the
slabed desire 1o encourage pedesirian activity and creale a walkable community. Maintaining
thix Exisling Commerczal Land Use designation of the southenn portson of the Proparty is
nécessany o provide a complate community consistant with the Cily's Ganeral Plan principles
promoting walkable, balanced communities with afficiend transportation links lo employment
centars. (Genaral Plan Guiding Principles 2 and 5, 5F-6) The proposed CPU does not include
any commercial gouth of SR-B05, so maintaining the Commercial Land Usa designation af the
Property would serve that neaed. i would also be consistent with CFU Policy and
Recommendation for Commersial 2.3-1 which slales: "Mainlain ands for existing commesncial
development within Otay Mesa 1o sene the demands of the residential and employrment
communities.” (CPL, atp. LU-21.)

The CPU rezones propenty, cummently designated incustrial, (o add commercial acres farther to
oast rather than retaining commercial acres, such as the Propery ideally localad al the 805/ La
Media interchange. The CPU outines an absence of commercial uses in the Central District,
aithough there are residential, business park, recreational, aducational, and instilutional uses
proposed. We balieve hat these uses would be complementad by nearby commercial usas,
and nothing in the CPU states that there ks too much commercial in this area.

The City's own economic analysis supports the nead for ratasl near the major employment areas
south of SR-005. M states that “workers within Otay Mesa® are one of the primary sources of
raarket supeon for retad and that “there is lmiled relail space currently”, (ERA Real Estate
Market Analysis, af p. 17.) Furher, the CPU's definition of Community Commercial supports the
dasignation of tha scuthern portion as Community Commercial. It states: "Community
Commercial lands are located adjiacent to SR-505 1o accommodate the demand for goods and
sarvices of the residential and employment communites of Otay Mesa at tuldout.” (CPU, at p
LU-21.} The southern pariion of the Proparty is adjacen! to several transportation comdors
ncludiing SR-005 and will gerve many employrent afeas,

The IBT designation s [i-itting to the southem portion of the Froperly because according to the
CPU, IBT lands are "appropriale o apply in portions of the communities adjacant to the border,

P-5

See Response to Comment P-4. Also, throughout the CPU process,
there have been multiple designations analyzed on this property,
including residential and commercial uses. The Planning Division has
been advised that access along Otay Mesa Road and both the northern
and southern portion of La Media Road may not be allowed driveway
access due to proximity to the freeway and the classifications of the
streets which would affect the viability of commercial development.
Additionally, based on the CPU market analysis, the draft land uses for
Scenario 3B include adequate commercial capacity for build-out of the
community.

Walkability within the area of the intersection of Otay Mesa and La
Media Roads will be based on urban design rather than the land use
designation. The area contributes to the General Plan’s designation of
Otay Mesa as a Subregional Employment Center. The only commercial
uses south of the SR-905 are in the POE area, which is appropriate.

The CPU states “IBT lands are focused primarily in the border zone,
west of the Otay Mesa Port of Entry; covering most of the land east of
Britannia Boulevard and south of the Central District’'s Great Park. IBT
is also designated between Otay Mesa Road and SR-905 adjacent to
Brown Field.” The property designated for IBT meets the general
description.

With the southern portion designated IBT, it would implement goals on
page |-4 by contributing to Otay Mesa as a Bi-National Regional
Center, broaden the economic profile to increase employment and
growth opportunities, and enhance and sustain Otay Mesa’s strong
economic base and potential for expansion. The IBT designation would
implement policies 2.4-5, 5.1-1 — 5.1-5, and 5.1-10 — 5.1-12.
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other poris of entry, or areas in transition o higher density.” (CPU, at Tabie 2.3} The Propesty
meels none of thessa criteria,

In addition, the following goals and policies of the CPU support maintaining the Exssting
Commerclal Land Use designation on the scuthern portion of the Property:

Page |-5: "a major transit corridar is envisioned to travel in an sast-west direction, linking
much of the community to the region at large.” Airway Road has limited commercial
opportunities. An industrial use on the site would amphasize driving over walking or
[king and conflct with the goals of the General Plan and the CPU.

Page |-6: "The Central Destricl, which generally is the land along the Airway Road
Corrider, is envisioned as the transit comidor and sping of the community with the
Central Village at the western end and employment opportunities at the easterm end.”
Tha southam portion of the site abuts Alinway Road and will serve the surrounding
Industrial designated lands. The Propery fronts on bwo trenait corridors (Alreay and La
Medla Roads) which makes i an ideal location for Commercial development and ks
consigtent with the original and existing Dtay Mesa Community Flan

Page LLU-1: A distripution of land uses that provides sufficient capacity for a variety of
usaes, faclities, and services nesded 1o sanve Otay Mesa®™; “Diversified commercial uses.
that genve local, community, and reglonal needs.” Removing the Commercial Land Use
designation is inconsistent with these goals as i igolates the employment lands from
goods and sensces nesded by employess,

Tables 2-1 and 2-2: These show the reduction in commaercial lands, approximately 170
acras, comparad io residential and open space acreage which is being increased.
Dwelling units are increasing by 50% which equates to greater commercial reed.

Page ME-8: This inchedes a discussion of street classifications that states that Major
Sireets and Primary Arerials should accommaodale pedastrians, yel thase streels are
discussed as camying through traffic with minemal or no driveway access. Naither of
these classifications of streels are pedestrian-friandly — high voluma and high speed
streels are not comforable places for pedesirians. Commercial Land Usa on tha
preperty would better encourage pedestrians from the employment areas south of SR-
905,

Page EP-1: “the community continues to see an increase in residential developmant,
[bringing not onty more residants but the demand for greater access 1o commencial and
redail pusinesses”, "Commercial uses that support Otay Mesa's industrial community,”
Maintaining the existing Commercial Land Lise designation is consistent with these
policies.

Page EP-T: “A majority of thess lands are located in ciose proximity o SR-125, SR-805,
and the Port of Eniry to meet the demand of border-related activities.® This parcal is

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK
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lecated abutting SR-505 and thres transportation comidors and will sane the
employment lands surrounding the Property.

+ Page EP-8: Policy and Recommendation 5.2-4 states: “Locate large retail
establishments along ransponation corridors 1o minimize impacts to residential
nesghborhoods.” Whie the Propery is not localed in a residential neighborhood, it abuls
thres transportation comidors as well as 5R-805 so is consistent with this policy

Thi Froject has bean in the City's regulatory pipefine for several yaars and has relied on the
current Otay Mesa Commercial Land Use designation in its financial and planning decisions
Western Alliance has diigently worked towarnds the requirements for City approval of the Project
under the assumption that commercial use would remain on the entire Property. As menticned
above, the has had a Commercial Land Usa designation in the Otay Mesa Community
Plan since at least 1581, Both the 38 and 4B scenarios depicted on the City's websie in Apdl
2008 proposed to retain commercial use on the norhern portion of the propery, wilh either
Village Community or Intemational Business and Trade uses on the southern partion of the
propery, Yed the CPU now eliminales all commercial and Village Community and proposes IBT
on the Property.

The Cily desmad the complete on December 21, 2009, and Western Alliance only found
out about the City's propasal to change the land use designation in 2010. Tharafore, the rules
in place at that time, including the Commercial Land Uise designation for the entire property,
should remain. Under California law, once an agancy deems a project applicalion completa, it
typically may not change the development rules, regulation and policies applicable 1o the
project, Including land use designations, unless it would place residents in a condition
dangerous to their health or safety,

Wizsbern Alliance has a vesled right 1o the Commercial Land Use designation éwven though the
CPU was pending al the time the application was deemed complete in 2009, The Government
Code allows an agency to apply new nulas whan, al the time of the application, the agency (1}
initialed proceedings for a development rule change by way of crdinance, resolution, or motion;
and{z}pubhrmdmmmmdanmmﬂnmandaﬁmmmhgm

Mﬂﬂ Drmnnnrtubdrvﬂm orﬂnmt GMME Bﬂ-ﬂ'l E{b:lj Whlluw.um
Alliance has generally known that the CPU has been pending for several years, it did nol know
for certain that the draft CPU released in Seplember 2013 would eliminate all the commercial
uses that had existed since the 1981, Commercial was the predominate wsa in the Apdl 2009
38 and 4B scenarios, and as discussed in mone detall below, City aificials assured Wesbem
Alllance that the Property would be designated commercial thraugh 2012 and 2013,

Morgover, the City s estoppad from eliminating the commercial designation in the CFU. As
damonstrated above, the City has bean awarne of bath the Project’'s proposed commearcial
davetoprmeant and the CPU since al least 2000, Based upon the City's assurances, Westem
Alliance was unaware that the City would sliminate the Commercial Land Use designation from

P-6

All projects that have been deemed complete prior to the date of
adoption of the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update and associated
actions will be evaluated with regard to land-use and zoning
consistency based upon the Otay Mesa Community Plan and the Otay
Mesa Development District that were in existence at the time of a
project's deemed complete date.
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e Property in the CPU. \Wesbtern Alliance had a right to belseve the City intended Westen
Alliance lo act upon these assurances, has reled on thess assurances to its detiment, and will
incur injury or prejudice as a result. La Canada Finfridge Dav. Corp. v, Dapt. of Transp. (1985)
166 Cal.App,3d 206, 219, The injury to Weslem AlRance’s interests if the City is not estopped
from sliminating the commaencial designation excesds the injury to the pubsc interest if the City is
esiopped.

cC Ti I L 1y} il IBT

Maintasning the Existing Commercial Land Use abutting the inMarsection of La Media and Alrway
Roads will reduce vehicle miles traveled for services desired by employees in the Indusirial
area. This Property is corvenient for smployess of the industrial and distribution centers already
maisting or planned in tha CPL for the area south of SR-805. I the southern porion wera
redesignated as I1BT as proposed by the CPU, those employess would need fo travel further to
reach commercial and retad services, which would in turn exacerbate traffic impacts and
cofredpondsng air quality, greenhouse gas, and nolse Impacts.

Maoraaver, retaining the existing Commercial Land Use designation would not adversaly affect
thi proposed CPLUS level of senvica on Otay Mesa Road, would nol appear to trigger significant
delays, and would not have an impact on the traffic analysis performed for the CPU, Based on
a traffic analysis requested by the Cily and performed by Urban Systems, which can be found in
the exhibits o the letter attached hereto as Exhibit &, the traffic volumes based on a commercial
use can be accommodated without the need for roadway reclassifications and thal the roads will
oparate at acceptable kevels of service,

L. . iglis C ; a P

Comarcial Land Use, nat Industrial, is consistent with the General Plan. The General Plan doss
nol designate the Property as Prime Indusirial Land. (General Plan, Figure EP-1,) The Genéral
PFlan assumed that the existing Commercial Land Use designation would remain, Figure 51 of
the Genaral Plan states that Prime Indusirial Lands in Olay Mesa will be identified as part of the
commundy plan update process. In addition, the Propary does nat mee? the General Plan
criteria for Prime Industial Lands. According the General Plan, the purpase of the Prime
Industrial Lands designation is to presenve existing industrial land, not to conver Land
designated for other uses to industrial. It states: “The identification of prime industral lands is
Iintended to protect valuable employment land for base sector industries.” (General Plan, at p.
EP-7.) Furiher, the commercial designation Is consistent with the planning documents of other
agencies such a8 the San Diego County Regional Airpan Authority and the San Diego
Association of Governments.

In the last few years, the City has assured Wastemn Alliance several times that the Propearty will

redain its Commercial Land Use designation, For example, in a phone call 1o ma on January 12
2012, Planning Director Blll Anderson confirmead that it was his recolection that at a October 28,
2010 meeting between Western Aliance representalives and City siaff, the City agreed that o

P-7
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While a traffic analysis was generated for the commercial uses at this
location and submitted to the City, City transportation staff is not in
agreement with the analysis and would require further review and
analysis prior to acceptance of the report’'s conclusions.

Each of the General Plan’s elements were carefully considered and
evaluated during the evolution of the plan update. The CPU goals and
policies are based upon many factors, including a comprehensive
evaluation of market analysis, housing needs, and resource protection.
The CPU has analyzed lands for Prime Industrial, and has both
removed industrial designation (the Central Village area, the Lonestar
property) and added industrial designation (southern portion of Western
Alliance property). This was analysis throughout the update process,
and is not considered a conversion per the General Plan’s Figure EP-1.

While a traffic analysis was generated for the commercial uses at this
location and submitted to the City, City transportation staff is not in
agreement with the analysis and would require further review and
analysis prior to acceptance of the conclusions of the traffic report.
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Wiestern Alance performed a traffic analysis and demonstrated that leaving the Propey &s.
commaercial would not result in the need for re-classification of any roadways in the CPU or
dalay the CPU, the City would leave the proparly deskgnated as Commercial in the next draft of
the CPL. As explained in more detail in the letter attached as Exhibit A, Western Aance fully
fulfilied those conditions and resolved the City's concerms.

In eddition, on May 22, 2013, Kelly Browghton confirmed in & conversation with me that Western
Alliance had mel the traffic analysis conditions given by the City in the October 28, 2010
meeting for maintaining the Commercial Land Use designation and also stated that if an
application for development of a commercial use were submitted and deamad compdele priar to
thr adoption of the CPL, the City would have no alternative bat 1o allow the commearcial use o
continue.

The City should respect the desire of the community to maintain the entine Property designated
as Commarcial. The benafits to the community of maintaining the cumant Commarcial
designation have been recognized by the Otay Mesa Community Planning Grougp (Planning
Group). In Febouary, 2010, the Planning Group unanimously supported the Map Waker and
Site Development Permit for Commercial uses. On April 20, 2011, the Planning Group
unandmously passed a motion 1o suppon the cument Commercial designation of the Property,
and nof the industrial dessgnations as proposed by the CPU, cortingent on Western Alkance
agresing to address traffic issues. On July 31, 2013, the Planning Group agreed that Wesiem
Alliance had addressed the traffic issues and unanimousty re-affimed its suppost for
CommercialRetail develogment for the entire Property. In addition, Theresa Milatie from the
City's Planning Division stated at that meeting that the City cannot changs Commercial Land
Use designation of the Propary to Indusirial after its develepmenl application is desmed
complede,

] | rabon M. F |

From a fiscal perspectiva, the City would benafit from maintaining the Commarcial Land Usa
designation on tha antire Proparty. The adopled community plan proposes 453 acres of
commercial, but the CPU only proposes 284 acres of commercial. (CPU, Tables 2-1 and 2-2, at
p. LU-2.) The 2007 Fiscal Impac Analysis of Otay Mesa Communily Plan Updale analyzed the
net fiscal impacts of three CPL) scenarics with vanying amounts of commercial, and determinad
that the City would benefit from increased acreage of commercial designation. Scenario 1, with
512 acres of commercial, netled the highest annual retumna for the City with $19.1 milion
Scenario 2, with 400 acres of commercial, netted $17.5 million annually, ERA, the author of the
sludy, explained: "Scenano 1's anficipated sales tax, property tax, and transien] socupancy tax
receipts help 1o generate the highest revenues of af the scenarios.” (2007 Fiscal Impadt
Analysis at p. 7.) The proposed CPU causes fiscal harm to the City by changing the existing
Commercial designation to I1BT. Reltaining the existing Commercial use would also help provide
revenua for much needed public infrastructure through increased Faclites Banefits Assesament
fees. Therafore, maintaining the Commaercial Land Lise designation on the Property would be
fiacally sownd for the City.

