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Letter Z

Z-1

Z-1

Comment noted.

Z-2

Z-2

The EIR does not disclose that the project would have any significant
environmental impacts associated with the Timken Museum of Art
aside from temporary construction noise.

Z-3

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

Z-4

Comment noted.

Z-3

Z-4
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Letter AA

AA-1

AA-1

Comment noted.

AA-2

AA-2

Taking a pedestrian route, the distance from the closest Zoo parking
space to the center of the Plaza de Panama would be approximately
2,300 feet and not 1,600 feet as mentioned in the comment. The Zoo
parking lot is further from the Plaza de Panama than other free parking
lots. These include the Pan American, Federal Building, and the
Inspiration Point parking lots which are all either closer to the Plaza de
Panama or are served by a free tram service.
The trip distribution analysis for the project took into consideration a
paid parking structure. The displaced 125 patrons would be expected to
park at the Federal/Aerospace and/or at Inspiration Point parking lots
which are both currently underutilized and closer to the core of the Park
and are served by a free tram service.
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LETTER

RESPONSE

AA-3

AA-3

See response to comment AA-2

AA-4

AA-4

The proposed parking fees are based on market surveys and recognize
the existing and projected demand in Balboa Park.

AA-5

AA-5

The project would not be expected to generate additional parking
demand in Balboa Park. Visitor growth in the demand models and
financial projections are based on information provided by SANDAG as
referenced in the 2006 Civitas study.

AA-6

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

AA-6
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AA-7

RESPONSE

AA-7

Volunteers would be able to park in the parking structure or any of the
free parking lots, including the Inspiration Point lot that is served by free
transportation to the core of the Central Mesa.

AA-8

A market study was not conducted. Anticipated Park growth was
accounted for in the traffic forecasts and analyses.

AA-9

The trips distributed and assigned within the Park were analyzed taking
paid parking into consideration. An estimated 30 percent (Saturday
peak hour) of patrons are expected to park at the paid structure versus
estimated 40 percent (Saturday peak hour) with a free parking
structure.

AA-8

AA-9

AA-10

AA-10 As discussed in Sections 4.4.2.1 and 4.12.6.1, the majority of the soil
export operation would occur after hours and be restricted during peak
daily traffic periods in order to minimize impacts to Park traffic along
Park Boulevard, Zoo Place, and Pershing Drive.
The intersections and segments analyzed for the haul routes, including
Zoo Place, would operate at an acceptable LOS C, as shown in
Appendix M of the TIA. Zoo Drive roadway segment would not be
affected by the construction route as the construction traffic would stay
on Park Boulevard.

AA-11

AA-11 The Construction Phase Employee Parking Management Plan would
be temporary, since the impact of displaced parking resulting from
construction would be temporary until completion of the parking
structure. A proper Employee Parking Management Plan would be a
park-wide program which is beyond the scope limits of the project.
See response to comment K-62.
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AA-12 Parking demand would not change during the construction phase of the
project. Parking supply would be sufficient during each phase.
During Phase I construction, 70 parking spaces would be lost in Organ
Pavilion parking lot. During Phase II construction, the remainder 297
parking spots would be lost in the Organ Pavilion parking lot. The
Federal and Inspiration Point parking lots would be able to
accommodate these displaced visitors, employees and volunteers as
there would be a surplus of over 480 spaces available during a
weekday peak time and over 1,300 open spaces during a typical
Saturday. The project construction times are standard working hours
Monday – Friday and all construction personnel parking during Phases
I and II (maximum 135) would be required to park at the lower
Inspiration Point parking lot and shuttled to the site separate from visitor
shuttle/trolley.
During Phase III, the new parking structure would be operational and
no impact to parking capacity is expected. The Alcazar parking lot
would be closed and the 143 displaced patrons would be dispersed to
the Federal, Inspiration Point and Pan American parking lots and ADA
spots would be available at the Plaza. Construction personnel during
this phase (maximum of 100) would again be required to park at the
lower Inspiration Point parking lot.
During Phase IV, the new parking structure along with Alcazar parking
lot would be operational and there would be no impact to the parking
capacity from construction. The construction personnel (maximum of
50) would continue to park at lower Inspiration Point parking lot.

AA-12
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AA-13

AA-14

AA-15

AA-16

RESPONSE

AA-13 Based on Urban Land Institutes (ULI) Level of Service Conditions for
Walking Distances from Parking Table, 2,000 feet (LOS D) is generally
considered the maximum walking distance from a parking facility. The
Jones and Jones Alternative proposes three parking structures. The
Inspiration Point parking structure would exceed this maximum walking
distance,; the Zoo Promenade parking structure would be
approximately 1800 feet to the core of the Plaza de Panama, and a
structure at the Archery Range would be approximately 1100 feet.
AA-14 No traffic analysis was applied to the Jones and Jones study.
However, it is reasonable to assume greater impacts based on the
significantly larger scale and scope of this alternative compared to the
project. For example, the project would encompass approximately 15.4
acres and one parking structure while the Jones and Jones Alternative
would encompass over 150 acres and three parking structures.
AA-15 As discussed in Section 9.2.3, the significant traffic impacts on SR-163
were one of three main reasons the Zoo Parking Alternative was
considered but rejected; the other two reasons being similarity to other
alternatives analyzed in full, and not meeting any of the project
objectives.
AA-16 Comment noted.
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Letter AB

AB-1

AB-1

RTC-133

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AC

AC-1

AC-1

RTC-134

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AD

AD-1

AD-1

RTC-135

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE
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AD-2
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Comment noted.
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AD-3
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Comment noted.
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AD-4

RESPONSE

AD-4

RTC-139

Comment noted.
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AD-5

RTC-140

Comment noted.
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AD-6

RESPONSE

AD-6

RTC-141

Comment noted.
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AD-7

RTC-142

Comment noted.
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AD-8
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AD-8

RTC-143

Comment noted.
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AD-9
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AD-9

RTC-144

Comment noted.
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AD-10

RESPONSE

AD-10 Comment noted.
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Letter AE

AE-1

AE-1

RTC-146

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AF

AF-1

AF-1

Comment noted.

AF-2

AF-2

Comment noted.

AF-3

AF-3

Comment noted.
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LETTER

RESPONSE
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LETTER

RESPONSE
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LETTER

RESPONSE
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LETTER

RESPONSE
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LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-152

LETTER

RESPONSE
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LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AG

AG-1

AG-1

AG-2

AG-3

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

AG-2

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

AG-3

See response to comment AG-1. As indicated in Section 9.3.4Ai.1, the
Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative analyzed in the EIR consists
of a 797-stall structure and would require 51,500 cubic yards of export
soil. To allow for an equitable comparison of impacts, the parking
structures under all applicable alternatives were assumed to have an
equal number of spaces. The revision of the EIR Gold Gulch Parking
Structure Alternative to include additional parking is not necessary per
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f), as the inclusion of additional
spaces would not further reduce a significant project impact or meet
additional project objectives not already obtained by the alternative.
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AG-4

AG-4

It is noted that approximately 6.3 acres of parkland would be reclaimed
under this alternative. The project would also reclaim a total of 6.3
acres of parkland including the plazas, pedestrian promenades, and
usable parkland regained in the organ pavilion lot. See response to
comment BT-32. Within this context, this alternative would reclaim a
total of 7.0 acres. This is 0.7 acre more than the proposed project. The
potential for an increase in usable parkland provided by the Gold Gulch
Alternative compared to the project is not significant information for the
alternatives impact analysis, as the inclusion of additional spaces would
not further reduce a significant project impact or meet additional project
objectives. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b),
the focus of the alternatives analysis is to identify alternatives that
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project and
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the
project.
It is noted that reconstruction of historic buildings would not further
meet project objectives, is not recommended by the Balboa Park
Master Plan or Central Mesa Precise Plan, and may result in additional
historic impacts, and, therefore, would not be appropriate to include in
this alternative. The EIR Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative does
not include uses beyond those identified in Section 9.3.4Ai.1.
The remainder of this comment does not comment on the adequacy or
accuracy of the environmental document. Comment noted.
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RESPONSE
AG-5

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

AG-5

AG-6

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

AG-6

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

AG-7

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

AG-8

See response to comment AG-15.