The CPG has supported the commercial designation, as long as the
designation does not delay the CPU process. While a traffic analysis
was generated for the commercial uses at this location and submitted
to the City, City transportation staff is not in agreement with the analysis
and would require further review and analysis prior to acceptance of the
report’s conclusions. All projects that have been deemed complete
prior to the date of adoption of the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update
and associated actions will be evaluated with regard to land-use and
zoning consistency based upon the Otay Mesa Community Plan and
the Otay Mesa Development District that were in existence at the time
of a project’'s deemed complete date.

Comment noted. Other factors have been part of the CPU process, one
of which includes the need to provide base sector employment lands,
as Otay is identified as a Subregional Employment Center.
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The City based its decision to redesignate the southarn portion of the Property as IBT on
unfounded concema. In the October 21, 2013 letter from Bill Fulton (Exhibit G, the City
exprassed concems reganding mixing truck traffic with commescial irafic, inadequate access,
and the lack of any olher commercial uses south of SR-805. None of thesa purported rationales
withstands a closer axamination of the facts. In addition, the City's proposal 1o designate the
southern partion of the Proparty as 1BT is unreasonable:

1. Holssues With Truck Traffic

The assumplion thal Commercial use on the sculhern portion of the Property would create truck
Iraffic issues is misplaced, An Indusirial use on the Propary, with its comesponding increasa in
truck trips, would exacerbate the truck traffic problem, while 8 Commercial use would reduce i,
The Property abuts an intersection with SR-805, so the majorily of the trucks will be slopping to
wither enter or exdl the freeway. Passenger vahicles are unbkely o impede the fiow aof traffic of
the trucks. Moreover, thae trucks will not be entering or exiting the Proparty but will be headed io
of from the Port of Entry fram SR-905.

In addition, the City should not let shorl term concemns owverride long-term planning. The CPL) is
a long-term planning docurment which states that it has a 15-20 year planning period. (CPU, p.
13 The truck traffic ssue wil be substantially resolved after the completion of the
imprevemants on La Media Road, truck routing plans for the Otay Mesa Port of Entry, and the
new Otay Mesa East Port of Enlry scheduled to be complete in 2015, The purchase of the SR-
125 toll road by SANDAG from a private operator will also reduce traffic impacts on Otay Mesa,
Inchuding truck trips.

The designation of the southemn portion of the Property with a Commercial Land Use would be
more compatible with the truck traffic than designation of the site as [BT. Gien the diversion of
tralfic that will occur from La Media Road to Alrway Road, congestion will be lessened at the La
Media Road/Airaay Road Intersection, Finally, the designation of the southem podion of the
Property as IBT would achually resut n incréased fruck traffic conflicts compared to a
Commercial Land Uise designation on the property because employees driving in cars from the
indusirial and distribution uses near the Port of Entry would naed to use designated truck routes
for further distances to reach commercial north of SR-805.

The City should nat interprat the location of the Property as a reason bo anticipate limited
sccess, bul should view it as being consistant with adjacent transportation comidors. The
kecation of the Progarty next to the freeway and Otay Mesa Road is a factor that supports
Commercial use. CPU Economic Prosperity Element, Policy and Recommendation 5.2-4
stales: “Locate lange ratad establishments along transponation comidons to minimize impacts to
residential neighborhoods,” The Property is consiglent with this policy because it is situated
along thres major transportation carridars.

P-13

P-14

The City stands by the rational detailed within the October 21, 2013 and
September 30, 2011 letter exchange between SheppardMullin and
Planning Director, Bill Fulton.

See Response to Comment P-12. The truck traffic issues’ resolution
through the La Media improvements, POE reconfiguration, new POE
opening, and the purchase of the SR-125 are highly speculative. The
new POE and the SR-125 are toll roads, and there is no analysis or
evidence that truck traffic will use toll systems for goods movement.
The City roads will continue to have truck impacts.

See Response to Comment P-7.
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SheppardMullin

Thaeesn Mlletie and My Henmeann
October 25, 2003
Page &

i I Properties s | istmnt

The CPU proposes lo redesignate the adjacent Sunrcad property from Indusirial 1o Commercial
while girmullaneousty redessgnating the Western Alliance Property from Commercial bo Industrial
without any reasonable justification. Western Alllance s nol cpposed to the proposed change
on the Sunroad property, but the change should not corme at the expanse of removing the
Commercial Land Use designation on the Wastern Alliance Property, which diminishes the
value of the Property and undermines the years of diligent work Western Alllance has performed
to approve a Commercial development on the Property.

The treatment of the Sunroad property contradicts the City's statements that there i3 already
sufficient commencial acreage to sanace the Otay Mesa community through CPLU bulldout.
(CPU, at p. LU-20.) If there were already ample commercial, then the City could not be justified
n increasing the Commearcial designation on the Sunrcad proparty. If the City maintained the
Commercial designation on the southern portion of the Property, it would be consistent with the
remainder of the Property as well as the Sunroad property, which would allow enhanced
functioning of circulation, parking, drainage, and other infrastructure. Westemn Aliance is
hepeful 1hat the City will rasclve this issue to the satisfaction of ail paries by designating beth
the Sunroad and Western Aliance properties as commencial, Weslern Aance is cumently
working cocperatively with Sunroad to facititate parking, circulation and drainage based upon
land uses of commercial for both properties,

Inv addition, the CPU's shifting of Commercial to the aast is also antithetical 1o the CPL's stated
project goal 1o designate a comdor of Business Park industrial uses along SR-805. The CPU
achisves this for most of the SR-B05 until just wesl of La Media road, where the it shifts o a
leapfrog of Indusirial and Commercial use patienm.

The CPU's proposed designations are based on stale and srronecus data, For example, stafl
directed ERA lo prepare a Real Estate Market Analysis justifying more Industrial in Otay Mesa,
The report is dated 2005 with an addendum in 2006 and the analysis was based on data dating
from before 2000 until 2004. Cincumstances in Otay Mesa have changed substantially sincs
that time. The ERA repor was prepaned during the last real estate boom and before the Great
Recession, Accerding to the ERA report, the City anticipates 870,000 s.f, of industrial building
absorption per year companed to an average of 474,000 s.1. from 1586 to 2004 during
comparatively vigonous scoenomic conditions, (ERA Real Estale Market Analysis. al p. 18.) The
conchuesion that there will still be almost double the indusirial absorption companed to historical
trends |s questionable, especially considering that ERA, the City's own expert, estimated that it
would b= less, (ERA Real Estate Market Analysis, at p. 19.) Therefore the ERA analysis is far
100 outdated to support the conclusions in the CPU, and the City's purporied need for more
Indusirial rather than Commercial space is without adeguale basis.

Despite #s faws, the ERA report nonetheless stated that there was a need for 32.5 acres of
retail land for the community and 5.7 acres for the border crossing area. To the extent the
markat has changed sinca 2005, there s actually much mare demand for retail and commercial

P-16

The adjacent Sunroad property has requested that the property remain
the Heavy Commercial land use designation rather than the Regional
Commercial land use designation. As such, the property will be zoned
IL-3-1, which allows a mix of both commercial and industrial uses. The
designation of Heavy commercial would allow for a consistent string of
Heavy Commercial uses between Alisa Court and the SR-125.

At this time, the City is not considering that another market analysis be
done.
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SheppardMullin

Thereis Millefie and Wyra Hermessn
October 28, 2013
Paga 10

uses than there was previously, Rob Hixson, Senior Vice President for CB Richard Ellis and an
aupart in industrial developmant in Otay Mesa, reviewsd the sconamic study and concluded that
the CPU is inaufficient to support existing market demand for retad from such major tenants ag
‘Wal-Mart, Targat and Food 4 Less, who are currently in the market looking for available retail
land. (See Exhibit H. emad from Rob Hison, Decembar 21, 2011.) I the City believes thal the
assumptions made in 2005 are sl true, we beleve that it should parform another siudy to
confirm those assumplions. We believe that an updated market study will reveal that thera is an
overasundance of Industrial land in Otay Mesa, not Commercial land.

V. Conclusion

Wizstern Alliance has participated and commented throughout the CPLU process, including
submitting the detafled comment Ietiers attached, and has consistently profested the change
from the Commercial designation 1o Industrial. Wa have abvays responded to City staff's
requests for mors information and addessed staff's previous concems. We therefore
respectiully request that the City retain the current Commercial land use designation on all of
the Property including the scuthemn portion of the Property.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the CPLU, We look forward lo discussing these
isswes with you further. Fleasa do not hesitate to contact us if you reguire information reganding
the nature and $cope of our comments.

g I ,//-)
E. Ponder
for SHEPPARD, MULLIM, RICHTER & HAMPTOM LLP

EMAH A1 15100045
Encl.: Exhibit A Sheppard Mullin letter to the B. Fulton, July 18, 2013,
Exhitil B: Draft EIR commaents, October 25, 2012
Exhibil C: Tirmeldine of Tomay Pines CPU and Entitlemant Events
Exhibil D Letter from City deaming project complete, December 21, 2008
Exhibdl E: Lestter from City deaming project completa, August 23, 2013,
Exhibil F: Resolution No, HO-6548, August 8, 2012,
Exhibil G: Latter from B. Fulton, October 21, 2013,
Exhibit H: Emall from Rob Hicson, December 21, 2001,

¢ Anne-Marie Barg, Tomey Pines Bank
Bal Fulton, Departmant of Plannng and Nelghborhood Restoration
Counciimember Alvarez, City of San Diego

P-17  This comment does not address the environmental analysis provided in
the EIR. The commenter’s opinion is acknowledged and is included in
the project's Final EIR for the decision makers to consider. No
additional response is necessary.

P-18 Exhibits attached are for reference only and do not require response.
They have been included in Appendix O of the Final EIR.
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Executive Summary

S.0 Executive Summary

S.1 Project Synopsis

This summary provides a brief synopsis of: (1) the Community Plan Update (CPU) to the
adopted 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan, the associated rezoning and Land
Development Code (LDC) amendments; (2) the results of the environmental analysis
contained within this Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR); (3) the alternatives
that were considered; and (4) the major areas of controversy and issues to be resolved
by the Lead Agency. This summary does not contain the extensive background and
analysis found in the PEIR. Therefore, the reader should review the entire PEIR to fully
understand the CPU and its environmental consequences.

S.1.1 Project Location and Setting

The CPU area is in the southeastern portion of the City of San Diego (City), just north of
the United States International Border with Mexico. The CPU area is bounded by the
Otay River Valley and the City of Chula Vista on the north; an unincorporated area of
San Diego County to the east; the International Border and the City of Tijuana on the
south; and Interstate 805 (I-805) on the west. The San Ysidro, Otay Mesa-Nestor, and
the Tijuana River Valley communities in the City of San Diego are located west of the
CPU area.

The CPU area encompasses approximately 9,3009,302 acres. Multiple jurisdictions
govern land surrounding Otay Mesa, including but not limited to the City of San Diego,
City of Chula Vista, County of San Diego, and City of Tijuana, Baja California, Mexico.
Major facilities, such as the Otay Mesa Port of Entry (POE), Brown Field airport, and
Donovan Correctional Facility, exist within and adjacent to the CPU area. Fhe-In
addition, the Nakano property, which is located in the most northwestern corner of Otay
Mesa, south of the Otay River Valley is directly adjacent to, but not a part of the CPU.
This property is within the City of Chula Vista’s land use authority, but-and is only shown
on figures througheout-within Section 3 (Environmental Setting) of the PEIR for context
and delineated with dashed lines.

S.1.2 Project Description

The CPU is a comprehensive update to the adopted 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan.
The CPU was undertaken to address substantial land use changes, both locally and
regionally, that have occurred over the past 25 years. The CPU is guided by the
framework and policy direction in the 2008 City of San Diego General Plan Update and
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reflects new citywide policies and programs from the General Plan for the CPU area.
The CPU contains a plan for land use and circulation with the CPU area and includes
the following nine elements: Land Use; Mobility; Urban Design; Economic Prosperity;
Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Recreation; Conservation; Noise; and Historic
Preservation, along with a chapter pertaining to Implementation.

The CPU would refine and implement the general vision and goals as expressed in the
General Plan for the CPU area. It provides community-specific land use, development
design guidelines, and numerous mobility and local guidelines, incentives, and programs
in accordance with the goals stated in the General Plan. The CPU would additionally
serve as the basis for guiding a variety of other actions, such as parkland acquisitions,
public service/facilities, and transportation improvements.

Discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and addressed in this PEIR,
include: adoption of the CPU_and associated actions; approval of a General Plan
Amendment; rescission of the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD);—and-adeoption
amendments to the City’'s Land Development Code (LDC) to include ef-an “International
Business and Trade” (IBT) Zone_and the IP-3-1 Zone to implement the proposed
Business Park — Residential Permitted (BPRP) land use category; adoption of two
Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs);_and adoption of an updated
Public Facilities Financing Plan_(PFFP);—and—amendments—to—the—City's—Land
Development-Code. Certification of the PEIR at a noticed public hearing (Process 5)
would also be required in conjunction with adoption of the CPU_and associated actions.

S.1.3 Project Objectives

In accordance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines
Section 15124, the following specific objectives for the CPU support the underlying
purpose of the project, assist the City as Lead Agency in developing a reasonable range
of alternatives to evaluate in this PEIR, and will ultimately aid the Lead Agency in
preparing findings and overriding considerations, if necessary. The primary objectives of
the CPU are the following:

o Regional Center: Enhance Otay Mesa’s role as a bi-national regional center.

e Economic Diversification: Broaden the economic profile to increase
employment and growth opportunities.

¢ Industrial Capacity: Enhance and sustain Otay Mesa’s strong economic base
and potential for expansion.

¢ International Trade: Support activities that promote greater interregional and bi-
national activities.

¢ Housing: Provide more and varied housing and meet workforce needs close to
employment centers.
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e Complete Places: Create balanced, integrated mix of uses in Otay Mesa while
minimizing collocation compatibility issues.

e Transit: Coordinate land use planning with high frequency transit service
planning.

e Open Space: Protect the canyon lands and sensitive biological resources while
providing recreational opportunities.

e Infrastructure: Include financing mechanisms that can secure infrastructure
improvements concurrent with development.

e Environmental Leadership and Sustainability: Follow environmentally
sensitive design and sustainable development practices.