AG-9

See response to comment AG-15.

AG-7

AG-8

AG-9
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AG-10 It is acknowledged that the alternative structure would export less soil
than the project and may decrease or eliminate the time parking is
temporarily reduced; however, the project’s soil export and temporary
parking effects would not result in significant project impacts.
See response to comment AG-5.
AG-11 It is acknowledged that the Gold Gulch Alternative would only have an
increased distance of 132 feet.

AG-11

AG-12

The Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative in the EIR would include
the same number of parking spaces as the proposed project (Section
9.3.4Ai.1). The Parking Demand Study (Appendix D-2) found the
proposed parking spaces to be adequate to meet the parking demand.
Thus, a further increase in parking spaces would not reduce a
significant project impact, or meet additional project objectives.
Additionally, to allow for an equitable comparison of impacts, the
parking structures under all applicable alternatives were assumed to
have an equal number of spaces. It is acknowledged that additional
parking spaces may be provided with the Gold Gulch alternative.
AG-12 The reduction of pedestrian/vehicular conflicts is a BPMP goal and is
an underlying purpose of the project. The pedestrian/vehicle conflict
information was determined by a qualified traffic engineer (Appendix D1) and is included in the alternatives analysis (Section 9.0) to provide a
comparison with the project and the ability of the alternative to meet
most of the project objectives in compliance with CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(f). To clarify, the existing pedestrian/vehicular conflicts
are not considered impacts of the project or the alternatives.
The Gold Gulch Alternative includes a grade-separated pedestrian
bridge connecting the new park area unencumbered to the rear of the
Organ Pavilion, thus removing a total of 11 pedestrian-vehicular
conflicts, compared to the 14 resolved by the project. Because neither
the project nor the Gold Gulch Alternative would increase the number of
pedestrian/vehicular conflicts over the existing condition, impacts
associated with traffic hazards would remain less than significant for
both.
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AG-13 The Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative is not described in
Section 3.0, Project Description, which describes the project. This
quotation is provided from the Conclusions.
Impacts to key views associated with this alternative are identified as
potentially significant; but not significant and unmitigable in Section
9.3.4Ai.2 and in the conclusions. However, Section 9.3.4Ai.3 misstates
that the public view impact would be significant and unmitigated. This
error has been corrected in the Final EIR.
The EIR acknowledges that landscaping and project design features
relating to screening could partially mitigate impacts to public views.
Without project-level detail, the EIR defers a conclusion regarding the
ultimate level of significance (except for alternative components
identical to those of the project, e.g., the Centennial Bridge). Therefore,
impacts associated with public views are identified as potentially
significant in Section 9.0, along with the Summary and Conclusions.

AG-14

AG-14 It is acknowledged that the Gold Gulch Alternative would result in one
significant, mitigable traffic impact to the intersection of Presidents
Way/Federal-Aerospace parking lot. This information is disclosed in
Section 9.3.4Ai and Table 9-4.
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AG-15 The percent distribution of trips to the parking lots for the project
(including the Existing + Proposed scenario,) and for the Gold Gulch
Alternative is essentially the same. For the peak hour analyzed on a
typical Saturday, approximately 25-30 percent was assigned to the
parking structure, 30 percent to the Federal parking lot, 25 percent to
the Palisades parking lot and 15–20 percent through traffic for both the
proposed project and the Gold Gulch Alternative. However, because
the travel paths differ between the project and Gold Gulch Alternative,
the intersections within the Park would operate differently and produce
different results.
The results are disclosed in the TIA (see
Appendix D-1).
The roadway segments are analyzed based on their average daily trips
(ADT) and separate from intersection analysis which is done on a peak
hour basis. The traffic analysis methodology for the Gold Gulch
Alternative is reasonable based on the trip distributions.

AG-16

AG-16 The trip distribution used in the TIA (see Appendix D-1) along Park
Boulevard at the entrances of Presidents Way and Inspiration Point
Way were split following the existing trend, which is that the majority of
traffic arrives from the south on Park Boulevard. With the current design
of 20 percent entering at Inspiration Point, the internal intersection of
the new Inspiration Point Way and Park Road would operate at a level
of service D for a typical Saturday peak hour in 2030.
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AG-17 Comment noted.

AG-18 Although a second access on Park Boulevard would give options to
drivers, it would not fully mitigate internal circulation. The vehicles may
have different travel paths but their destinations (parking lots, garage
etc.) would remain the same.

AG-18
AG-19 See response to comment AG-12. Based on the provided Exhibit 8,
there is only one grade separated pedestrian crossing, still leaving 11
conflict areas compared to 6 with the project.

AG-19
AG-20

AG-20 It is acknowledged that the alternative structure would export less soil
than the project and that the corresponding impacts would be
incrementally reduced. However, the EIR concluded the project would
not result in a significant impact for noise (construction phase hauling),
air pollution, and traffic related to hauling. The noise level generated by
the hauling trucks would be less; however, the significant project impact
related to construction equipment noise would not be substantially
lessened by reduced soil export, as the same equipment would be
required to construct the parking structure, and interior noise levels at
Park uses due to this equipment would exceed the 45-decibel (db)
interior noise threshold.
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AG-21

AG-21 The proposed parking structure would provide open areas on two sides,
and would thus meet the open area and aggregate length requirements
of the 2010 California Building Code to provide natural ventilation and
to be considered an open parking structure.

AG-22

AG-22 The proposed solar collectors would be photo voltaic (PV) panels. They
are specifically designed to be installed at a 5 percent angle. The
number of PV panels is not based on the electrical needs of the parking
structure, but rather the roof/trellis area available to install them. The
PV panels are intended to lessen the electrical demand of the parking
structure, not eliminate that demand. The proposed solar panels would
be incorporated into the roof/trellises so they would not be highly visible
to the public or impact the character of the area.

AG-23

AG-24

AG-23 Comment noted.

AG-24 The existing and proposed speed limit for the Park roads is 15 mph. It
is acknowledged that the Park roads for the project would deviate from
the standard commercial street due to the road widths and curvatures,
but have been approved by the City Development Services Engineering
Department. The roadway geometry would naturally calm traffic speed,
due to the curves; however, 14-foot travel lanes would be provided to
allow for safer turning movements and vehicular passage. The lanes
travelling under the pedestrian overpass would be 14-foot travel lanes.
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AG-26

AG-27

RESPONSE

AG-25 Comment noted. Per the City of San Diego Master Bicycle Plan, April
2011, the designated Class III bike path is along Laurel Street and El
Prado, down Pan American Road East to Presidents Way. Bicyclists
would have the option of riding bikes in the plazas and promenade,
which would be the preferred route for cyclists looking for a slow Park
experience.
AG-26 Comment noted. As indicated in the EIR and the Traffic Impact Analysis
(see Appendix D-1), Balboa Park parking is adequate and expansion of
the proposed parking structure is not anticipated to be necessary. It is
acknowledged that a parking structure at the Gold Gulch location could
be expanded in the future if desired.
AG-27 Comment noted.

AG-28

AG-29

AG-28 Section 3.4.6.4 has been revised to indicate the proposed haul route is
2.5 miles. To confirm the feasibility of the proposed haul route, the
applicant has consulted a professional hauling company who has
utilized double bottom dump trucks, and has driven the exact route with
previous Balboa Park projects. The contractor has made the right turn
without impacts to adjacent travel lanes, using a double bottom dump.
See Attachment A.

AG-29 See response to comment AG-28. The proposed haul route is feasible
and would most likely be used at night to reduce impacts. The alternate
route suggested would not be used.
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Attachment A
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AG-30

AG-31

AG-32

AG-33

RESPONSE

AG-30 As indicated in response to comment AG-28, the use of Zoo Place as a
part of the haul route would not result in a traffic safety hazard. It is
acknowledged that the reduced amount of soil hauling associated with
this alternative would reduce air quality, noise, and greenhouse gas
emissions. See response to comments AG-5 and AG-10.

AG-31 As indicated in the EIR, the Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative
would reduce soil export disposal at the Arizona Street Landfill. The
soil export disposal area within the southern portion of the Arizona
Street Landfill would be similar to the project due to the need to deposit
soil export uniformly to retain existing drainage patterns. The fill depth
at the Arizona Street Landfill would be reduced by approximately half.
Soil export deposited at the casting pond and archery range would be
eliminated. Similarly, this alternative would reduce the soil export
depth, and the archery range and casting pond sites would not be
needed.
AG-32 As addressed in the EIR, the Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative
in Section 9.3.4Ai would include the same number of parking stalls as
the project. See response to comment AG-11.

AG-33 Comment noted.

AG-34

AG-34 Comment noted.
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AG-35 Comment noted.

AG-35

AG-36

AG-37

AG-36 Comment noted.

AG-37 1) Comment noted.

2) The quoted text has been removed from Section 9.0 of the EIR.
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AG-37 (cont.)

3) Comment noted.

4) The fig tree is identified as moveable by the CMPP; impacts to this
tree would be less than significant. This has been clarified in
Section 9.0.

5) Section 9.0 has been revised accordingly to clarify that the 15 sugar
gum, eucalyptus cladocalyx, 4 newly planted pines are not rare
trees and impacts would be less than significant.

AG-38

AG-38 As described in Section 4.3, Issue 3, the majority of the existing
landform affected by the Centennial Road and the Organ Pavilion
Parking Structure is not natural, but is a result of grading that occurred
in conjunction with the development of the Park. Retaining walls are
utilized to reduce grading and allow for the protection of natural
landforms and ESL slopes located within Palm Canyon.
AG-39 See response to comment AG-16. The traffic analysis methodology for
the Gold Gulch Alternative is reasonable and correct based on the trip
distribution.

AG-39
As indicated in Section 9.3.4Ai.2d, five intersections would operate
poorly under the year 2015 plus Gold Gulch Parking Structure
Alternative conditions and the Gold Gulch Parking Structure Alternative
would have a significant but mitigable impact at one of these locations.
Not noted in this comment is the additional significant and unmitigable
impact that may occur at Park Boulevard/Inspiration Way if the
constraints posed by the existing buildings make the Gold Gulch
Parking Structure Alternative entrance improvements infeasible (see
Section 9.3.4Ai.2d). As noted previously, Section 3.0 discussed the
project and not this alternative.
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AG-40 See response to comments AG-7, AG-15, and AG-16.

AG-40

AG-41

AG-42

AG-41 See response to comments AG-16 and AG-39.

AG-42 See response to comment AG-18. The internal intersections of the new
park road for this alternative (Inspiration Point Way extension)/
Centennial Road, Presidents Way/Centennial Road, El Prado/
Centennial Bridge would all operate at a LOS D in year 2030 and
Presidents Way/Federal parking lot at LOS F. With the proposed
project only one intersection would operate at LOS D (El
Prado/Centennial Bridge) and one intersection at LOS F (Presidents
Way/Centennial Road) in the year 2030.

AG-43
AG-43 The project is designed based on a 15 mph design speed since it is
expected to have a 15 mph posted speed limit. Based on a 15 mph
design, the stopping sight distance is 80 feet per Table 3.1 of A Policy
on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, AASHTO 2011. Similar
to the Gold Gulch Alternative, the project would meet the minimum
design requirements for the 15 mph speed limit.
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AG-44 The existing access driveway into Gold Gulch carries very minor traffic
volumes and would carry minor traffic volumes, less than 10 vehicles,
during a Saturday peak hour with the proposed project. No conflict
would occur with opposing left turn lanes, as both driveways from Gold
Gulch and parking structure would be stop controlled.

AG-45 Queuing analyses along Centennial Way show that exiting movements
at the proposed parking structure’s southerly driveway would not
conflict with the northerly driveway. No traffic conflict or hazard is
anticipated to occur as a result of the project.

AG-44

Depending on the size and attendance of a major special event,
additional traffic control measures may be a condition of the event
permit and implemented like existing special events are managed
today.

AG-45

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

AG-46

AG-46 As indicated in Section 4.4.5 and 9.3.4Ai, both the project and the Gold
Gulch Parking Structure Alternative would have a less than significant
impact related to traffic hazards. To clarify, the intent of the quoted text
was to discuss the extent to which this alternative would meet the
objective of reducing pedestrian/vehicular conflicts compared to the
project. See response to comment AG-12.
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RESPONSE

AG-47 As concluded in Section 9.3.4Ai, the Gold Gulch Alternative would
result in lesser construction impacts associated with air quality which is
attributed to the lesser extent of soil export than under the proposed
project.
The intersection of Park Boulevard and Presidents Way would still
operate at LOS F in the year 2030 for this alternative as analyzed.

AG-48

AG-48 See response to comments AG-21 and AG-22.
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AG-50

AG-51

a

b

RESPONSE

AG-49 As indicated in response to comments AG-16, AG-39, and AG-47, this
alternative would have the same traffic impacts as the proposed project
and greenhouse gas emissions related to traffic would be the same as
the proposed project.

AG-50 Noise due to the Gold Gulch parking structure was analyzed (Section
9.3.4.Ai) and it was concluded that noise/land use compatibility impacts
would be less than significant.

AG-51

a

See response to comment AG-13.

b

See response to comments AG-7, AG-18, and AG-42. The proposed
realignment and second entrance at Park Boulevard and Inspiration
Point Way are design measures associated with this alternatives
access issues
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c

c

See response to comments AG-18 and AG-42.

d

d

Comment noted. See response to comments AG-20 and AG-49 with
respect to construction noise, traffic, and greenhouse gas emissions
impacts. See Table 9-1 for a detailed comparison of this alternative
and the project.

e

Comment noted.

f

Comment noted.

g

g

Comment noted.

h

h

See response to comments AG-1 through AG-3.

i

i

See response to comment AG-12.

e

f

RTC-171

LETTER

RESPONSE

j

j

See response to comments AG-1 through AG-3.

k

k

Comment noted.

AG-52

AG-52 Comment noted.

RTC-172

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-173

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-174

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-175

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-176

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-177

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-178

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-179

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-180

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-181

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-182

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-183

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-184

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-185

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-186

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-187

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-188

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-189

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-190

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-191

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-192

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-193

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-194

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-195

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AH

AH-1

AH-2

AH-3

AH-1

Comment noted.

AH-2

Comment noted.

AH-3

Comment noted.

RTC-196

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AI

AI-1

AI-1

RTC-197

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AJ

AJ-1

AJ-1

Comment noted. The placement of the parking structure takes into
consideration that visitors seek parking closest to the core of the
Central Mesa. In addition, the Organ Pavilion parking lot location would
reduce and avoid environmental impacts since it is already disturbed
and paved and the rooftop park would provide additional usable park
space.
As noted, the EIR addresses numerous alternatives with no new
parking or other parking locations.

AJ-2

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

AJ-3

As indicated in the Parking Demand Study (see Appendix D-2), the
existing valet parking is heavily utilized and there is sufficient demand
to continue to provide valet service under the project.
It is
acknowledged that there is no legal requirement to provide valet
service.

AJ-2

AJ-3

RTC-198

LETTER

RESPONSE
AJ-4

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

AJ-5

See response to comment AJ-1. A Parking Demand Study (see
Appendix D-2) was completed by a parking expert to evaluate parking
habits and the proposed paid parking. The City Debt Management
Department have reviewed and concurred with the Parking Demand
Study.