The above objectives are specific to the Otay Mesa planning area, and are intended to
implement the broader goals, policies, and Guiding Principles of the General Plan.
Following are the Guiding Principles of the General Plan which were used to develop the
more refined objectives above.

o An open space network formed by parks, canyons, river valleys, habitats,
beaches and ocean;

o Diverse residential communities formed by the open space network;
¢ Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities;
o Employment centers for a strong economy;

e An integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit,
roadways, and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each
other and to employment centers;

e High quality, affordable, and well-maintained public facilities to serve the City’s
population, workers, and visitors:

e Historic districts and sites that respect our heritage;

e Balanced communities that offer opportunities for all San Diegans and share
citywide responsibilities;

e A clean and sustainable environment; and

e A high aesthetic standard.
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S.2 Summary of Significant Effects and
Mitigation Measures that Reduce or Avoid
the Significant Effects

Table S-1, located at the end of this Executive Summary, summarizes the significant
effects of the environmental analysis for the CPU. Table S-1 also includes mitigation
measures to reduce and/or avoid the environmental effects, with a conclusion as to
whether the impact has been mitigated to below a level of significance. The mitigation
measures listed in Table S-1 are also discussed within each relevant topical area and
fully contained in Section 11, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

S.3 Areas of Controversy

Areas of controversy associated with the CPU primarily concern the issues of land use,
including the collocation of residential and industrial uses; traffic congestion and truck
routes; adequacy of public services and facilities; air quality and noise issues;
greenhouse gas emissions; and impacts to biologically sensitive resources, specifically
vernal pools and burrowing owls. All of these issues are analyzed in the PEIR.

S.4 Issues to be Resolved by the Lead Agency

The issues to be resolved by the decision-making body (in this case the City of San
Diego City Council) are whether: (1) the significant impacts associated with the
environmental issues of land use (regulation consistency, MHPA adjacency); biological
resources; cultural/historic resources; human health/public safety/hazardous materials;
hydrology/water quality/drainage; geology and soils, and paleontological resources
would be fully mitigated to below a level of significance; (2) there are overriding reasons
to approve the project despite the significant unavoidable air quality (criteria pollutants,
sensitive receptors - stationary sources/collocation); greenhouse gas emissions; noise
(traffic, stationary sources and construction); traffic (capacity), and utilities (solid waste)
impacts; or (3) to approve any of the alternatives instead of the proposed project.

The Lead Agency must also decide if the CPU conforms to land use policies, such as
those in the General Plan and MSCP Subarea Plan. Finally, the Lead Agency must
determine whether the CPU or an alternative might best meet the key objectives while
reducing environmental impacts.
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S.5 Summary of Project Alternatives

Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines requires the discussion of “a range of
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project” and the evaluation of the comparative
merits of the alternatives. The alternatives discussion is intended to “focus on
alternatives to the project or its location, which are capable of avoiding or substantially
lessening any significant effects of the project,” even if these alternatives would impede
to some degree the attainment of the project objectives.

In addition to the CPU, the PEIR addresses three alternatives considered in detail: the
No Project Alternative, the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative, and the Reduced
Density Alternative. These alternatives are evaluated in full in Section 10.0, Alternatives,
of this document.

S.5.1 Alternatives Considered but Rejected

Vernal Pool and Vernal Pool Conservation Alternative

An alternative was considered where all vernal pools and vernal pool species would be
conserved. In order to ensure the long-term viability of the vernal pools and species,
conservation of associated watersheds and sufficient buffers would also be required.
While this alternative would significantly reduce impacts to vernal pool resources and the
surrounding non-native grasslands, this alternative was rejected because the ability to
provide a neighborhood village within the southwest CPU area would be severely
constrained.

Due to the scattered location of the vernal pool resources within the southwest village
area, the available development area would result in compact development, but would
separate out exclusive development areas without an integrated circulation pattern or
open space system. Benefits of the village areas such as but not limited to compact
development, multi-model transportation networks and mixed-use development
opportunities as further described below would not be realized. In addition, the following
goals and objectives of the General Plan and CPU for this area would not be achieved:

¢ Diverse residential communities formed by the open space network;
¢ Compact walkable mixed-use villages of different scales within communities;

e Integrated regional transportation network of walkways, bikeways, transit,
roadways, and freeways that efficiently link communities and villages to each
other and to employment centers;
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¢ Distinct villages that include places to live, work and recreate;

¢ Require a mixed-use residential/commercial component to be included within
village core areas, with neighborhood-serving commercial uses such and food
markets, restaurants, and other small retail shops.

S.5.2 Alternatives Considered

S.5.2.1 No Project Alternative (Adopted Community Plan)

The No Project Alternative consists of continued implementation of the adopted 1981
Otay Mesa Community Plan including amendments to the plan as further described in
Section 10.2.1, consistent with the provisions outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(e)(3)(A). Compared to the CPU, the No Project Alternative would comprise less
density for residential land use and more industrial land. The general distribution of land
uses in the No Project Alternative would have residential uses on the west side of the
CPU and industrial uses in the central-eastern areas. The residential uses on the west
side would be comprised of conventional suburban development, while the industrial
uses on the east side would mainly include labor intensive manufacturing, warehousing,
and distribution, with only limited office uses.

As residential and industrial land uses would be primarily segregated with the No Project
Alternative, potential impacts associated with the adjacency of residential and industrial
uses would be avoided, specifically those associated with hazardous materials and sites.
However, some beneficial features of the CPU would not be realized under the No
Project Alternative. These include the integration of village centers along transportation
corridors, creation of Community and Neighborhood Villages, and the inclusion of new
specific land use designations (e.g., International Business and Trade and Business
Park — Residential Permitted). As such, the goals and objectives of the General Plan
and Strategic Framework Element related to international trade, housing, complete
places, transit, open space, infrastructure, and environmental leadership and
sustainability would not be fully achieved. Additionally, the continued segregation of
land uses would result in greater traffic volumes, and correspondingly, greater impacts
associated with traffic/circulation, air quality, noise (traffic) and greenhouse gas
emissions when compared to the CPU. Also, the No Project Alternative would preserve
fewer acres of open space and provide for less compact forms of development, thereby
resulting in greater impacts to visual quality/landform alteration, biological resources,
historical resources, hydrology/water quality and paleontological resources.

Page S-6



Executive Summary

S$.5.2.2 Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative

The Reduced Biological Impact Alternative would reduce impacts to biological resources
by preserving additional lands in two locations within the CPU, one in the Southwest
Village in the southwest area of the CPU and the second in an area west of La Media
Road in the south-central portion of the CPU (see Figure 10-2). Both of these areas
would become part of the MHPA. This alternative would allow for less grading or ground
disturbing activity, and thus would reduce conflicts with the purpose and intent of the
ESL and Historical Resources Regulations of the LDC, and slightly reduce impacts to
historical and paleontological resources, when compared to the CPU.

The Reduced Biological Impacts Alternatives provides fewer dwelling units in the
Southwest Village as compared to the CPU but still meets the goals and objectives of
the General Plan and the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) Regional
Comprehensive Plan (RCP). The lesser intensity of residential use and the fewer
number of commercial developments allowed for in this alternative minimally reduces
impacts related to traffic congestion (such as, air quality, noise, greenhouse gas
emissions), but not to below a level of significance. Impacts to visual resources
(landform alteration), hydrology/water quality, and energy conservation are also less
when compared to the CPU. Because this alternative would increase the amount of
open space in close proximity to development, the risk from wildfire would be slightly
greater, but would still be mitigated through strict compliance with the Landscape
Standards and Brush Management Regulations contained in the Land Development
Code. This alternative generally meets all project objectives but would not
accommodate future population growth to the same extent as the CPU.

S.5.2.3 Reduced Density Alternative

The Reduced Density Alternative would convert the IBT land use designation to “Light
Industrial,” thereby excluding business park uses and would serve to reduce the trip
generation rates in these areas. The maximum number of residences within the
Southwest Village and the Central Village would be reduced as well, although permitting
enough to be consistent with the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Guidelines used
in the CPU, even if the goals to reduce numbers of average daily traffic (ADTs) in these
villages are met to a slightly lesser extent. This alternative still meets the goals and
objectives of the General Plan and SANDAG’s RCP.

As the development pattern for the Reduced Density Alternative is similar to the CPU,
impacts to most areas (land use, biological resources, historical resources, human
health/public safety/hazardous materials (risk from wildfires), hydrology/water quality,
geology/soils, and paleontological resources) are roughly equivalent to the CPU. Due to
the fewer number of residences allowed, significant impacts to air quality, noise, utilities
(solid waste), transportation/circulation, and greenhouse gas emissions are slightly
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reduced than in the CPU but not to below a level of significance. Because the land use
segregation of housing and industrial is greater in this plan, there is also a small
reduction in risk of exposure to hazardous materials. This alternative generally meets
project objectives but with less density within village areas that would not accommodate
future population growth or provide greater transit opportunities to the same extent as
the CPU. The Reduced Density alternative would allow for more suburban-type
development, which could be more auto-dependent, and therefore contribute to, rather
than reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

S.5.2.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) requires that an EIR identify which
alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. If the No Project Alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also identify which of the other
alternatives is environmentally superior. Based on this CEQA Guidance and the analysis
further detailed in Section 10 of the PEIR, the Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative
would be considered environmentally superior because it would preserve more open
space and, therefore, result in fewer impacts to biological, archaeological and
paleontological resources; hydrology/water  quality; human health/public
safety/hazardous materials, and utilities (including solid waste), resulting from a
decrease in developable land that could be graded. It also would reduce (but not avoid)
the significant and unavoidable impacts of the CPU (i.e., air quality [criteria pollutants,
sensitive receptors - stationary sources/collocation], noise [traffic, construction and
stationary sources], traffic/circulation [capacity], utilities [solid waste], and greenhouse
gas emissions).
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

LAND USE

Regulation Consistency

Would the CPU result in a conflict with
the purpose and intent of the ESL
Regulations, the Historical Resources
Regulation, and the Brush Management
Regulation of the City of San Diego
Land Development Code (LDC)?

Environmentally Sensitive Lands
Regulations

The development footprint of the CPU
would encroach into sensitive ESL areas.
Future public and private development
proposals would be required to comply
with the ESL Regulations or process a
Site Development Permit in order to
deviate from the regulations. Additionally,
all subsequent discretionary projects
would be subject to review in accordance
with CEQA. At which time, appropriate
site-specific mitigation in accordance with
the Mitigation Framework LU-2 and BIO-1
through BIO-4 would be identified for
impacts to sensitive biological resources
covered under the ESL Regulations. For
other resource areas covered under the
ESL Regulations, such as steep hillsides
and floodplains, future projects would be
designed to ensure compliance with the
supplemental regulations and any other
regulatory requirements to ensure that no
impacts would occur. The CPU also
includes several policies (see Table 5.4-
5) which aim to reduce impacts to
sensitive and other resources covered
under the ESL Regulations as well as
development regulations required for
projects within areas covered by CPI0Z
Type A, which address sensitive
biological resources.

Environmentally Sensitive Lands Regulations

LU-1a: Future development project types that are
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations,
and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type
A and can demonstrate that there are no
biological resources present on the project site
can be processed ministerially and would not be
subject to further environmental review under
CEQA. Development proposals that do not
comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental
regulations shall be subject to discretionary
review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the
Mitigation Framework LU-2 and BIO 1-4 in
Section 5-4, Biological Resources.

Environmentally
Sensitive Lands
Regulations

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

LAND USE (cont.)

Future projects would be required to
comply with the above regulations,
policies, and mitigation. Therefore, at the
program-level the CPU would not be in
conflict with the purpose and intent of the
ESL regulations and potential impacts
would be below a level of significance.

Historical Resources Regulations

Given the presence of historical
resources distributed throughout the CPU
area, implementation of the CPU has the
potential to result in significant impacts to
historical resources. The CPU includes
several policies aimed to reduce impacts
to historical resources within the CPU
area as well as development regulations
required for projects within areas covered
by CPIOZ Type A which address
archaeological resources. Additionally,
incorporation of the mitigation framework
for historical resources contained in
Section 5.5 would reduce the potential for
significant impacts at the project-level.

Historical Resources Regulations

LU-1b: Future development project types that are
consistent with the CPU, base zone regulations,
and the supplemental regulations for CPIOZ Type
A and can demonstrate that there are no
archaeological resources present on the project
site can be processed ministerially and would not
be subject to further environmental review under
CEQA. Development proposals that do not
comply with the CPIOZ Type A supplemental
regulations shall be subject to discretionary
review in accordance with CPIOZ Type B and the
Mitigation Framework HIST-1 in Section 5-5,
Historical Archaeological Resources.

Historical Resources
Regulations

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

LAND USE (cont.)

Environmental Plan Consistency

Would the CPU result in a conflict with
adopted environmental plans, including
the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea
Plan and the MHPA adopted for the
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect for the area?

MHPA / Land Use Adjacency
Guidelines

Potential indirect impacts would be
evaluated at the project-level for
consistency with the MHPA Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines. Implementation of
the CPU would introduce land uses
adjacent to MHPA which would potentially
result in a significant impact at the
program-level.

MHPA / Land Use Adjacency Guidelines

LU-2: All subsequent development projects that
are implemented in accordance with the CPU
which are adjacent to designated MHPA areas
shall comply with the Land Use Adjacency
Guidelines of the MSCP in terms of land use,
drainage, access, toxic substances in runoff,
lighting, noise, invasive plant species, grading, and
brush management requirements. Mitigation
measures include, but are not limited to: sufficient
buffers and design features, barriers (rocks,
boulders, signage, fencing, and appropriate
vegetation) where necessary, lighting directed
away from the MHPA, and berms or walls adjacent
to commercial or industrial areas and any other use
that may introduce construction noise or noise from
future development that could impact or interfere
with wildlife utilization of the MHPA. The project
biologist for each proposed project would identify
specific mitigation measures needed to reduce
impacts to below a level of significance.
Subsequent environmental review would be
required to determine the significance of impacts
from land use adjacency and compliance with the
Land Use Adjacency Guidelines of the MSCP. Prior
to approval of any subsequent development project
in an area adjacent to a designated MHPA, the City
of San Diego shall identify specific conditions of
approval in order to avoid or to reduce potential
impacts to adjacent the MHPA.

Specific requirements of the mitigation framework
are detailed in Section 5.1.6.3.

MHPA / Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

AIR QUALITY

Criteria Pollutants

Would the CPU result in emissions that
would violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

Would the CPU result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is
non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state AAQS (including the
release of emissions which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Construction Emissions

Air emissions due to construction would
not exceed the applicable thresholds for
individual projects. However, if several of
these projects were to occur simultan-
eously, there is the potential for multiple
projects to exceed significance
thresholds. While it is not anticipated that
construction activities under the CPU
would result in significant air quality
impacts, as air emissions from the future
developments within the CPU area cannot
be adequately quantified at this time, this
impact would be significant and
unavoidable.