AJ-4

AJ-5

The following is excepted from the Parking Demand Study:
Based on the existing condition of visitors having to re-circulate
throughout the Prado lots in search of available parking when other,
more remote lots have an adequate supply of parking, we expect that
many of these visitors will migrate towards the certainty of the new
parking structure. Since it will be the most convenient parking option for
the Prado and the Central Mesa institutions, it will be the first choice for
many visitors.
In addition, other parking industry studies support the concept that a
large percentage of parkers would choose reliable, convenient paid
parking over less convenient free parking.
The proposed parking structure would primarily serve the uses in the
Central Mesa area, which does not include the Zoo. However, others
would not be prevented from using the facilities.
The location of the project’s parking structure in the core of the Central
Mesa would meet the parking demand generated by the institutions
located in this area. These demand generators are not present in the
vicinity of the West Mesa Alternative.
RTC-199

LETTER

RESPONSE

AJ-6

Additional traffic hazard information, including maps illustrating
pedestrian/vehicle conflicts for all alternatives, is provided in the TIA
(see Appendix D-1, Exhibits 117-129).

AJ-7

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

AJ-6
AJ-7

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

RTC-200

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AK

AK-1

Comment noted.

AK-2

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

AK-3

As indicated in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15131, social changes shall
not be treated as significant effects on the environment and the focus of
the analysis shall be on physical changes.

AK-1

AK-2

The project would not eliminate most of the existing free parking, as
over 80 percent of Balboa Park parking would remain free. Per the
Parking Demand Study (see Appendix D-2), adequate free parking
would be provided within Balboa Park.

AK-3

AK-4

AK-4

See response to comment AK-3.

AK-5

AK-5

See response to comment AK-2.

AK-6

AK-6

Water supply is addressed in Section 4.15.2. Although the project
would not exceed the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds
(2011) with respect to when to prepare a water supply assessment, a
Water Demand Analysis (see Appendix M) was prepared for the project
that determined the project would not result in a significant water
demand impact.
The project would include drought-resistant
landscaping where feasible and water conservation features such as
timers on irrigation sprinklers to reduce water demands.

RTC-201

LETTER

AK-7

RESPONSE

AK-7

AK-8

The existing Organ Pavilion parking lot does not have any storm water
runoff storage or water treatment/bio retention. Runoff flows directly
into the storm drain.
The project would implement numerous bio retention areas to treat
storm water runoff prior to discharging into the storm drain system. See
Water Quality Technical Report (Appendix P).
In addition, the
underground parking structure would have a rooftop park, which would
result in a net reduction of impervious surface compared to existing
Organ Pavilion paved parking lot.

AK-9
AK-10
AK-11
AK-12
AK-13
AK-8

Comment noted.

AK-9

See response to comment AK-3.

AK-10 See response to comment AK-2.

AK-11 See response to comment AK-6.

AK-12 Parking impacts to surrounding neighborhoods are evaluated in Section
4.4. As indicated in that section, the project would not increase the
demand for parking and would increase the parking supply. In the
existing condition, both the Federal/Aerospace and Inspiration Point
parking lots are underutilized and would be occupied by those seeking
free parking. Thus, the project would not result in increased parking
demand within surrounding neighborhoods and the project impact to
neighborhood parking would be less than significant. See response to
comment AL-19 below.

AK-13 See response to comment AK-3.

RTC-202

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AL

AL-1

AL-1

Comment noted.

AL-2

AL-2

Comment noted.

RTC-203

LETTER

RESPONSE
AL-3

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), the EIR
includes a statement of project objectives sought by the proposed
project. As indicated in Section 3.1, it is a project objective to remove
vehicles from the Plaza de Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California, the
Mall (also called the Esplanade), and Pan American Road East.

AL-3

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

AL-4

AL-5

AL-6

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

AL-4

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

AL-5

Comment noted.

AL-6

See response to comment AL-3.

RTC-204

LETTER

AL-7

AL-8

AL-9

AL-10

RESPONSE

AL-7

Comment noted.

AL-8

Comment noted.

A-9

Comment noted.

AL-10 All proposed mitigation identified in the EIR (LU-1, HR-1, TR-1, BR-1,
N-1, and PAL-1) is feasible to implement. As identified in the EIR, all
mitigation provided would reduce the associated significant impact to
below a level of significance except in the case of construction
equipment noise (see Section 4.12.4.4).
Comment noted.

RTC-205

LETTER

AL-11

RESPONSE
AL-11 The design of the Centennial Bridge is governed by the Secretary of the
Interior’s Rehabilitation Standards, which state that the design of the
proposed bridge must be differentiated from the historic Cabrillo Bridge.
As indicated in Section 4.3.3.1a, the proposed Centennial Bridge would
result in significant visual impacts related to architectural style conflicts
between the proposed modern bridge and the existing historic context.

AL-12

AL-12 As indicated in Section 4.4, the existing pedestrian/vehicular conflicts
are a potential safety hazard in addition to slowing traffic. The Balboa
Park Master Plan and the Central Mesa Precise Plan also identify
reduction of pedestrian/vehicular conflicts as goals. Therefore, one of
the purposes of the project is to reduce the conflicts between
pedestrians and vehicles.

AL-13

AL-13 As indicated in the project description in Section 3,4.3.1, the purpose of
the proposed Centennial Bridge is to reroute vehicular traffic flow to
enable the Plaza de California, El Prado, Plaza de Panama, and the
Mall to be dedicated to pedestrians.
The proposed parking fees are based on the Parking Structure
Financial Projections Report, which has been added to the EIR as
Appendix D-3. This report determined the proposed fees based on
maintenance and operation costs associated with the parking structure
and trams. Management of the parking structure is not an
environmental issue to be addressed in accordance with CEQA.

AL-14

AL-15
AL-16

AL-14 Comment noted.
AL-15 Comment noted.
AL-16 This comment correctly states the conclusion in the EIR regarding the
adequacy of parking spaces under the existing and future conditions.
While the project would have one significant mitigable traffic impact,
this impact is not related to paid parking. The cumulative year 2030
traffic impact at Presidents Way/Centennial Road would occur due to
the rerouting of traffic through this intersection and the traffic control
(i.e., stop sign) configuration at this intersection. Refer to Section 4.4.2
for additional information.
Comment noted.

RTC-206

LETTER

RESPONSE

AL-17

AL-17 Comment noted. See response to comment AK-3.

AL-18

AL-18 Comment noted.
Conclusions regarding employee parking patterns are based on the
Parking Demand Study (see Appendix D-2). Physical changes to
employee parking are addressed in Section 4.4 of the EIR and were
determined to be less than significant given that adequate free parking
would be available within Balboa Park.
Parking impacts to surrounding neighborhoods were evaluated in
Section 4.4. As indicated in that section, the project would not increase
the demand for parking and would increase the parking supply. Thus,
the project would not result in increased parking demand within
surrounding neighborhoods and the project impact to neighborhood
parking would be less than significant.

RTC-207

LETTER

AL-19

RESPONSE

AL-19 The project parking analysis determined that adequate parking would
be available within Balboa Park (Section 4.4.4).
The trip distribution analysis for the project was done taking into
consideration the effects of a paid parking structure. The displaced 125
patrons would be expected to park at the Federal/Aerospace parking lot
and/or at Inspiration Point parking lot which are both currently
underutilized and closer to the core of the Park than the Zoo parking lot.
Any decisions regarding the status of the Zoological Society’s parking
lot is outside the scope of the project and is subject to the terms and
conditions of their lease agreement with the City.

RTC-208

LETTER

RESPONSE

AL-20

AL-20 See response to comment AL-18.

AL-21

AL-21 Comment noted.

RTC-209

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-210

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AM

AM-1

AM-1

RTC-211

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AN

AN-1

AN-1

RTC-212

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AO

AO-1

AO-1

Comment noted.

AO-2

Comment noted.

AO-3

Comment noted.

AO-4

AO-4

Comment noted.

AO-5

AO-5

Comment noted.

AO-2
AO-3

RTC-213

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AP

AP-1
AP-2

AP-1

Comment noted.

AP-2

These typos have been corrected in the Final EIR.