Construction Emissions

AQ-1: For future projects that would exceed daily
construction emissions thresholds established by
the City of San Diego, best available control
measures/technology shall be incorporated to
reduce construction emissions to below daily
emission standards established by the City of San
Diego.

Construction Emissions

Significant and unavoidable
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

AIR QUALITY (cont.)

Operational Emissions

While emissions under the CPU would
exceed project-level thresholds, which
would potentially have a significant air
quality impact when compared to the
existing condition, the CPU would,
however, result in lower emissions than
the adopted plan.

The CPU would be consistent with
adopted regional air quality improvement
plans and would represent a decrease in
emissions used to develop the SDAPCD
RAQS. However, as air emissions from
the future developments within the CPU
area cannot be adequately quantified at
this time, this impact would be significant
and unavoidable.

Operational Emissions

AQ-2: Development that would significantly
impact air quality, either individually or
cumulatively, shall receive entitlement only if it is
conditioned with all reasonable mitigation to
avoid, minimize, or offset the impact. As a part of
this process, future projects shall be required to
buffer sensitive receptors from air pollution
sources through the use of landscaping, open
space, and other separation techniques.

Operational Emissions
Significant and unavoidable
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

AIR QUALITY (cont.)

Sensitive Receptors

Would the CPU expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant
concentration, including air toxics such
as diesel particulates?

Stationary Sources

The CPU includes industrial uses which
could generate air pollutants. Without
appropriate controls, air emissions
associated with planned industrial uses
would represent a significant adverse air
quality impact.

Any new facility proposed that would have
the potential to emit toxic air
contaminants would be required to
evaluate toxic air problems resulting from
their facility’s emissions.

If the facility poses a potentially significant
public health risk, the facility would submit
a risk reduction audit and plan to
demonstrate how the facility would reduce
health risks. Specific project-level design
information would be needed to determine
stationary source emission impacts.
Therefore, at the program-level, impacts
would be potentially significant.

Stationary Sources

AQ-3: Prior to the issuance of building permits
for any new facility that would have the potential
to emit toxic air contaminants, in accordance with
AB 2588, an emissions inventory and health risk
assessment shall be prepared. If adverse health
impacts exceeding public notification levels
(cancer risk equal to or greater than 10 in
1,000,000; see Section 5.3.5.2 [b & c]) are
identified, the facility shall provide public notice to
residents located within the public notification
area and submit a risk reduction audit and plan to
the APCD that demonstrates how the facility
would reduce health risks to less than significant
levels within five years of the date the plan.

Stationary Sources

Significant and unavoidable
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

AIR QUALITY (cont.)

Collocation

The CPU would place residential,
commercial, and industrial uses in
proximity to one another, which would
have potential air quality impacts
associated with the collocation of
incompatible land uses, as described in
Section 5.3.5.1 (d). Air Quality impacts
would be associated with exposure to
pollutants from the operation of the
facility, which can include DPM emitted by
heavy trucks and diesel engines,
chromium emitted by chrome platers, and
perchloroethylene emitted by dry cleaning
operations. While compliance with the
CPU and General Plan policies, along
with local, state and federal regulations,
would reduce potential impacts, future
projects may result in sensitive uses
(residential uses, schools, parks being
located within the buffer distances of the
facilities described in Table 5.3-7, and
therefore sensitive receptors would be
exposed to toxic air emissions. In this
case, impacts would be significant.

Collocation

AQ-4: Significant adverse impacts associated
with collocation would be mitigated at the project-
level, through implementation of the Mitigation
Framework contained in Section 5.3.5.3.

Collocation

Significant and unavoidable
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Sensitive Plants and Animals

Would the CPU result in a reduction in
the number of any unique, rare,
endangered, sensitive, or fully protected
species of plants or animals?

Implementation of the CPU has the
potential to impact sensitive plants and
animals directly through the loss of
habitat or indirectly by placing
development adjacent to the MHPA.

Mitigation measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-4 and
LU-2, as described in Sections 5.1 Land use and
5.4, Biological Resources, would address impacts
of future development projects related to sensitive
plant and wildlife species.

Less than Significant

Migratory Wildlife

Would the CPU result in interference
with the nesting/foraging/ movement of
any resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species?

Future development, including
construction or extension of CPU
roadways, utility lines, and/or temporary
construction activities, has the potential to
interfere with nesting, reduce foraging
habitat, and obstruct wildlife movement as
a result of noise, construction activities,
habitat loss and/or fragmentation. Any
direct or indirect impacts to migratory
wildlife nesting, foraging, and movement
would be considered significant.

Mitigation measures BIO-2 under Section 5.4.5.3
shall apply.

Less than Significant

Sensitive Habitat

Would the CPU result in an impact to a
sensitive habitat, including, but not
limited to streamside vegetation, oak
woodland, vernal pools, wetland,
coastal sage scrub, or chaparral?

Impacts to Tier I, Il, llIA, and IIIB habitats
would be significant. These sensitive
habitats include: maritime succulent
scrub, native grassland, Diegan coastal
sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral,
non-native grassland, riparian scrub,
vernal pools, and basins with fairy shrimp.

Refer to Mitigation Framework BIO-1.

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

MSCP

Would the CPU affect the long-term
conservation of biological resources as
described in the MSCP? Would the
CPU meet the objectives of the
Subarea Plan’s Land Use Adjacency
Guidelines or conflict with the provisions
of the Subarea Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or state conservation
plans?

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines

Potential impacts would be evaluated at
the project-level for consistency with the
MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.
As implementation of the CPU would
introduce land uses adjacent to MHPA,
this is a potentially significant impact at
the program-level.

MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines

MHPA adjacency impacts would be addressed at
the project-level; Section 5.1.6 includes the
Mitigation Framework, LU-2.

MHPA Land Use
Adjacency Guidelines

Less than significant

Invasive Plants

Would the CPU result in the
introduction of invasive species of
plants into the area?

Due to the large extent of future grading
and development within the CPU, the
CPU has the potential to introduce
invasive species into the MHPA. If
uncontrolled, invasive species could
significantly impact the integrity of the
MHPA in the CPU area.

All future projects would be required to implement
the MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and
Mitigation Framework measure LU-2 in

Section 5.1.6, Land Use, which requires that the
project’s landscape plan would not contain any
exotic plant/invasive species and would include
an appropriate mix of native species which would
be used adjacent to the MHPA.

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

Wetland Impacts

Would the CPU result in an impact on
City, state, or federally regulated
wetlands (including but not limited to,
salt marsh, vernal pool, lagoon, riparian
habitat, etc.) through direct removal,
filing, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

Impacts to wetlands, vernal pools, and
other jurisdictional water resources would
be considered significant.

Mitigation framework BlO-4, as described in
Section 5.4, Biological Resources, shall apply to
future development.

Less than significant

Noise Generation

Would the temporary construction noise
from the CPU or permanent noise
generators (including roads) adversely
impact sensitive species (e.g., coastal
California gnatcatcher) within the
MHPA?

There is a potential for temporary noise
impacts to wildlife from construction and
permanent noise impacts from the
introduction of noise generating land uses
adjacent to MHPA. Temporary and/or
permanent noise impacts to wildlife within
the MHPA would be significant.

Mitigation for impacts to sensitive wildlife species
(including temporary and permanent noise
impacts) resulting from future projects
implemented in accordance with the CPU are
included in Sections 5.1.6.3 (Land Use) and
5.4.4.3 (Biological Resources). Please refer to
Mitigation Framework BlO-1 through BIO-4 and
LU-2 (MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines).

Less than Significant

HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Prehistoric/Historical Sites

Would the CPU result in the alteration
or destruction of a prehistoric or
historical archaeological site?

Due to the number and density of
prehistoric and historic cultural resources
in the CPU area, the loss of these
resources would be considered a
significant impact at the program-level

Archaeological Resources

Mitigation framework HIST-1, as described in
Section 5.5, Historical Resources, shall apply for
future development.

Historic Buildings, Structures, and Objects

Mitigation framework HIST-2, as described in
Section 5.5, Historical Resources, shall apply for
future development.

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

Religious or Sacred Uses

Would the CPU result in any impact to
existing religious or sacred uses within
the CPU area?

Impacts to known resources and those
not yet found and formally recorded, could
occur anywhere within the CPU area.
Future grading of original in situ soils
could also expose buried historical
archaeological resources and features
including sacred sites. Potential impacts
to historical resources associated with
construction of future projects
implemented in accordance with the CPU,
would be considered significant.

The Mitigation Framework religious or sacred
uses would be the same as outlined for
Archaeological Resources. Please refer to
Mitigation Framework HIST-1.

Less than Significant

Human Remains

Would the CPU result in the
disturbance of any human remains,
including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Impacts to known resources and those
not yet found and formally recorded could
occur anywhere within the CPU area.
Future grading of original in situ soils
could also expose buried human remains.
Potential impacts to historical resources
associated with construction of projects
implemented in accordance with CPU
would be considered significant.

The Mitigation Framework for human remains
would be the same as outlined for Archaeological
Resources. Please refer to Mitigation Framework
HIST-1.

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Health and Safety Hazards

Would the CPU expose people or
property to health hazards, including
wildfire and airport operations?

Health Hazards

A discussion of exposure to health
hazards is found in Section 5.3, Air
Quality and Sections 5.6.4, and 5.6.5. As
indicated in those sections, hazardous
sites have been identified that could result
in significant impacts to future
development within the CPU area.

Health Hazards

Refer to Sections 5.3, 5.6.4, and 5.6.5. In
accordance with the CPU policies, mitigation
identified in Section 5.6.5.3 would be required to
reduce potential health hazards to future
development from hazardous sites. Please refer
to Mitigation Framework AQ-3, AQ-4, and HAZ-3.

Health Hazards

Less than Significant

Wildfire Hazards

Because of the existing and proposed
land use patterns around which the
community is formed, new development in
the wildland interface areas may expose
additional people and structures to
wildland fire hazards, representing a
potentially significant impact. Therefore,
impacts associated with wildfires would
be significant at the program-level.

Wildfire Hazards

HAZ-1: Future projects implemented in
accordance with the CPU shall be required to
incorporate sustainable development and other
measures into site plans in accordance with the
City’s Brush Management Regulations, and
Landscape Standards pursuant to General Plan
and CPU policies intended to reduce the risk of
wildfires. In addition, all future projects shall be
reviewed for compliance with the 2010 California
Fire Code, Section 145.0701 through 145.0711 of
the LDC, and Chapter 7 of the California Building
Code.

Wildfire Hazards

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

HUMAN HEALTH/PUBLIC SAFETY/HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (cont.)

Aircraft Hazards

Future projects could conflict with the FAA
requirements unless the City implements
a mechanism to ensure either the project
wouldn’t include features identified in Part
77 criteria for notification or the project
obtains a No Hazard to Air Navigation
from the FAA. Thus, potential aircraft
hazards impacts would be potentially
significant.

Aircraft Hazards

Mitigation framework HAZ-2, as described in
Section 5.6, Human Health/Public
Safety/Hazardous Materials, shall apply for future
development.

Aircraft Hazards

Less than significant

Hazardous Sites

Would the CPU uses be located on a
site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

The presence of sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5,
along with any unknown hazardous sites,
would have potentially significant impacts
on future development and land uses
within the CPU area.

Mitigation framework HAZ-3, as described in
Section 5.6, shall apply to future development.

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

Runoff

Would the CPU result in an increase in
impervious surfaces and associated
increased runoff? Would the CPU result
in a substantial alteration to on- and off-
site drainage patterns due to changes in
runoff flow rates or volumes?

Buildout in accordance with the CPU
would result in an increase in impervious
surfaces and associated increased runoff,
and result in alterations to on- and off-site
drainage. Therefore, implementation of
the CPU has the potential to result in
significant direct and indirect impacts
associated with runoff and alternations to
on-and off-site drainage patterns.

Mitigation framework HYD/WQ-1, as described in
Section 5.7, Hydrology/Water Quality, shall apply
for future development. Future development
implemented in accordance with the CPU would
be subject to the requirements of the Storm
Water Standards Manual, which includes design
of new or improved system to meet local and
state regulatory requirements satisfactory to the
City Engineer. Strict adherence to the Mitigation
Framework, which requires regulatory compliance
as noted above, along with General Plan and
CPU policy compliance for reducing storm water
runoff, would ensure that potential impacts to
downstream resources would be reduced to
below a level of significance.

Less than Significant

Natural Drainage System Buildout in accordance with the CPU has | See HYD/WQ-1. Less than Significant
L the potential to result in a substantial

What modifications to the natural change to stream flow velocities and

_dralnage sys_tem would be required for drainage patterns on downstream

implementation of the CPU? Would properties. Therefore, implementation of

there be an effect on the Otay or Tijuana | the CPU has the potential to result in

river valley drainage basins with significant direct and indirect impacts to

implementation of the CPU? the natural drainage system.

Flow Alteration Future development within the CPU area See HYD/WQ-1. Less than significant

Would the CPU result in alterations to
the course or flow of flood waters?

would potentially impact the existing
course and flow of flood waters, resulting
in potentially significant impacts.
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY (cont.)

Water Quality

Would the CPU create discharges into
surface or ground water, or any
alteration of surface or ground water
quality, including but not limited to
temperature, dissolved oxygen or
turbidity? Would there be increases in
pollutant discharges including
downstream sedimentation?

Future projects implemented in
accordance with the CPU could result in
impacts to water quality, including
discharges to surface or groundwater.
Although specific locations for future
projects have not been identified, the
construction of such facilities and, to a
lesser degree, the operation of these
facilities, could impact water quality.
Grading and exposed soil could result in
sedimentation.

Mitigation framework HYD/WQ-2, as described in
Section 5.7, Hydrology/Water Quality, shall apply.

Less than Significant
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

GEOLOGY/SOILS

Geologic Hazards

Would the CPU expose people or
property to geologic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides,
liquefaction, ground failure, or similar
hazards?

The CPU area contains geologic conditions
which would pose significant risks for future
development if not properly addressed at
the project-level. Unstable conditions
relating to compressible soils, landslides,
seismicity (faults), and expansive soils
represent a potentially significant impact for
future development.

Mitigation framework GEO-1, as described in
Section 5.8, Geology and Sails, shall apply for
future development.

Less than Significant

Erosion

Would the land use and circulation
modifications proposed in the CPU
increase the potential for erosion of
soils on- or off-site?

Based on the steep nature of many of the
hillsides and the generally poorly
consolidated nature of the sedimentary
materials and soils found throughout the
CPU area, erosion would represent a
potentially significant impact, particularly in
conjunction with some portions of the San
Diego Formation and in drainages and

stream valleys.

Mitigation framework GEO-2, as described in
Section 5.8, Geology and Sails, shall apply for
future development.

Less than Significant
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

NOISE

Traffic Generated Noise

Would the CPU result in a significant
increase in the existing ambient noise
level?