RTC-214

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AQ

AQ-1

AQ-1
AQ-2

AQ-3

As indicated in Sections 4.3.2.1a and 4.3.2.2a, the landscape plan for
the project includes substantial vegetative screening (primarily
eucalyptus trees) near the Centennial Bridge and within Cabrillo
Canyon (see Figure 4.3-20, Key Vantage Point 1A Photo Simulation).
Although it has partially been obscured by the eucalyptus forest, the
relationship of Cabrillo Bridge to the California Quadrangle complex is
one of the most important designed relationships in the Balboa Park
NHLD (see Section 4.2.2.1 for more information). The project would
partially disrupt this relationship by constructing the Centennial Bridge
around the west and south side of the old Fine Arts Museum section of
the California Quadrangle. Therefore, even with screening, the impact
to a historical resource would remain significant. Refer to Sections
4.2.2.2 (Centennial Bridge) and 4.2.2.3, and Historic Resources
Technical Report pages 146 to 147 (Appendix B-1) for further historic
information.
The project would also result in a significant architectural character
impact related to the visual conflict between the proposed Centennial
Bridge, and the existing historic Cabrillo Bridge and California
Quadrangle Complex. While the proposed screening of the Centennial
Bridge would minimize a visual impact pursuant to CEQA, it would not
avoid the impact related to the change in the historic visual and spatial
relationships, as described above.

AQ-2

The restoration of Park areas to pedestrian uses would not mitigate the
project’s historical resource impact, as the Centennial Bridge would still
be inconsistent with SOI Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9, and would
continue to constitute a substantial adverse change to an historical
resource. Refer to Historic Resources Technical Report Section IX,
Conclusion (Appendix B-1).

AQ-3

Comment noted.

RTC-215

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AR

AR-1

AR-1

RTC-216

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AS

AS-1

AS-2

AS-1

Comment noted.

AS-2

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

RTC-217

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-218

LETTER

AS-3

AS-4

AS-5

RESPONSE

AS-3

Comment noted.

AS-4

Comment noted.

AS-5

Comment noted. The EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives
to the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project in compliance with CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(a). It is noted that while the project does not include a
streetcar, it would not preclude future use of streetcars.

RTC-219

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AT

AT-1

AT-1

RTC-220

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AU

AU-1

Comment noted.

AU-2

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

AU-1

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131,
insurance and security matters are not environmental issues and the
EIR shall not treat economic or social changes as significant effects on
the environment.

AU-2
AU-3
AU-3

The EIR includes a reasonable range of alternatives in compliance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).
This alternative would result in significant impacts related to the
demolition of a historic structure. Starlight Bowl, historically known as
the Ford Bowl, was built for the 1935 California Pacific International
Exposition. It is a contributing structure to the National Historic
Landmark District. Demolition of this structure is not consistent with any
plans for Balboa Park and would constitute a significant adverse impact
to the Park. The Starlight Bowl is operated by the San Diego Civic Light
Opera Association. It is noted that their financial situation has no
bearing on the viability of the historic resource.

RTC-221

LETTER

AU-4

RESPONSE

AU-4

RTC-222

Comment noted. See response to comment AU-3.

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-223

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AV

AV-1

As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), the EIR
considers and discusses a reasonable range of alternatives. Features
of this alternative are addressed in other alternatives, namely the
Tunnel Alternative, which is addressed in full detail in the EIR, and the
Old Globe Way Access and Quince Street Access Alternatives which
were considered but rejected. As a result, it is unnecessary to revise
the EIR to include a full discussion of the alternative. However, the
following is a summary analysis of the alternative’s potential impacts.
The EIR concludes that the proposed Balboa Park Plaza de Panama
project would have significant unmitigated impacts with respect to land
use (inconsistency with historical preservation policies); historical
resources (impact of Centennial Bridge to the NHLD, in particular the
relationship of Cabrillo Bridge and California Quadrangle); visual effects
(introduction of a modern element, the Centennial Bridge, into a historic
setting); and noise (temporary construction noise impacts).

AV-1

Based on review of the attached plans, the suggested alternative would
likely result in greater impacts in each of these four areas.
Thus, significant unmitigated project impacts related to land use,
historical resources, visual quality, and noise would likely be greater
under this alternative.
Additionally, constraints that could affect the feasibility of this alternative
include the following:


Encroachment into Zoo leasehold



Encroachment on Old Globe Theatre



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

In summary, while the suggested alternative would meet most of the
basic project objectives, it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of
the significant effects of the project and is potentially infeasible.

RTC-224

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-225

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-226

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AW

AW-1

Comment noted.

AW-2

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

AW-1
AW-2

For similar reasons, noise impacts at the St. Francis Chapel would be
less than significant. The traffic noise source would be moved from the
north side of the chapel to the south as a result of the project. The
project would not increase traffic adjacent to the chapel.

AW-3

AW-3

AW-4

Comment noted. The project would not destroy the Palm and Cabrillo
Canyons. The project would construct the Centennial Bridge on top of
the rim of Cabrillo Canyon and would add additional trees in Cabrillo
Canyon, but it would not eliminate the canyon. The project would
realign and extend the 1970s Palm Canyon Walkway.
The parking structure would be constructed at the existing Organ
Pavilion parking lot, thus minimizing the loss of existing green space.
In addition, the parking structure would be subterranean, with the
surface being a park. Overall, the proposed project would increase the
amount of usable parkland.
The project impact to the Balboa Park National Historic District is
addressed in Section 4.2.

AW-4

RTC-227

The suggested alternatives are analyzed in Section 9.0. See response
to comment AW-3 above regarding parkland.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AX

AX-1

AX-1

Comment noted.
See response to comment AU-3. As required pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these alternatives were selected to
provide a reasonable range of possible project designs which could
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but avoid or
substantially lessen any significant effects of the project. Thus, this
suggested alternative has not been added to the EIR analysis.

RTC-228

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AY

AY-1

AY-1

RTC-229

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter AZ

AZ-1

AZ-1

RTC-230

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BA

BA-1

BA-1

RTC-231

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BB

BB-1

BB-1

RTC-232

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BC

BC-1

BC-1

RTC-233

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE
BD-1

Letter BD

As required under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the EIR
considers and discusses multiple alternatives to the project. As required
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these alternatives
were selected to provide a reasonable range of possible project
designs which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the
project.
Furthermore, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) states that an EIR
should identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead
Agency, but were rejected as infeasible. As required by this CEQA
section, Section 9.2 provides a discussion of the alternatives
considered but rejected.
Ultimately, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093,
Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, has been
prepared for the consideration of the decision making body (City
Council) and left to its discretion to determine whether to approve or
deny the project or any of the alternatives, or combination thereof.

BD-1
BD-2

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

BD-3

As discussed in Section 9.2.5, the Quince Street Access Alternative
was considered but rejected due to the increase in physical impacts to
several environmental issue areas (visual quality [landform alteration,
neighborhood character]; biological resources; historical resources
[archaeological and built environment]; hydrology; water quality; air
quality; and greenhouse gas) as compared to the project, and because
it would not reduce significant impacts of the project. Pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), the EIR alternative analysis shall
focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of
avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project,
even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment
of the project objectives, or would be more costly. As the suggested
modifications to the Quince Street Access Alternative would not further
avoid or reduce a significant project impact, it was considered but
rejected.

BD-2

BD-3

RTC-234

LETTER

RESPONSE

BD-4

See response to comments BD-2 and BD-3. As this suggested
alternative modification would not avoid or substantially lessen any
significant effects of the project, it was considered but rejected.

BD-5

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

BD-4

BD-5

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b), the EIR alternative
analysis shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects
of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree
the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. As
the suggested modifications to the Tunnel Alternative would not further
avoid or reduce a significant project impact, it was considered but
rejected.

RTC-235

LETTER

BD-6

RESPONSE

BD-6

Comment noted. See response to comments BD-2 and BD-5. This
modification to the Tunnel Alternative would not further reduce a
significant project impact or meet additional project objectives and
impacts would generally be similar to those disclosed in the EIR.

BD-7

BD-7

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

BD-8

BD-8

Comment noted. A phased project alternative has been addressed in
Section 9.3.5.

BD-9

BD-9

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(6)(c), a project alternative
may be considered if it meets most of the project objectives and is
capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of
the project. See response to comment BD-1.

RTC-236

LETTER

BD-10

RESPONSE

BD-10 See response to comments S-8 and S-9.
preclude the use of public transit or bicycles.

The project would not

Pursuant to California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21002.1,
the purpose of the EIR is to identify significant impacts of the project.
The project would not generate additional trips, but rather redistribute
existing and future trips that would be a result of natural population
growth. The project does not propose any new attractions that would
be considered “trip generators.” The dependence on automobiles is an
existing condition and not a project impact.
Greenhouse gas impacts and consistency with greenhouse gas-related
plans, policies and regulations are analyzed in Section 4.9.

RTC-237

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-238

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-239

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BE

BE-1

BE-1

RTC-240

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BF

BF-1

BF-1

Comment noted. The project’s significant and unmitigable impacts are
disclosed in Section 5.0.

BF-2

BF-2

Comment noted.

BF-3

BF-3

Comment noted.

BF-4

BF-4

Comment noted.

BF5

Comment noted.

BF-5

RTC-241

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BG

BG-1

Comment noted. This second letter provided, including the copy of the
first letter, is assumed to replace the first letter submitted.
The project would provide adequate ADA compliant parking in the
Alcazar parking lot and the parking structure. The project does not
include changes to Village Place.

BG-1
BG-2

Comment noted. The closure of Cabrillo Bridge to public vehicular
traffic is addressed in several project alternatives that are discussed in
Section 9.3.3, Cabrillo Bridge Pedestrianized Alternatives.

BG-3

Comment noted.

BG-4

Extension of the San Diego Trolley is beyond the scope of the project.
Future extension would not be precluded by the project.

BG-5

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

BG-6

Comment noted. The Inspiration Point Parking Structure Alternative
described in Section 9.3.3D includes a tram from the parking structure
to the Mall/Plaza de Panama.

BG-7

Comment noted.

BG-2

BG-3
BG-4
BG-5

BG-6

BG-7

RTC-242

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BH

BH-1

BH-2

BH-3

BH-1

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

BH-2

Comment noted.

BH-3

Comment noted.

RTC-243

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BI

BI-1

The following are two excerpts from the BPMP:
It is intended that Balboa Park become more pedestrian oriented.
Conflicts between automobiles and pedestrians should be minimized.
Accordingly, one will be able to walk from the Zoo to the Aerospace
Historical Center without crossing a street. In addition, a large trail
system is proposed throughout the Park tying into the central core of
the Park.
The Prado and Palisades plazas shall be restored as pedestrian
oriented plazas in which through vehicular traffic is minimized and
conflicts with pedestrians are reduced.

BI-1

Thus, it is the intent of the BPMP to minimize pedestrian/vehicular
conflicts by eliminating as many conflict locations as possible, as
indicated by the BPMP phrase “without crossing a street”. The BPMP
does not identify the conflicts as traffic calming measures, a method to
slowing vehicle traffic, or a way to minimize through-park traffic.
The Half-Plaza Alternative would not achieve the project objective or
the BPMP vision of eliminating the pedestrian/vehicular conflicts in the
El Prado and Palisades areas. The Section 9.3.4Biv states that “the
Half-Plaza Alternative would improve pedestrian circulation and safety
and would not result in significantly adverse pedestrian circulation
impacts” and goes on to state that “the Half-Plaza Alternative would
provide fewer benefits, because it would remove 10 of the 20 existing
pedestrian/vehicular conflict areas as compared to 14 for the project.”
This alternative would result in fewer conflict reductions due to the
increased activity of the valet and tram drop-off/pick-up locations for
this Alternative, including the number of pedestrians crossing along the
along the Esplanade south of El Prado.

RTC-244

LETTER

BI-2

RESPONSE

BI-2

As indicated in Section 4.3.2.1(c), the removal of vehicles would be
considered a positive aesthetic or change to the existing visual
character of these areas. While the project would include signage and
bollards, the project would also remove numerous existing trafficrelated signs. Overall, the project visual impact related to signage and
bollards would be less than significant.

BI-3

B-3

Comment noted. The EIR traffic analysis was prepared according to
City standards, adhering to both the City of San Diego Traffic Impact
Study Manual (1998) and the City’s CEQA Significance Determination
Thresholds (2011).

BI-4

BI-4

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

BI-5

Future traffic within the Park will occur naturally as a result of
population growth.
BI-5

RTC-245

Comment noted. Existing speed limits in the Park are 15 mph, which
would be consistent with the proposed speed limit for the Centennial
Bridge and Centennial Road.

LETTER

BI-6

RESPONSE

BI-6

The Half-Plaza Alternative introduces valet/tram operations just south
of El Prado on both the east and west sides of the Esplanade. The
combination of valet/tram operations, and existing high number of
conflicting pedestrians/vehicle circulation all in a concentrated area
would result in significant queuing at that location as discussed in
Section 9.3.4Biv (See also page 375 and Table 192 of the Traffic
Impact Study [Appendix D-1]).
A Parking Structure Financial Projections Report has been added to the
EIR as Appendix D-3. As indicated in this report, proposed parking
fees would be collected to fund on-going maintenance and operation
costs associated with the parking structure and trams.

BI-7

BI-7

Comment noted.

BI-8

Comment noted. Cross-park travel is addressed in Section 4.4.3.1(c).
Cross-park travel time is estimated to be 2 minutes, 50 seconds for the
project as compared to 2 minutes, 13 seconds for existing conditions.
Travel distance is estimated to be 0.45 mile for the project as compared
to 0.50 mile for existing conditions. The project would shorten the travel
distance by approximately 0.05 mile, would reduce pedestrian
crossings, and alter traffic controls (e.g., stop signs). As indicated in
the EIR, this change in cross-park traffic commute times would not be
substantial.

BI-8

The EIR does not claim that the project would reduce congestion
outside the Park. On the contrary, as discussed in Section 4.4.2 the
project would have no effect to external Park traffic.
See response to comments BI-3 and BI-4.

RTC-246

LETTER

RESPONSE

BI-9

Comment noted. The proposed design of Plaza de Panama is intended
as a rehabilitation rather than a restoration. In compliance with CEQA,
the analysis in the EIR uses the existing conditions as the baseline.

BI-10

BI-10

Comment noted.

BI-11

BI-11

Comment noted.

BI-9

RTC-247

LETTER

BI-12

RESPONSE
BI-12

The reclamation of the Palisades is beyond the scope of the proposed
project. Comment noted.

BI-13

See response to comments AW-2 and BI-8. The presence of vehicles
near the Museum of Man is an existing condition. The proposed
rerouting of traffic would move vehicles further from the Museum of
Man. More specifically, and similar to the Alcazar Garden, the traffic
noise source would be moved from the north side of the chapel to the
south as a result of the project. The project would not increase traffic
adjacent to the chapel; thus noise, fumes, and other traffic-related
impacts would not worsen as a result of the project. The EIR
adequately addresses noise, air quality and visual impacts of the
project.
See Sections 4.3 (Visual Effects and Neighborhood
Character), 4.4 (Transportation/Circulation and Parking), and 4.5 (Air
Quality) for more information.

BI-14

Comment noted.

BI-15

The historical resource analysis evaluates impacts of the project based
on its consistency with the SOI Standards for Rehabilitation. The
proposed El Cid Island, represents a significant change in the existing
visual spatial relationships and configuration of the Mall and Plaza de
Panama. This alternative would reduce Plaza de Panama to half of its
historic size and introduce several new layers of trees and landscaping
that would screen views of the two most historic buildings on the Plaza.
The EIR determined these improvements would have a significant
adverse impact, because they would be inconsistent with SOI
Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9.