Exterior and potentially interior traffic noise
impacts are anticipated at the majority of
locations adjacent to I-805, SR-905, SR-
125, Otay Mesa Road, and Airway Road.
Therefore, impacts related to traffic noise
impacts to new residences would be
significant.

There are areas within the CPU area where

project traffic noise would potentially cause
interior noise levels in existing residences
to exceed applicable standards. Thisis a
potentially significant impact of the CPU.

Mitigation framework NOS-1 and NOS-2, as
described in Section 5.10, Noise, shall apply for
future development. However, because the extent
of the success of this mitigation framework cannot
be accurately predicted for at this time, impacts
would be unavoidable at the program-level.

Significant and unavoidable

Stationary Source Noise The CPU has the potential to site noise- Mitigation framework NOS-3, as described in Significant and
(Collocation) sensitive uses (i.e., residential) adjacent Section 5.10, Noise, shall apply for future unavoidable
. to noise-generating commercial and development. However, because the extent of the
Could the proposed collocation of industrial uses. The juxtaposition of these | success of this mitigation framework cannot be
residential and commercial or industrial | |ang uses would result in potentially accurately predicted for at this time, impacts
land uses result in the exposure of significant noise impacts at this program- | would be unavoidable at the program-level.
people to noise levels, which exceed level of analysis.
the City’s Noise Abatement and Control
Ordinance?
Construction Noise Future development associated with Mitigation framework NOS-4, as described in Significant and
implementing the CPU has the potential Section 5.10, Noise, shall apply for future unavoidable

Would temporary construction noise
from the proposed neighborhood
developments or permanent noise
generators (including roads) adversely
impact sensitive receptors or sensitive
bird species (e.g., coastal California
gnatcatcher) within the MHPA?

to exceed applicable construction
thresholds at residential properties
adjacent to construction sites.
Additionally, there is the potential for
construction noise to impact least Bell's
vireo, coastal California gnatcatcher,
raptors, and other sensitive species if
they are breeding or nesting in adjacent
MHPA lands. These impacts are
significant at the program-level.

development.
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Would the CPU allow development to
occur that could significantly impact a
unique paleontological resource or a
geologic formation possessing a
moderate to high fossil bearing
potential?

Implementation of the CPU has the
potential to result in significant impacts to
paleontological resources. Specifically,
future projects implemented in
accordance with the CPU that would
involve substantial grading within the San
Diego and Otay formations and Very Old
Paralic Deposits that would result in the
loss of significant fossil remains. It should
be noted however, that for future projects
that are consistent with the OMCP, base
zone regulations and the supplemental
regulations for CPIOZ Type A and can
demonstrate that no paleontological fossil
resources are present; the project can be
processed ministerially and would not be
subject to further environmental review
under CEQA.

Mitigation framework PALEO-1, as described in
Section 5.11, Paleontological Resources, shall
apply for future development.

Less than Significant
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION

Capacity

Would the CPU result in an increase in
projected traffic that is substantial in
relation to the capacity of the circulation
system?

Capacity
Roadway Segments

A total of 24 roadway segments under the
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition would
be expected to operate at unacceptable
LOS. Therefore, the CPU would have a
significant impact at all of these 24
roadway segment locations.

Even with the incorporation of the recommended
street classifications in Table 5.12-4 in the CPU,
Public Facilities Financing Plan, and future project
development review and (ministerial) and
discretionary review through the CP10Z, 24
roadway segments would operate unacceptably in
the Horizon Year Plus CPU condition. The TIA
identified additional potential improvement
measures that are not recommended as part of
the CPU and are not included as part of the
project. The reasons for not recommending the
improvements include various factors such as
adjacency to environmentally sensitive land
and/or steep hillsides, existing development
conflicts, and/or multi-modal and urban design
context. The impacts are considered significant
and unmitigated. At the project-level, partial
mitigation may be possible in the form of
transportation demand management measures
that encourage carpooling and other alternate
means of transportation. At the time future
subsequent development projects are proposed,
project-specific traffic analyses would contain
detailed recommendations. All project-specific
mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented
prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy
in order to provide mitigation at the time of
impact.

Significant and unmitigated
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION (cont.)

Intersections

A total of 49 intersections would be
expected to operate at unacceptable
levels under the Horizon Year Plus CPU
condition. Therefore, the CPU would have
a significant impact at all 49 of these
intersections.

Even with incorporation of the recommended land
configurations shown in Figure 5.12-4a-4g for the
53 intersections analyzed into the projects to be
funded through the Public Facilities Financing
Plan, and through future development projects
(ministerial and discretionary through the CP10Z,
a total of 39 intersections would continue to be
significantly impacted. The TIA identified further
potential improvement measures such as
additional intersection turning movement lanes
that are not recommended as part of the CPU
and are not included as part of the project. The
reasons for not recommending the improvements
due to considerations such as adjacency to
environmentally sensitive land and/or steep
hillsides, existing development conflicts, multi-
modal and urban design context, or because
additional study at the project level would be
required in order to make recommendations. At
the project-level, partial mitigation may be
possible in the form of transportation demand
management measures that encourage
carpooling and other alternate means of
transportation. At the time future subsequent
development projects are proposed, project-
specific traffic analyses would contain detailed
recommendations. All project-specific mitigation
for direct impacts shall be implemented prior to
the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in order
to provide mitigation at the time of impact. To
reduce impacts the following mitigation shall be
provided:

Significant and unmitigated
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION (cont.)

TRF-1: Intersections shall be improved per the
intersection lane designations identified in Figure
5.12-4.

Freeway Segments

With the planned and funded I-805
improvements, all 1-805 freeway
segments would be expected to operate
at an acceptable LOS in the Horizon Year
Plus CPU condition and therefore impacts
would be less than significant. Five SR-
905 freeway segments would be expected
to operate at unacceptable levels in the
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition. Thus,
the CPU impact at these five SR-905
freeway segments would be significant.

While providing one HOV lane in each direction
on the SR-905 would reduce impacts associated
with buildout of the CPU, the additional lanes are
not funded; therefore, impacts would remain
significant and unmitigated at the programmatic
level. At the project-level, partial mitigation may
be possible in the form of auxiliary lanes and/or
transportation demand management measures
that encourage carpooling and other alternate
means of transportation. At the time future
subsequent development projects are proposed,
project-specific traffic analyses would contain
detailed recommendations. All project-specific
mitigation for direct impacts shall be implemented
prior to the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy
in order to provide mitigation at the time of
impact.

Significant and unmitigated

Freeway Ramp Metering

Five SR-905 freeway ramps would be
expected to experience delays over 15
minutes with downstream freeway
operations at unacceptable levels in the
Horizon Year Plus CPU condition. The
CPU impact at these five freeway ramps
would be significant.

Mitigation that would reduce freeway ramp
metering impacts at the five significantly impacted
SR-905 locations consists of adding a lane to the
freeway on-ramp, auxiliary lanes, and/or
implementation of transportation demand
management (TDM) measures that encourage
carpooling and other alternate means of
transportation. At the time future subsequent
development projects are proposed, project-
specific traffic analyses would contain detailed
recommendations. All project-specific mitigation
for direct impacts shall be implemented prior to
the issuance of Certificate of Occupancy in

Significant and unmitigated
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SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Impact Level After

Environmental Issue Results of Impact Analysis Mitigation Framework Mitigation
TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION (cont.)
order to provide mitigation at the time of impact.
However, due to the uncertainty associated with
implementing freeway ramp improvements, and
uncertainty related to implementation of TDM
measures, the freeway ramp impacts associated
with the CPU would remain significant and
unmitigated at the program-level.
UTILITIES
Would the CPU result in a need for new | Solid Waste Solid Waste Solid Waste

systems, or require substantial
alternations to existing utilities? These
systems include water, wastewater,
reclaimed water, solid waste disposal,
storm water infrastructure, and
communication systems.

Because all future projects within the CPU
area may not be required to prepare a
waste management plan or may not
reduce project-level waste management
impacts below a level of significance, the
CPU cannot be guaranteed, at the
program-level, to meet the 75 percent
diversion requirement. Direct impacts
associated with solid waste would be
significant at the program-level.

Mitigation framework UTIL-1, as described in
Section 5.14, Utilities, shall apply for future
development. However, because the extent of the
success of this mitigation framework cannot be
accurately predicted for at this time, impacts
would be unavoidable at the program-level.

Significant and unavoidable
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TABLE S-1
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
(continued)

Environmental Issue

Results of Impact Analysis

Mitigation Framework

Impact Level After
Mitigation

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Consistency with Adopted Plans,
Policies, and Regulations

Would the CPU conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs?

The CPU contains policies that would
reduce GHG emissions from
transportation and operational building
uses (related to water and energy
consumption, and solid waste generation,
etc.) and would be consistent with the
strategies of local and state plans,
policies, and regulations aimed at
reducing GHG emissions from land use
and development. Subsequent projects
implemented in accordance with the CPU
would be required to implement GHG-
reducing features beyond those
mandated under existing codes and
regulations. However, because project-
level details are not known, there is the
potential that projects would not meet the
necessary City reduction goals put in
place in order to achieve the reductions
required by AB 32. Thus, the level of
potential impacts associated with plan
conflict would be potentially significant.

Mitigation framework GHG-1, as described in
Section 5.18, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, shall
apply for future development. However, because
the extent of the success of this mitigation
framework cannot be accurately predicted for at
this time, impacts would be unavoidable at the
program-level.

Significant and unavoidable

Cumulative GHG Emissions

Would implementation of the CPU
generate GHG emissions, either directly
or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment?

The 9.1 to 11.4 percent reductions
relative to BAU fall short of meeting the
City’s goal of a minimum 28.3 percent
reduction in GHG emissions relative to
BAU. This impact associated with GHG
emissions under the CPU would be
significant and unavoidable.

GHG-2: Future projects implemented in
accordance with the CPU shall be required to
demonstrate their avoidance of significant
impacts related to long-term operational
emissions as identified in mitigation framework
GHG-1.

Significant and unavoidable
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1.0 Introduction

1.0 Introduction

This Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) has been prepared by the City of
San Diego for the Otay Mesa Community Plan Update (CPU) in compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 as amended (Public Resources
Code [PRC], Section 21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). In addition, this PEIR has been
prepared in accordance with City of San Diego Environmental Impact Report Guidelines
(2005). The PEIR relies on the most recent City of San Diego Significance Determination
Thresholds (January 2011d).

This PEIR addresses the environmental effects associated with adoption of an update to
the 1981 Otay Mesa Community Plan; amendment to the General Plan; rezone
ordinance to replace the Otay Mesa Development District (OMDD) with citywide zoning;
Land Development Code (LDC) amendments and approval of an updated Public
Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP). The CPU is a comprehensive update to the adopted
plan and addresses substantial land use changes, both locally and regionally that have
occurred over the past 25 years. The CPU is guided by the framework and policy
direction in the City of San Diego General Plan (2008a) and reflects new citywide
policies and programs from the General Plan for the CPU area. The CPU contains a
land use plan and includes the following nine elements: Land Use; Mobility; Urban
Design; Economic Prosperity; Public Facilities, Services, and Safety; Recreation;
Conservation; Noise; and Historic Preservation, along with a chapter pertaining to
Implementation.

The CPU would refine and implement the general vision and goals as expressed in the
General Plan for the CPU area. The CPU would provide detailed neighborhood-specific
land use, development design guidelines, policies, and numerous other mobility and
local guidelines, incentives, and programs in accordance with the goals stated in the
General Plan.

In conjunction with the CPU, a rezone would rescind the existing Otay Mesa
Development District (OMDD), and make development regulations consistent with
citywide zoning classifications. Amendments to the City’s LDC also would be necessary
to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs). The CPU would additionally serve as the
basis for guiding a variety of other actions, such as parkland acquisitions, transportation
improvements, and public facilities.

The City’s Community Plan Preparation Manual indicates that the EIR for each
community plan may tier off the EIR prepared for the General Plan (City of San Diego
2008a). Therefore, it was determined that this EIR would be prepared as a PEIR and
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1.0 Introduction

incorporate by reference the Final PEIR for the General Plan (State Clearinghouse
No. 2006091032) in its entirety. The Final General Plan PEIR is available for review at
the City’s Development Services Department, located at 1222 First Avenue, San Diego,
California 92101.

1.1 Discretionary Actions Required to Implement
the Plan

Discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and included as part of the project
for purposes of this PEIR, include: adoption of the CPU, approval of a General Plan
Amendment, rescission of the OMDD and adoption of a rezone ordinance to replace the
OMDD with citywide zoning, adoption of the PFFP, and amendments to the City’s LDC
to create new and revised implementing zones, including two new Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zones (CPIOZs), a new International Business Trade (IBT)
zone to implement the IBT land use category and a new Business Park Residential
Permitted (BPRP) zone (the IP-3-1) to implement the new BPRP land use designation.
The CPU would also serve as the basis for guiding a variety of other future actions, such
as parkland acquisitions, transportation improvements, and design and construction of
required public facilities. Certification of the PEIR at a noticed public hearing (Process 5)
and adoption of the MMRP would be required in conjunction with adoption of the CPU
and associated actions.

1.2 EIR Legal Authority

1.2.1 Lead Agency

The City of San Diego is the Lead Agency for the CPU pursuant to Article 4 (Sections
15050 and 15051) of the CEQA Guidelines. The Lead Agency, as defined by CEQA
Guidelines Section 15367, is the public agency which has the principal responsibility for
carrying out or approving a project. As Lead Agency, the City of San Diego’s
Development Services Department Environmental Analysis Section conducted an
environmental review of the CPU and determined that a PEIR was required. The
analysis and findings in this document reflect the independent judgment of the City.

1.2.2 Responsible and Trustee Agencies

Implementation of the CPU may require subsequent actions involving responsible and
trustee agencies. Responsible agencies, as defined pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15381, are public agencies that may have discretionary approval authority for a
project, and include, but are not limited to the United States Army Corps of Engineers
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1.0 Introduction

(USACE), United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), San Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD), San Diego
County Regional Airport Authority, and San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board
(RWQCB).

Trustee agencies are defined in Section 15386 of the CEQA Guidelines as state
agencies that have jurisdiction by law over natural resources affected by a project that
are held in trust for the people of the State of California, including the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Discretionary approvals that may be required
by these or other agencies are listed in Section 3.4.5.6 Future Actions.

A brief description of some of the primary responsible or trustee agencies that may have
an interest in the CPU is provided below.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers: The USACE has jurisdiction over development in or
affecting the navigable waters of the United States, pursuant to two federal laws: The
Rivers and Harbors Act of 1889 and the Clean Water Act, as amended. A “navigable
water” is generally defined by a blue line as plotted on a United States Geological
Survey (USGS) quadrangle map. Projects that include potential dredge or fill impacts to
waters of the U.S. are subject to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Aggregate
impacts to waters of the U.S. (defined as direct fill or indirect effects of fill) greater than
one-half acre require a permit. All permits issued by the USACE are subject to
consultation and/or review by the USFWS and the United States Environmental
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Acting under the federal Endangered Species Act
(ESA), the USFWS is responsible for ensuring that any action authorized, funded, or
carried out by a federal agency (such as the USACE) is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of listed species or modify their critical habitat. Accordingly, the
USFWS would provide input to the USACE as part of the Section 404 process.