BI-16

The proposed fill would level the Arizona Landfill, which currently
slopes from north to south. The site would still slope from north to
south; however, the area would be more level, allowing for future
passive parkland uses, consistent with the East Mesa Precise Plan for
this area. There would be no mounding of soil that would result in
downtown view blockage. View impacts related to disposal of soil
export at the Arizona Street Landfill is addressed in Section 4.3 and
determined to be less than significant.

BI-13

BI-14

BI-15

BI-16

RTC-248

LETTER

BI-17

RESPONSE

BI-17

RTC-249

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064(e) and 15131, the EIR
need not address economic or social changes unless the change would
result in a significant physical environmental impact. A recreation
discussion has been added to the Final EIR as Section 8.6 and, as
identified in that section, park and open space impacts of the project
would be less than significant.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BJ

BJ-1
BJ-2

BJ-1

Comment noted.

BJ-2

Comment noted.

RTC-250

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BK

BK-1

BK-1

The project does not include any trip generating components.
Centennial Road is intended to ensure that closure of Plaza de Panama
to vehicular traffic would not result in increased congestion in areas
external to the Park.
The project is not expected to bring additional visitors to the park since
parking spaces (including ADA) and valet service are not trip
generators (such as a museum or theatre, etc.). Thus, the proposed
parking increase and valet improvements would not generate additional
traffic.
The travel distance from the west to the first entry of the parking
structure would be approximately the same travel distance (1,800 feet)
to the existing Organ Pavilion parking lot with existing conditions; thus,
not a reason for an increase of vehicular traffic.
While the project would eliminate several pedestrian/vehicular conflicts,
the speed of vehicles traveling through the Park would continue to be
limited to 15 mph. Traffic flow through the Park is anticipated to be
similar under the existing and the existing plus project conditions. The
project itself would not be expected to generate additional trips. In the
future, additional vehicular trips attributed to population growth, would
add additional traffic on the Cabrillo Bridge.
Pedestrian/bicyclist movements at the Centennial Bridge intersection
would be controlled by an all-way stop sign with designated crosswalks,
so this intersection would not result in a traffic safety hazard impact.
See Section 4.4 and the TIA (Appendix D-1) for more information.

RTC-251

LETTER

BK-2

RESPONSE

BK-2

All project alternatives were modeled based on the EIR description in
Section 9.0. The closed bridge alternatives make no mention of travel
lane widths, type of pavement treatments or additional stop controls at
pedestrian crossings.
Reduction in traffic entering the Park from the west is not an objective
of the project.

BK-3

BK-3

The trip distributions for the project and all the alternatives were based
on SANDAG Series 11 forecast models. For the closed bridge
alternatives, the forecast modeled more trips on the freeways than
existing conditions, as well as rerouting on the local surrounding
streets. Of the closed bridge alternatives, the West Mesa Parking
structure alternative assumes approximately 2 percent of trips approach
from Laurel Street that turns right or left on to Sixth Avenue due to the
location of the parking structure just east of Balboa Drive. See trip
distribution exhibits in the TIA (Appendix D-1) for these alternatives
(Exhibits 32, 40, 48, and 56)

BK-4

BK-4

See response to comment BK-3.

RTC-252

LETTER

BK-5

BK-6

RESPONSE

BK-5

Comment noted. For the SANDAG forecast models used in the
analyses, the stages of transportation modeling process account for
some mode choices, typically based on travel times. For bridge closure
alternatives, the number of Park patrons entering from the west and
then deciding to park and walk to the Park were estimated based on
walking distances and review of traffic volumes currently coming
to/from the west. It is acknowledged that Transportation Demand
Management (TDM) could be used to mitigate impacts of project
alternatives in some cases, but their feasibility would have to be
evaluated. Since the use of TDM measures at the Park are speculative
at this time, the TIA does not include such an evaluation.

BK-6

The restriping of Balboa Drive to diagonal parking would yield
approximately 100 spaces for the stretch of roadway north and south of
Laurel Street and is feasible. Additional parking along Sixth Avenue is
not possible without reducing Sixth Avenue to one lane in each
direction with diagonal parking. The existing and projected volume of
traffic along Sixth Avenue would likely not allow for the reduction to one
northbound lane without significant traffic impact.

RTC-253

LETTER

BK-7

BK-8

RESPONSE

BK-7

One of the primary objectives of the project is to reduce the conflicts
between pedestrians and vehicles, as stated in EIR Section 3.1 and the
TIA. This project objective is consistent with the BPMP goal to minimize
vehicular and pedestrian conflicts. A conflict area is defined as
locations where vehicle paths and pedestrian paths cross regardless of
volume. Reducing the number of conflicts would reduce the chances of
accidents, vehicle delay, and queuing/stacking. The example
mentioned where the stairs leading down to Organ Pavilion is not
identified as a conflict area, it is only shown on the exhibit as a
reference identifying the number of pedestrians at that location. Based
on the provided design of the Gold Gulch alternative, there would be
one grade separated crossing and 10 on-grade crossings that are
considered conflict areas.

BK-8

The project would include an all way-stop control at the new Centennial
Bridge intersection. A queuing analysis was conducted with stopped
conditions that included the number of vehicles and pedestrians during
the peak hour and resulted in no significant impacts.

RTC-254

LETTER

BK-9

BK-10

BK-11

RESPONSE

BK-9

The vehicular circulation within and around the Park as well as the trip
distribution for the project was modeled taking into consideration the
diversion effects of a paid parking structure. As stated in the TIA (see
Appendix D-2), it is estimated that 125 patrons would circulate within
the core of the Park to find free parking spaces at either the Federal or
Inspiration Point parking lots, and an additional 50 patrons that would
normally park within the internal parking lots would circulate within the
West Mesa to find free parking.

BK-10 As mentioned in response to comment BK-2 all the alternatives were
modeled based on their description in Section 9.

BK-11 The TIA (Appendix D-2) was completed in accordance with the City’s
Traffic Impact Study Manual (1998) and the City’s CEQA Significance
Determination Thresholds (2011). The TIA was reviewed and approved
by the City’s Development Services Department’s Transportation
Engineering staff.

RTC-255

LETTER

BK-12

RESPONSE

BK-12 The visual analysis applies the methodologies and significance
thresholds adopted by the City of San Diego (City) in its CEQA
Significance Determination Thresholds (2011) in analyzing the potential
impacts of the project relative to Visual Effects and Neighborhood
Character.
Significant trees found within the Central Mesa are designated as such
by the CMPP. The analysis of the project’s impacts on significant trees
is included in Section 4.1. Specifically, the project’s visual impacts
relative to CMPP significant trees is addressed under Issue 2 in Section
4.3.

BK-13

BK-14

BK-13 The visual analysis applies the methodologies and significance
thresholds adopted by the City in its CEQA Significance Determination
Thresholds (2011) in analyzing the potential impacts of the project
relative to Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character. The EIR
identifies and analyzes the impacts of the project on numerous visual
resources, including topography and landforms, historic and
architectural elements (including landscaping), the State Route 163
Scenic Highway and other view corridors located within the Park in
Section 4.3. Where the project would result in significant impacts to
these resources has been identified. The project would incorporate
design features, including a landscape palette that is consistent with,
yet not replicative of, the historic character of the Central Mesa. As
concluded in Section 4.3, no feasible mitigation is available for the
significant impact associated with Centennial Bridge on architectural
character because, per the SOI Rehabilitation Standards, replication of
an historic design is not permissible.
BK-14 The project proposes new vegetation to supplement the existing
canopy and create the next generation of tree canopy. City Parks and
Recreation staff have reviewed and accepted the proposed landscaping
plan. The concept of a program to ensure the future of the tree canopy
throughout Balboa Park is not included in the scope of work for this
project.

RTC-256

LETTER

BK-15

RESPONSE

BK-15 Most ornamental trees would reach mature height in 8 to12 years,
dependent on species. The rate of growth is dependent on the type of
tree; different species grow at different rates and are influenced by
several other variables such as soil condition, root space, available
water, nutrients, and sunlight. Some of the native oak trees proposed
may take up to 15 years to reach mature heights (40 to 50 feet).