Within areas covered by the City of San Diego’s MSCP Subarea Plan, the role of the
USFWS is limited with respect to species covered under the Subarea Plan. For species
covered by the Subarea Plan, the USFWS has granted take authorization to the City for
listed species in accordance with the requirements of the MSCP Implementing
Agreement, executed between the City, the USFWS, and the CDFW in 1997. However,
the City does not have “take” authority for any wetland species. In April 2010, the City
relinquished coverage of seven vernal pool species under the City’s Endangered
Species Act, Section 10 Incidental Take Permit (ITP). The seven covered vernal pool
species are: San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp, Otay mesa mint, California Orcutt
grass, San Diego button celery, San Diego mesa mint, and spreading navarettia. For
future projects that are consistent with the City’s MSCP, the City, therefore, has authority
to grant permits for take of covered species and a separate permit is not required from
the wildlife agencies. For listed species not included on the MSCP covered species list,
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1.0 Introduction

the wildlife agencies retain permit authority. In addition, the USFWS along with CDFW
must approve MHPA boundary line adjustments.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife: The CDFW has the authority to reach an
agreement with an agency or private party proposing to alter the bed, banks, or floor of
any watercourse/stream, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the State Fish and Game
Code. The CDFW generally evaluates information gathered during preparation of the
environmental documentation, and attempts to satisfy their permit concerns in these
documents. Where state listed threatened or endangered species not covered by the
City’s MSCP occur on a project site, the CDFW would be responsible for the issuance of
a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to ensure the conservation, enhancement,
protection, and restoration of state listed threatened or endangered species and their
habitats. Along with the USFWS, the CDFW must approve any MHPA boundary line
adjustments.

California Department of Transportation: The CPU area is bisected by two major
freeway routes (i.e., State Route 905 [SR-905] and SR-125). Caltrans approval would be
required for any encroachments into Caltrans right-of-way by future projects.

San Diego Air Pollution Control District: The County Board of Supervisors sits as the
Board of the APCD, which is an agency that regulates sources of air pollution within the
county. This is accomplished through an integrated monitoring, engineering, and
compliance operation, each of which is a separate division and each is designed to
protect the public from the adverse impacts of polluted air. The APCD would be
responsible for issuing permits for construction and operation of future projects.

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority: The San Diego County Regional
Airport Authority (SDRAA) operates the airports and plans for the region's air
transportation needs. The Airport Authority also serves as San Diego County's Airport
Land Use Commission, responsible for land use planning concerning public safety
surrounding airports. The Airport Authority updated the Brown Field Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) in December 2010. As a responsible agency, the Airport
Authority will review future development proposals within the CPU area and make
“consistency determinations” with the provisions and policies with the ALUCP for Brown
Field. Section 132.1550 of the City's Municipal Code provides further guidance
regarding reviews within the purview of the SDRAA.

San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board: The San Diego Regional Water
Quality Control Board regulates water quality through the Section 401 certification
process and oversees the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit No. CA 0108758, which consists of wastewater discharge requirements.
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1.0 Introduction

1.3 Purpose and Use of Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR)

1.3.1 PEIR Purpose

The purpose of this PEIR is to:

¢ Inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the potential
significant environmental effects of proposed activities;

o Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly
reduced;

e Prevent significant, unavoidable damage to the environment by requiring
changes in projects through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when
the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible; and

e Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved a
project in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are
involved.

1.3.2 Intended Uses of the PEIR

1.3.2.1 Inform and Disclose

As Lead Agency, the City has determined that a PEIR shall be prepared for the CPU
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15168). This PEIR provides decision-
makers, public agencies, and the public with detailed information about the potential
significant adverse environmental impacts of the CPU. By recognizing the environmental
impacts of the CPU, decision-makers will have a better understanding of the physical
and environmental changes that would accompany the approval of the CPU. The PEIR
includes recommended mitigation measures which, when implemented, would lessen
impacts and provide the Lead Agency with ways to substantially lessen or avoid
significant effects of the CPU on the environment, whenever feasible. Alternatives to the
CPU are presented to evaluate alternative development scenarios that can further
reduce or avoid significant impacts associated with the CPU.

1.3.2.2 Environmental Review for Future Actions

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, a PEIR may serve as the EIR for subsequent
activities or implementing actions, including future development of public and private
projects, to the extent it contemplates and adequately analyzes the potential
environmental impacts of those subsequent projects.
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Subsequent implementing actions associated with the CPU may include, but are not
limited to, amendments to the PFFP, rezoning, subdivision maps, specific plans, planned
development permits, site development permits, development agreements, Multi-Habitat
Planning Area (MHPA) boundary line adjustments, establishment of public facilities
financing mechanisms, formation of community facilities districts, and infrastructure
improvement plans.

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), when subsequent
activities within the CPU area are proposed, the Lead Agency will examine those
activities to determine whether the effects have been adequately addressed in the PEIR.
If the Lead Agency determines that the activity is within the scope of the program
examined in the PEIR, that no effects not already examined in the PEIR could occur,
and that no new information shows that new mitigation measures or alternatives are
required, the agency may approve the activity as being within the scope of the PEIR,
and no additional environmental documentation would be required [14 CCR 15168(c)(1)-
(2)]. If the subsequent activities would have effects not analyzed in the PEIR, then
further environmental review would be required pursuant to the CEQA Statues and
Guidelines. The determination of the appropriate type of environmental documentation
would be made by the Lead Agency. The PEIR may be used as a basis for future Initial
Studies to evaluate potential impacts of future activities. In addition, it may be used as a
first-tier EIR for later environmental documents, thereby focusing later review of projects
on specific environmental effects of those projects that were not fully evaluated in the
PEIR. It may also serve as a database for the environmental setting, cumulative
impacts, project alternatives, and other sections of later, project-specific environmental
documents. In this way, the PEIR will streamline and focus future project-specific
environmental documents on just those impacts that were not previously analyzed.

Community Plan implementation would require subsequent approval of public or private
development proposals (referred to as “future development” in this PEIR) to carry out the
land use plan and demonstrate compliance with policies presented in the CPU. The
process for accomplishing environmental review for individual future development
projects would include submittal of additional information in accordance with the
supplemental regulations of CPIOZ Type A to determine if biological, archaeological, or
paleontological resources are present on a project site, or if a specific use exceeds the
traffic generation threshold. If not, the project can proceed through the ministerial
process. If a future action does not meet the CPIOZ Type A, then the project would be
processed under CPIOZ Type B application, which requires preparation of an initial
study in accordance with CEQA to screen for consistency with the development
regulations and the CPU, and to determine whether the potential impacts of the
development were anticipated in the PEIR analysis. Depending on the conclusions of the
initial study, a determination would be made as to whether the project is consistent and
can rely on the PEIR or if a Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration; or
Addendum, Supplemental or Focused EIR would be required for the project.
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Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the certified PEIR would satisfy
CEQA requirements for subsequent activities if the following conditions can be met:

» Pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur or no new mitigation
measures would be required (Section 15168(c)(2)); and

= All feasible mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the Program EIR will
be incorporated (Section 15168(c)(3)).

Section 15162(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines allows a previous EIR to be used in
approving a subsequent activity addressed in the previous EIR, as long as none of the
following conditions apply:

» Substantial changes are proposed to the project which will require major
revisions to the EIR due to the involvement of new significant impacts or a
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts
(Section 15162(a)(1));

= Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the
project is undertaken which will require major revisions to the previous EIR due
to the involvement of new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant impacts (Section 15162(a)(2)); or

» New information of substantial importance is identified, which was not known and
could not have been known at the time the original EIR was certified, and that
information shows any of the following (Section 15162(a)(3)):

o Project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
original EIR (Section 15162(a)(3)(A));

o Significant effects previously identified will be substantially more severe
than identified in the previous EIR (Section 15162(a)(3)(B));

e Mitigation measures or alternatives determined to be infeasible in the
previous EIR would now be feasible, and the applicant declines to
implement them (Section 15162(a)(3)(C)); or

e Mitigation measures or alternatives, which are considerably different from
those identified in the previous EIR, would substantially reduce one or
more significant effects, and the applicant declines to implement them
(Section 15162(a)(3)(D)).

Preparation of project-level technical studies may be required when certain conditions
apply to project-specific activities under the CPU, as described in this PEIR and
Mitigation Framework within Section 11, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP). Any required project-specific technical studies would be used to determine
whether such activity is within the scope of the PEIR and whether the PEIR adequately
describes the activity for CEQA purposes.
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1.4 PEIR Review Process

The PEIR review process occurs in two basic stages. The first stage is the Draft PEIR,
which offers the public the opportunity to comment on the document, while the second
stage is the Final PEIR.

1.4.1 Draft PEIR

The Draft PEIR is distributed for review to the public and interested and affected
agencies for a review period for the purpose of providing comments “on the sufficiency
of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment
and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated”
(Section 15204, CEQA Guidelines). In accordance with Sections 15085 and
15087 (a) (1) of the CEQA Guidelines, upon completion of the Draft PEIR a Notice of
Completion is filed with the State Office of Planning and Research and Notice of
Availability of the Draft PEIR is issued in a newspaper of general circulation in the area.

1.4.2 Final PEIR

Following the end of the public review period, the City will provide written responses to
comments received on the Draft PEIR per CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 and will
consider all comments in making its decision. Detailed responses to the comments
received during public review, a MMRP, Findings of Fact, and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations for impacts identified in the Draft PEIR as significant and unavoidable will
be prepared and compiled as part of the PEIR finalization process. The Final PEIR will
be made available for public review at least 14 days prior to the first public hearing in
order to provide the public and those that commented on the DEIR the opportunity to
review the written responses to their comment letters. The culmination of this process is
a public hearing where the City Council will determine whether to certify the Final PEIR,
and adopt the MMRP, Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Consideration as
being complete and in accordance with CEQA.

1.5 Scope, Content, and Organization

1.5.1 PEIR Scope and Content

The scope of analysis for this PEIR was determined by the City of San Diego as a result
of scoping meetings during a public outreach process that began in 2002, and
responses to the third Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated October 1, 2010. The NOP,
associated responses, and comments made during the scoping meeting are included as
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Appendix A of this PEIR. Through these scoping activities, the CPU was determined to
have the potential to result in the following significant environmental impacts:

e Land Use

¢ Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character
e Air Quality/Odor

¢ Biological Resources

e Historical Resources

¢ Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials
e Hydrology/Water Quality

o Geology/Soils

e Energy Conservation

e Noise

e Paleontological Resources

e Transportation/Circulation

e Public Services

o Utilities

e Water Supply

e Population and Housing

e Agricultural/Natural Resources

e Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The intent of the analysis section of this PEIR is to determine whether implementation of
the CPU would have a significant effect on the environment through analysis of the
issues identified during the scoping process. A significant effect on the environment is
defined as a “substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the
physical conditions within the area affected by the project” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15382).

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, all components of the CPU are considered
in this PEIR when evaluating its potential impacts on the environment. Impacts are
identified as direct or indirect, short-term or long-term, and assessed on a plan-to-ground
basis. The plan-to-ground analysis addresses the changes or impacts that would result
from implementation of the CPU compared to existing ground conditions.

1.5.2 Type of EIR

This Program EIR contains a programmatic level analysis of the CPU described in
Section 3.0, Project Description. Pursuant to Section 15168 of the State CEQA
Guidelines, a Program EIR is prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized
as one large project and related either:
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e Geographically,

e As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions,

¢ In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria
to govern the conduct of a continuing program, or

e As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or
regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can
be mitigated in similar ways.

In accordance with CEQA, this PEIR examines the environmental impacts of the CPU,
which entails a series of actions. The combined actions that would result from
implementation of the plan can be characterized as one large project for the purpose of
this study and will be used, to the extent feasible, to avoid duplicative review.
Consequently, the PEIR focuses primarily on the physical changes in the environment
that would result from implementation of the CPU, including all phases of planning, as
well as anticipated general impacts that could result during future construction and
operational activities.

1.5.3 PEIR Organization

1.5.3.1 Chapter Summary

The chapter organization and content of this PEIR follow the direction in the City’'s EIR
Guidelines. A brief overview of the various sections of this PEIR is provided below:

o Executive Summary. Provides a summary of the PEIR, a brief description of
the CPU, identification of areas of controversy, and inclusion of a summary table
identifying significant impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and impact rating
after mitigation. A summary of the analyzed alternatives and comparison of the
potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the CPU is also provided.

e Section 1.0, Introduction. Contains an overview of the legal authority, purpose,
and intended uses of the PEIR, as well as its scope and content. It also provides
a discussion of the CEQA environmental review process, including public
involvement.

o Section 2.0, Environmental Setting. Provides a description of the regional
context, location, and existing physical characteristics and land use at the CPU.
Available public infrastructure and services, as well as relationship to relevant
plans, is also provided in this section.

e Section 3.0, Project Description. Provides a detailed discussion of the CPU,
including background, objectives, key features, and environmental design
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considerations. The discretionary actions required to implement the CPU, and a
chronicle of project changes, are also included.

Section 4.0, History of Project Changes. Describes the physical changes that
have been made to the CPU in response to environmental concerns raised
during review of the project.

Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis. Provides a detailed evaluation of
potential environmental impacts for several environmental and land use issues.
Section 5.0 begins with the issue of land use, followed by the remaining issues.
Each environmental issue area includes: a description of the existing conditions
and regulations relevant to each environmental topic; presentation of threshold(s)
of significance for the particular issue area under evaluation, based on the City’s
2011 Significance Determination Thresholds; identification of an issue statement;
an assessment of any impacts associated with implementation of the CPU; a
summary of the significance of any project impacts; mitigation measures to avoid
or reduce potentially significant adverse environmental impacts; and a conclusion
of significance after mitigation for each significant issue area.

Section 6.0, Cumulative Impacts. Identifies the impact of the CPU in
combination with other planned future development in the region.

Section 7.0, Growth Inducement. Evaluates the potential influence the CPU
may have on economic or population growth within the CPU area as well as the
region, either directly or indirectly.

Section 8.0, Effects Found Not to Be Significant. Identifies all of the issues
determined in the scoping and preliminary environmental review process to be
not significant, and briefly summarizes the basis for these determinations.

Section 9.0, Significant Unavoidable Environmental Effects/Significant
Irreversible Environmental Changes. Discusses any significant unavoidable
impacts of the CPU, which would remain significant and unavoidable even after
project mitigation. This section also describes the potentially significant
irreversible changes that may be expected with development of the CPU and
addresses the use of nonrenewable resources during its construction and
operational life.

Section 10.0, Alternatives. Section 10.0 includes a discussion of alternatives
which could avoid or reduce potentially significant environmental impacts
associated with implementation of the CPU. Alternatives addressed in the EIR
include a No Project Alternative, a Reduced Biological Impacts Alternative, and a
Reduced Density Alternative. Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, the adopted
1981 community plan (as amended to reflect implementation of Precise Plans
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and the MSCP) represents the No Project Alternative. These alternatives
provide the range of alternatives, which will enable the decision makers to select
any one of the alternatives or a hybrid of them.

Section 11.0, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. Documents all
the mitigation measures identified in the PEIR and required as part of the CPU.

Section 12.0, References Cited. Lists all of the reference materials cited in the
PEIR.

Section 13.0, Individuals and Agencies Consulted. Identifies all of the
individuals and agencies contacted during preparation of the PEIR.

Section 14.0, Certification Page. Identifies all of the agencies, organizations,
and individuals responsible for the preparation of the PEIR.

1.5.3.2 Technical Appendices

Technical reports, used as a basis for much of the environmental analysis in the PEIR,
have been summarized in the PEIR, and are included as appendices to this PEIR. The
technical reports and their location in the PEIR are listed in the table of contents.

1.5.3.3 Incorporation by Reference

An extensive base of environmental review is relevant to the PEIR for the CPU. These
documents are listed below. They are hereby incorporated by reference in their entirety
and are available for review at the City of San Diego’s Development Services
Department, 1222 First Avenue, San Diego, CA 92101.

City of San Diego General Plan (2008) and Strategic Framework Element (2002)

Final Program EIR for the City of San Diego General Plan (2008)
(SCH #2006091032)

Strategic Framework Plan Final EIR (SCH #2001061069)

Housing Element (FY 2013-2020)

Otay Mesa Community Plan and Final PEIR (April 1981)

MSCP Subarea Plan (1997)

State Route 905 Final EIS/EIR (SCH # 95031031)

Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer Final EIR (SCH #2004071167)

Otay Valley Regional Park Trails Project MND (SCH #2006041064)
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e Program EIR for the Otay Water District Water Resources Master Plan Update
(SCH #2008101127)

e Precise Plans (California Terraces, Dennery Ranch, Hidden Trails, Riviera Del
Sol, Remington Hills, Robin Ridge, Santee Investments, Otay International
Center)
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2.0 Environmental Setting

2.0 Environmental Setting

2.1 Regional Context

The CPU area encompasses approximately 9,30200 acres located in the southeastern
portion of the City of San Diego just north of the United States International Border with
Mexico (Figure 2-1). Multiple jurisdictions govern land surrounding Otay Mesa, including
but not limited to City of San Diego, City of Chula Vista, County of San Diego, and City
of Tijuana, Baja California, Mexico. Additionally, federal and state facilities exist within
and adjacent to the CPU area (Figure 2-2). As described below, the topography, land
use, transportation, and infrastructure are entwined among these jurisdictions.

2.2 Project Location

The CPU area is bounded by the Otay River Valley and the City of Chula Vista on the
north; an unincorporated area of San Diego County to the east; the U.S. International
Border and the City of Tijuana on the south; and Interstate 805 (I-805) on the west. The
communities of San Ysidro, Otay Mesa-Nestor, and the Tijuana River Valley in the City
of San Diego are located west of the CPU area (see Figure 2-2). In addition, the Nakano
property, which is located in the most northwestern corner of Otay Mesa, south of the
Otay River Valley is directly adjacent to, but not a part of the CPU. This property is within
the City of Chula Vista’s land use authority, but-and is_only shown on figures throughout
within this chapter of the PEIR for context and is-delineated with dashed lines.

2.3 Existing Physical Characteristics

The environmental setting of the CPU area is briefly described below. Section 5.0 of this
PEIR provides additional, more specific information relating to Otay Mesa’s current
environmental and regulatory setting pertaining to agriculture, mineral resources, air
quality, biological resources, historical resources, land use, transportation, visual and
neighborhood character, geology/soils, hazards, hydrology, noise, paleontological
resources, population and housing, public services and facilities, utilities, water supply,
and water quality.
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2.0 Environmental Setting

2.3.1 Geography/Topography

Otay Mesa is characterized as a flat mesa or “tableland” broken by irregular bluffs and
canyons, along with smaller finger canyons that drain north into the Otay River Valley
and south to the Tijuana River. The Otay River flows from the San Miguel Mountains to
the west through Upper and Lower Otay reservoirs and empties into the San Diego Bay.
The Otay River floodplain is located just north of the CPU area (Figure 2-3). The
moderate slopes of the Otay River Valley become steep bluffs near the mesa inside the
CPU area. Several major canyons, such as O'Neal, Johnson, and Dennery, drain into
the Otay River. Moody Canyon and Spring Canyon serve as the major drainage system
into the Tijuana River to the southwest. The Tijuana River flows mainly through Mexico,
crosses the border into the City of San Diego, and empties into the Pacific Ocean in an
estuary in the City of Imperial Beach. The Tijuana River Watershed Urban Runoff
Management Program (County of San Diego 2008) and San Diego Bay Watershed
Urban Runoff Management Program (San Diego Unified Port District 2008) addressed
threats to water quality and beneficial uses. (See Section 5.7 for further discussion of
hydrology and water quality and an exhibit of the watersheds.)

As described above, Otay Mesa is characterized by flat terrain cut by canyons that drain
either north to the Otay River or south to the Tijuana River. The CPU area gradually
increases in elevation from approximately 330 feet above mean sea level (AMSL) at the
west side to more than 600 feet AMSL at the east side. Steeply sloping canyons rim the
mesa on the north (O’Neal, Johnson, and Dennery) and west (Moody, Spring). In
addition, several finger canyons are offshoots to these major canyons and further dissect
this area. The eastern portion of the CPU area is characterized by low gently rolling hills
that increase in elevation (Figure 2-4).

2.3.2 Land Use

2.3.2.1 On-site Land Use

Existing land uses in the CPU area include residential communities in the northwest
portion of the CPU area and a few dispersed residences throughout the CPU area.
Brown Field, a general aviation airport operated by the City of San Diego, is situated in
the central portion of the CPU area north of Otay Mesa Road and SR-905.
Industrial/commercial uses and automobile salvage yards are concentrated in an area
west of Brown Field. The International Border with Mexico and Otay Mesa Point of Entry
(POE) are located in the southeast portion of the CPU area. Other institutional uses
include the San Ysidro High School and elementary and middle schools in the
northwestern portion of the CPU area. Southwestern College operates a new Higher
Education Center in the southeast portion of the CPU area.
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Map Source: USGS 7.5 minute topographic map series, OTAY MESA & IMPERIAL BEACH quadrangles
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2.0 Environmental Setting

Historically, Otay Mesa was used for agriculture and livestock grazing purposes.
However, developments such as the maquiladora program in the 1960s and opening of
the POE in 1985 have contributed toward the changing land use in Otay Mesa over the
past few decades. The maquiladora program allows manufacturing plants in Mexico to
import raw material and parts from the U.S. and then export products, relying on lower-
cost Mexican labor for assembly and manufacturing of goods (subsequently further
influenced by the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) ratification and
implementation). Businesses in the United States serve as a base of operations for
maquiladora industries. This has contributed to the economic development of the San
Diego-Tijuana region.

A significant number of the industrial establishments provide critical support to more than
700 production-sharing companies in Tijuana, including electronic, automotive, furniture,
and medical supplies. In addition, some non-Mexico-related manufacturers and
distributors have begun relocating to Otay Mesa from other parts of southern California
because of the comparatively lower land costs and industrial lease rates. Recent
examples include Factory-2-U, Crower Cams & Equipment, Coast Citrus, Trepco West,
Golden Oak Furniture, and NASSCO.

The opening of the Otay Mesa POE in 1985 further enhanced trade in Otay Mesa when
northbound commercial traffic was directed to the Otay Mesa POE. After the Mexican
government decided in 1994 to move all southbound commercial cargo to the Otay
Mesa POE, the Otay Mesa POE became the largest commercial land crossing between
California and Mexico and handles the third largest volume of trucks with more than
1.4 million truck crossings per year along the United States—Mexico border. The Otay
Mesa POE is the twenty-fifth busiest port in the United States. This movement of goods
and truck traffic has an important influence on the development of industry and
transportation patterns in the area.

To help meet future growth in the area, a new Otay Mesa East POE and SR-11 freeway
link are planned to be located in the unincorporated area of the county about 2 miles to
the east of the Otay Mesa POE. With an anticipated opening in 2015, this new POE will
provide an alternate entry for commercial traffic that currently is limited to the Otay Mesa
POE.

There are two airports of regional importance in the Otay Mesa area: Brown Field in the
City and General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport in Tijuana. Brown Field is a
general aviation airport and serves as a POE for private aircraft entering the U.S., as
well as a base for Customs and Border Protection aerial patrols of the border. Brown
Field is owned and operated by the City of San Diego and is located in the CPU area.
General Abelardo L. Rodriguez International Airport, operated by a private Mexico-based
company, is a passenger and cargo airport located just south of the International Border
in Mexico.
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2.0 Environmental Setting

Although Otay Mesa has primarily been associated with the POE and industrial
businesses (as described above) that comprise much of the central and eastern portion
of the community, Otay Mesa has also seen a significant growth in its residential
population within the last decade. From 2000 to 2010, the total residential population of
Otay Mesa increased from 1,740 to 13,446 and now comprises approximately one
percent of the City’s population of 1.3 million residents. This significant population
increase has been the result primarily of single-family residential development in the
western portion of the community. The developments in the western portion of the CPU
area have been implemented via seven precise plans and one Planned Residential
Development Permit (approved since 1981), as illustrated on Figure 2-5, and described
below:

e California Terraces Precise Plan comprises approximately 665 acres within the
northwest portion of Otay Mesa. At buildout, California Terraces will contain
4,002 residential dwelling units and approximately 20 acres of commercial
development.

e Dennery Ranch is the northern-most precise plan within Otay Mesa. The
approximately 268-acre site is located east of 1-805 and north of Palm Avenue.
The plan allows for the development of 509 single-family and 820 multi-family
residential dwelling units.

e The Hidden Trails Precise Plan area is comprised of approximately 208 acres
that is bounded by the Dennery Ranch Precise Plan area to the north, the
Robinhood Ridge Precise Plan area to the east, and the California Terraces
Precise Plan area to the south and west. The plan allows for the development of
205 single-family and 224 multi-family dwelling units.

e The Riviera Del Sol Precise Plan is located to the west of California Terraces
and south of the Palm Plaza Walmart, totaling 103.6 acres of development.
There are 123 single-family and 630 multi-family residential dwelling units in
Riviera Del Sol developed across 79 acres. The Precise Plan also designates
3 acres for industrial use, which is occupied by a self-storage facility along the
plan’s western edge. The remaining acreage is dedicated for parks and open
space.

e Remington Hills is located south of Riviera Del Sol and south of SR-905.
Through a Planned Residential Development Permit, the approximately 100-acre
area is developed with 252 single-family residential dwelling units.
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2.0 Environmental Setting

o The Robinhood Ridge Precise Plan area comprises 278 acres located directly
north of the Otay Corporate Center. The plan includes 486 single-family and
433 multi-family residential dwelling units, as well as a 6-acre park site,
approximately 3 acres of commercial land, and approximately 5 acres of
industrial lands.

¢ The Santee Investments Precise Plan area is located south of the SR-905 and
encompasses approximately 130 acres. The residential and commercial
components of the plan have not been developed, while the approximately 47-
acre site for the senior high school is developed and operating as San Ysidro
High School.

e The Otay International Center Precise Plan located in the POE area surrounds
the Otay Mesa International Border crossing station. The Otay International
Center consists of industrial and commercial development on approximately 470
acres situated adjacent to the Mexico border in the south-central portion of the
CPU.

While development has been occurring in the CPU area, many parcels still remain
vacant. The pace and sequence of development envisioned by the adopted community
plan has not been realized, as industrial uses have been slower to develop with many
interim uses occurring. Residential development in the western portion of the CPU area
has increased more rapidly in recent years. Overall, land use in the CPU area consists
of a mixture of business, industrial, warehousing, manufacturing, residential, open
space, agriculture, and public facilities. Existing land uses are described in Section 5.1,
Land Use, illustrated on Figure 5.1-1 and enumerated in Table 5.1-1. Prior to adoption of
the MSCP, projections in the adopted community plan estimated 18,200 housing units
and 40,000 industrial-related jobs (City of San Diego 1981). The MSCP reduced the
estimated units to approximately 12,400. According to current estimates (2012), the
CPU area contained a resident population of 15,323 with 2,745 single dwelling units and
1,468 multiple dwelling units (San Diego Association of Governments [SANDAG]
2012b).

Most of the undeveloped areas within the CPU area designated for development are
currently zoned for agricultural uses (A-1-10) with the exception of Brown Field, which is
unzoned. Small areas are zoned for residential use (R-1-5) and various commercially
zoned areas are located in the western portion of the CPU area.

2.3.2.2 Surrounding Land Use

The communities of Otay Mesa-Nestor and San Ysidro are adjacent to the CPU area’s
western border. Much of the development in proximity to the CPU is single-family
residential.
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Much of the CPU area’s northern border is located in the Otay Valley Regional Park
(OVRP). The OVRP extends about 13 miles inland from the southeastern edge of the
salt ponds at the mouth of the Otay River, through the Otay River Valley, to the land
surrounding both Lower and Upper Otay lakes. The City of Chula Vista lies beyond the
OVRP to the north of the CPU.

Land to the east of the CPU area is within the unincorporated area of San Diego County
and is mostly undeveloped. Located on 780 acres of unincorporated land northeast of
the CPU area, in the County of San Diego, is the Richard J. Donovan Correctional
Facility, a state-operated medium-high security facility. Also located in the vicinity is a
County-operated detention facility.

To the south of the CPU area is the International Border and the City of Tijuana, Baja
California, Mexico.

2.3.3 Transportation

2.3.3.1 Freeways and Regional Access

Three highways provide regional access to the CPU area, along with a fourth highway,
currently being planned. Currently, 1-805 on the western border of the CPU area
provides access in a north/south direction to Otay Mesa. The South Bay Expressway is
an extension of SR-125 from SR-54 in Spring Valley to SR-905 in Otay Mesa. The South
Bay Expressway operates as a toll road under SANDAG. SR-905 connects the Otay
Mesa POE with regional freeways |-5 and 1-805. In concert with the future Otay Mesa
East POE, Caltrans is planning for SR-11, a four-lane freeway which would connect the
future Otay Mesa East POE with SR-905 and SR-125. In Mexico, this corridor would
connect the new POE to the Tijuana-Tecate and Tijuana-Ensenada free and toll roads.
The new POE and 3-mile four-lane segment of SR-11, which connects the U.S./Mexico
border to SR-905, is scheduled to be completed in 2015.

2.3.3.2 Roadways

The CPU area’s basic grid system consists of several major corridors that provide
transit, connect activity centers, and service the Otay Mesa POE. The major north-south
corridors include Britannia Boulevard and La Media Road, which are designated truck
routes that service the international industries and the POE on a daily basis. The east-
west major corridors include Otay Mesa Road, Airway Road, and Siempre Viva Road.
Airway Road is considered the spine of the community, currently providing two
discontinuous east-west segments for Otay Mesa that incorporate transit and bike routes
to service the residential and workforce population of Otay Mesa. Otay Mesa Road is a
busy six-lane street that parallels SR-905. Beyond the major corridor system, the
existing network follows a development pattern that incorporated pocketed
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neighborhoods throughout the canyon systems in the northwestern portion of the CPU
area.

2.3.3.3 Alternative Transportation

Otay Mesa is currently served by Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) local bus service
routes 933/934 in the northwestern CPU area and 905/905A along Otay Mesa Road,
Britannia Boulevard, Airway Road, and Siempre Viva Road. MTS also provides trolley
service along I-5 to the west of the CPU area.

In addition to MTS service, bikeways and pedestrian sidewalks exist within CPU area.
There are existing bikeways along Old Otay Mesa Road, portions of SR-905, Dennery
Road, Ocean View Hills Parkway, Del Sol Boulevard, portions of Siempre Viva Road,
Heinrick Hertz, Paseo de las Americas, a portion of Enrico Fermi Drive, and Roll Drive
within the CPU area. Sidewalks exist within the residential developments in the western
CPU area, and are located along some commercial and industrial property frontages.
Informal trails exist throughout the CPU area; however, these trails are not designated
and often are on private property.

2.3.4 Historical Resources

Habitation sites, temporary camps, lithic scatters, quarry, shell middens, and non-sites
are resource types defined for the CPU. Three of these site types dominate the CPU
area: habitation sites, artifact scatters/temporary camps, and lithic scatters. There are a
total of 262 historic and prehistoric sites/structures recorded within the CPU area
boundaries. Seven of the 262 recorded structures/sites within the CPU have been
designated as Historical Landmarks by the City of San Diego Historical Resources
Board (HRB). In addition, there are 56 isolates filed at the South Coast Information
Center (SCIC). These isolates consist of one or two prehistoric artifacts. There is no
evidence of a sacred site or burial within the CPU area and there are no known human
remains in the CPU area.

2.3.5 Biological Resources

Undeveloped portions of the CPU area are part of a diverse biological area containing
habitats of limited distribution, supporting endangered and threatened plant and animal
species. There are 13 vegetation communities and land cover types present in the CPU
area: riparian scrub, freshwater marsh, vernal pool, basin with fairy shrimp, coastal sage
scrub, native grassland, maritime succulent scrub, non-native grassland, southern mixed
chaparral, developed/ornamental, disturbed, agriculture, and eucalyptus woodland.
Vernal pools, which are highly specialized habitat that support sensitive species, are
found in portions of the CPU area. The canyon areas contain maritime succulent scrub
and coastal sage scrub vegetation communities which are also of limited distribution in
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the region. These canyons serve as wildlife corridors that form a network extending to
the Otay River Valley, a biological resource of regional importance. For the most part,
the canyons are part of the City's MHPA. Sensitive resources in the CPU area are
described in Section 5.4.

2.3.6 Geology and Paleontology

Based on review of published geologic documents and geotechnical reports, and soil
and geologic features observed during the field reconnaissance, the CPU area is
underlain by three surficial soil deposits and three geologic formations. The geologic
formations include Pleistocene Very Old Paralic Deposits (formerly the Lindavista
Formation), Upper Pliocene San Diego Formation, and Pliocene Otay Formation. The
surficial soils include artificial fill (unmapped), topsoil/colluvium (unmapped), and
alluvium.

Large complex landslide deposits have been mapped along the southwest, west, and
northwest edges of Otay Mesa, and on both sides of the International Border with
Mexico. Suspected landslides, inferred from topography, along canyon sidewalls were
also mapped during field reconnaissance. The Very Old Paralic Deposits geologic
formation has moderate paleontological resource sensitivity. Both the San Diego and
Otay formations have high paleontological resource sensitivity. Other soils found in the
CPU area (undocumented fills, topsoil, slopewash, and alluvium) are considered to have
a low potential for paleontological resources.

2.3.7 Drainage

Most of the CPU area drains to the south across the border with Mexico and eventually
into the Tijuana River. A small portion flows north into the Otay River, and the far
western part of the CPU area flows to the west through San Ysidro and then into the
Tijuana River. The three drainage areas found in the Otay Mesa Study Area are Otay
Valley, San Ysidro, and Water Tanks. Otay Valley covers north of Otay Mesa around the
Otay River, San Ysidro covers west of Otay Mesa, and Water Tanks covers south of
Otay Mesa. Otay Valley and Water Tanks are subdivided into east and west areas,
respectively. The-GPU-area-is-subdivided-into-five-drainage-areas—which-includes—allc

flowing—across-the- CPU-area—The five drainage areas which comprise the CPU area,

and their approximate acreages, are listed below:

e Otay Valley East (827.5)
e Otay Valley West (1,378.4)
e San Ysidro (1,226.1)
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o Water Tanks East (3,380.2)
e Water Tanks West (2,488)

+—WestPerimeter Drainage-Area{258-acres)

The existing drainage system throughout the CPU area comprises a combination of
storm drains, improved channels, and detention basins, which in many areas discharge
to natural drainages.

2.3.8 Water Quality

According to the 2010 State Impaired Water Bodies 303(d) List of Water Quality Limited
Segments, several impaired water bodies exist with the CPU area. The Tijuana River
Basin 911.1 is listed as an impaired water body for eutrophic, indicator bacteria, low
dissolved oxygen, pesticides, phosphorus, sedimentation/siltation, selenium, surfactants,
solids, synthetic organics, total nitrogen, toxicity, trace elements, and trash. The Otay
River Basin 910.2 is listed as an impaired water body for chloride, sulfates, total
dissolved solids, selenium, and toxicity.

2.3.9 Air Quality/Climate

The CPU area is located in the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) about 6 miles east of the
Pacific Ocean. The CPU area, like the rest of San Diego County’s coastal areas, has a
Mediterranean climate characterized by warm, dry summers and mild, wet winters. The
dominant meteorological feature affecting the region is the Pacific High Pressure Zone,
which produces the prevailing westerly to northwesterly winds. These winds tend to blow
pollutants away from the coast toward the inland areas. Consequently, air quality near
the coast is generally better than that which occurs at the base of the coastal mountain
range.

The CPU area is currently a source of anthropogenic greenhouse gases, with emissions
generated by vehicular traffic and by the energy use, water use and solid waste disposal
practices of the existing buildings.
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2.4 Infrastructure and Public Services

2.4.1 Water and Sewer Infrastructure

The primary wholesale water supplier to the southern California metropolitan area is the
Metropolitan Water District (MWD) of Southern California. Within San Diego County, the
San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) is the regional wholesaler to the various
retail water agencies, including the City of San Diego and Otay Water Districts. The City
of San Diego Public Utilities Department (PUD) provides water to the western portion of
the CPU area. The eastern section of the CPU area is served by the Otay Water District
(OWD), which also supplies water in the unincorporated areas of the County and in the
City of Chula Vista. (See Sections 5.14 and 5.15, Utilities and Water Supply,
respectively, for additional information and exhibit of service areas.)

The OWD Water Resources Master Plan (WRMP) outlines a comprehensive program for
the orderly and phased development of potable and recycled water supply, storage,
transmission, and distribution through ultimate buildout of the land within the OWD,
according to local land use approvals and planning. The improvement identified in the
WRMP consist mostly of pipelines, reservoirs, and pump stations that are needed based
on population projections, OWD criteria for the adequacy of facilities, and specific
development plans in the OWD’s service area. The OWD water model was updated in
November 2010 as part of the 2010 WRMP Update to include increased potable water
demands from the CPU. The WRMP Update determined that the increased potable
water demands associated with the CPU would not warrant transmission main upgrades
above those previously identified for the forecasted growth in the area.

The City PUD is responsible for wastewater service within the CPU area. Wastewater
service to the CPU area is currently provided through the Otay Mesa sewer collection
system via the Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer, the Otay Valley Trunk Sewer (OVTS) system,
and Metropolitan Sewerage System (Metro). The Metro facilities include the San Ysidro
Interceptor, the South Metro Interceptor, and the City’s wastewater treatment facilities.
The Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer has been planned for expansion to accommodate growth
in the CPU area.

The wastewater from the eastern portion of the Otay Mesa Drainage Basin is currently
collected via sewer pipelines ranging from 6 to 33 inches and conveyed to a 30-inch
main in Siempre Viva Road. The 7.3-mile-long OVTS conveys flows from Heritage
Road, along Otay Valley Road, to I-805, along local roads to the South Metro Receptor.
The OVTS bottleneck in Heritage Road has a capacity of 4.3 million gallons per day
(mgd) and is nearing capacity.

The Otay Mesa Trunk Sewer (OMTS) has been partially constructed to relieve the OVTS
capacity. Currently the OMTS includes the 27- and 30-inch gravity sewer in Siempre
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Viva Road that is pumped to the OVTS on an interim basis via Pump Station 23T. In
addition, a 42-inch gravity sewer in Old Otay Mesa Road connects to a 10-inch main in
Old Otay Mesa Road on an interim basis. SR-905 includes pipeline sleeves at Cactus
Road to allow for future upgrades of this system.

2.4.2 Public Services

Existing public facilities, including parks, recreation centers, libraries, schools, fire, and
police, serve the project area. The following provides a brief discussion of the existing
and planned services and facilities that serve the community. The locations and capacity
of these facilities are discussed in more detail in Section 5.13, Public Services and
Facilities.

2.4.2.1 Fire Protection Services

Fire protection services for the CPU area are provided by the City of San Diego Fire-
Rescue Department (SDFD). SDFD Fire Station Number (No.) 43, located on the
eastern end of Brown Field at 1590 La Media Road, serves the eastern portion of the
plan area. As of 2011, the western portion of the community, north of 1-905, is served by
Fire Station No. 6, located in the adjacent Otay Mesa-Nestor community planning area.
The remaining portion of the CPU area, south of 1-905, is served by Fire Station No. 29,
located in the San Ysidro community planning area. In addition, the CPU identifies the
planned construction of Fire Station No. 49, which would provide emergency response
coverage to the west end of the CPU area. Each fire station is equipped with at least one
engine and four firefighters per day, per shift. In addition, Emergency Medical Services
of the SDFD has ambulances, paramedics, and emergency medical technicians who
respond to emergency calls.

A fire services deployment planning study was prepared for the City to further refine the
findings of the Regional Fire Service Deployment Study conducted for the County of San
Diego, analyze whether the SDFD performance measures are appropriate and
achievable given the risks, topography and special hazards to be protected in the City,
and review existing SDFD deployment staffing models for efficiency and effectiveness
and determine how and where alternative deployment and staffing models could be
beneficial to address current and projected needs (Citygate Associates LLC 2011).

2.4.2.2 Police Protection Services

Police services for the CPU area are provided by the City of San Diego Police
Department (SDPD). The CPU area is within Beat 713 of the Southern Division. The
Southern Division is located at 1120 27" Street and serves the neighborhoods of Otay
Mesa, Otay Mesa West, Tijuana River Valley, San Ysidro, Border, Egger Highlands,
Nestor, Palm City, and Ocean Crest. There are 84 sworn personnel at the Southern
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Division and 1 civilian employee. The current patrol strength is 79 uniformed officers.
The SDPD does not staff individual stations based on population ratios. The current
citywide staffing goal and budgeted staffing ratio for police officers to population is
1.48 officers per 1,000 residents.

2.4.2.3 Schools

Three school districts serve the CPU area: the Sweetwater Union High School District,
the San Ysidro School District, and the Chula Vista Elementary School District. As of
2013, there are four schools operating within the CPU area: Ocean View Hills School (K-
8), Vista Del Mar Elementary School (opened in 2012, K-5), San Ysidro High School
(grades 9-12), and Southwestern Community College Higher Education Center. San
Ysidro Middle School (grades 6-8) and Beyer Elementary School (K-5) are located
outside of the CPU area to the west, but those living in the CPU area may attend these
schools.

2.4.2.4 Library Services

The City operates a central library located in downtown San Diego and 34 branch
libraries in neighborhoods throughout the City. There are currently no branch libraries
within the CPU area. Primary library service is provided by the Otay Mesa-Nestor
Branch Library located at 3003 Coronado Avenue, west of 1-805. This library is 15,000
square feet. Library service is also provided by the San Ysidro Branch Library, located
at 101 W. San Ysidro Boulevard.

2.4.2.5 Parks and Recreation

The City’s Park and Recreation Department maintains more than 40,000 acres of
developed and undeveloped open space and parkland categorized as population-based
parks, resource-based parks, and open space. As of 2012, there are 2,678 acres
combined of parkland and open space (98 and 2,580 acres, respectively) within the CPU
area. This acreage is comprised of neighborhood, community, and resource-based
parks, as well as open space lands which provide recreation opportunities, as discussed
below.

Currently, there are two existing neighborhood parks within the CPU area: Vista Pacifica
and Ocean View Hills. Vista Pacifica is a 6.9-acre park located in the Robinhood Ridge
Precise Plan area of the CPU. Ocean View Hills is a 5.1-acre park located on Ocean
View Hills Parkway. As discussed in Section 5.13, the adopted PFFP identifies three
neighborhood parks within the northwestern portion of the CPU area that are planned for
construction: Dennery Ranch, Riviera del Sol, and Hidden Trails (City of San Diego
2006a).
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There is one recently developed community park in the CPU area. The approximately
15-acre Pacific Breezes Community Park is located adjacent to the 5-acre joint use area
within the Ocean View Hills School, north of SR-905, and consists of a 17,000-square-
foot recreational building, skate park, comfort station, and swimming complex. In
addition, there is one community park planned for future construction in the CPU area.
Beyer Community Park is scheduled for completion in 2018 and will provide 7.5 usable
acres of recreation. Although the Beyer Community Park would be located in the
adjacent San Ysidro community, it would serve both the communities of Otay Mesa and
San Ysidro.

The Ocean View Hills School (K-8) site contains a 5-acre joint use recreation facility
which includes turfed, multipurpose sports fields. This facility is available for community
use pursuant to a 25-year Joint Use Agreement, which expires in 2030, with the San
Ysidro School District.

OVRP is an important resource-based park located in the northwest portion of the CPU
area. Approximately 206 acres of OVRP are within the CPU area. OVRP provides
recreational opportunities ranging from playing fields and picnic areas to hiking, biking,
and horse ftrails. At the same time, the park protects open space, wildlife, historic,
agricultural, and archaeological resources. There are plans for multi-use areas and an
extensive trail system within the park’s boundaries.
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