RTC-257

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BL

BL-1

BL-1

RTC-258

The EIR was placed on the City’s website commencing on January 23,
2012. Attention was drawn to a technical issue regarding the remote
availability of Part 3 of 4 of the Draft EIR on February2, 2012. The
issue was resolved, and Part 3 of 4 was replaced (February 9, 2012)
and available for the remainder of the public review period.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BM

BM-1

BM-1

Comment noted.

BM-2

BM-2

The City acknowledges that all projects must comply with state and
federal laws and regulations, including the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA). As such, language requiring compliance with the MBTA is
identified within the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MMRP) included in the EIR (see BR-1), and is a condition of approval
in the Site Development Permit. The mitigation dates for the avian
surveys were identified in the biological resources report and
addressed the specific conditions for the project. The City determined
that the mitigation requirements identified in the EIR would reduce
potential impacts to avian species to below a level of significance.

BM-3

Comment noted. The MBTA was originally established to prevent
migratory birds from being killed, possessed, or otherwise taken for
commercial trade of birds or their feathers. The MBTA does not protect
food sources of migratory birds. See Section 4.6.1.4f.

BM-3

RTC-259

LETTER

BM-4

RESPONSE

BM-4

While tree removal may increase visibility of historic buildings, the trees
are being removed due to construction activities and not to provide
better views.
The project landscaping would include trees suitable for raptor nesting
(see Figures 3-34 and 3-35) that would more than replace the removed
trees. In addition, the vicinity includes a substantial number of trees
suitable for raptor nesting. As indicated in Section 4.6.2.3, the project
construction would potentially impact raptor nesting and mitigation BR-1
would be implemented to reduce the potential impact to less than
significant levels.

BM-5

BM-5

RTC-260

Comment noted. The City determined the implementation of proposed
mitigation measures BR-1 and LU-1 would be consistent with the City’s
Biology Guidelines and would mitigate impacts to biological resources
to less than significant levels.

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-261

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BN

BN-1

BN-1

Comment noted.

BN-2

BN-2

Comment noted.

BN-3

BN-3

Comment noted. The scope of the project is reflected in the objectives,
which were developed by the applicant. The project objectives were
developed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), which
requires that a project description contain a statement of objectives
sought by the proposed project and that the statement of objectives
should include the underlying purpose of the project.

BN-4

Comment noted. As indicated in Section 9, the project benefits include
pedestrian improvements, resolution of pedestrian/ vehicular conflicts,
additional parkland, and additional parking. While the EIR mentions
some of the project benefits in the alternatives discussion, the EIR is
not intended to provide a full list of project benefits.

BN-4

RTC-262

LETTER

BN-5

BN-6

BN-7

RESPONSE

BN-5

Comment noted.

BN-6

Comment noted.

BN-7

Comment noted. See response to comment R-3.

BN-8

Comment noted.

BN-9

Comment noted.

BN-8

BN-9

RTC-263

LETTER

BN-10

RESPONSE

BN-10 See response to comments AX-1 and BD-1.
Several of the concepts proposed in this comment are addressed in the
alternative analysis in Section 9.0: create an internal public transit
system (most alternatives); close the Cabrillo Bridge to vehicular traffic
(Alternatives 3A through 3D); re-stripe Sxith Avenue to allow for more
parking (Rejected Alternative - Increased Surface Parking on West
Side); parking at Inspiration Point (Alternative 3D); and predominant
use of light electric vehicles (Rejected Alternative - Green
Entry/Periphery Parking).

RTC-264

LETTER

BN-11
BN-12

RESPONSE

BN-11 As indicated in Section 3.0, the project includes the re-creation of the
California Garden at the location of the existing Organ Pavilion parking
lot. The project does not include the re-creation of other gardens or the
reconstruction of historic buildings. See response to comment AG-4.

BN-13
BN-12 Comment noted. Existing view blockage of historic structures is not a
significant impact of the project and, therefore, is not warranted to be
addressed in the EIR. It is not a project objective to restore views.
BN-13 Comment noted. It is noted that the East Mesa Precise Plan identifies
this site to ultimately be reclaimed as passive use parkland.

BN-14
BN-15

BN-14 Comment noted.
BN-15 Comment noted.

BN-16
BN-17

BN-16 Comment noted.
BN-17 Comment noted.

RTC-265

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BO

BO-1

BO-1

RTC-266

Comment noted.

LETTER

BO-2

RESPONSE

BO-2

RTC-267

This concept has been considered and is analyzed as Alternative 3C,
West Mesa Parking Structure Alternative, in Section 9.3.3C.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BP

BP-1

BP-1

As indicated in Section 4.5.5, an air quality impact analysis was
completed to determine project impacts to sensitive receptors. As
shown in that analysis, the project air quality impacts to sensitive
receptors would be less than significant.

BP-2
BP-3

BP-4

As indicated in Section 4.4, the project would not result in additional
traffic on the Cabrillo Bridge and would have a less than significant
parking impact. The project would alleviate some of the traffic failures
(street segments and intersections) that would occur in the future due
to a natural increase in vehicular trips associated with population
growth, if no improvements are made. This is illustrated in Tables 9-3
and 9-4, when comparing the project and the No Project Alternative.

BP-2

See response to comment BP-1.

BP-3

Comment noted. See response to comment BP-1.

BP-4

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c), the EIR includes a
reasonable range of alternatives, each of which could feasibly
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid
or substantially lessen one or more of the significant project effects.
However, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) an EIR
need not address every conceivable alternative.
The concept proposed in this comment is a variation of the West Mesa
Parking Structure Alternative (3C), and many of its impacts would be
similar to those associated with the alternative as addressed in Section
9.3.3C. Like the West Mesa Parking Structure Alternative, this variation
would avoid the project’s significant and unmitigable secondary land
use (plan consistency), historical resource (built environment), and
visual quality (architectural character) impacts associated with the
Centennial Bridge component of the project. However, this alternative
variation would likely result in greater traffic impacts compared to the
project, due to the closure of the Cabrillo Bridge, in both the near-term
and in 2030. Internal and external roadways/intersections would
operate poorly, constituting significant mitigable and unmitigable
impacts.

BP-5

BP-5

RTC-268

Comment noted.

LETTER

BP-6

BP-7

RESPONSE

BP-6

Comment noted. See response to comment BP-1.

BP-7

Comment noted. See response to comment BP-1.

RTC-269

LETTER

RESPONSE

RTC-270

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BQ

BQ-1

BQ-1

RTC-271

Comment noted.

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BR

BR-1

Comment noted.

BR-2

Consultation is required with any responsible or trustee agency, or any
public agency with jurisdiction by law (PRC Section 21104). The
project was submitted to the State Office of Historic Preservation and
comments were provided by the State Office of Historic Preservation
(see Letter F). The National Park Service was invited to comment on
the project but did not submit a letter.

BR-3

Project objectives are identified in Section 3.1. The BPMP identifies
the eventual reclamation of the Prado and Pan American Plaza areas
as pedestrian plazas. As indicated in the Historic Resources Technical
Report (Appendix B-1), there is a great deal of photographic and written
evidence that indicates that private automobiles were not permitted in
these areas for the duration of the two Expositions, 1915-16 and 193536. Only trams, small carts, and busses were allowed.

BR-4

See response to comment BR-3.

BR-5

Comment noted.

BR-6

Comment noted. The EIR addresses historic impacts of the Centennial
Bridge in Section 4.2.

BR-7

Comment noted. Pursuant to PRC Section 21002.1(a), the purpose of
the EIR is to identify the project’s significant environmental impacts,
alternatives to a project, and to indicate the manner in which those
significant effects can be mitigated or avoided. The project would not
result in a significant impact related to traffic congestion within the
Alcazar parking lot, as discussed in Section 4.4. Additionally, the
Alcazar Garden would not be permanently impacted or altered by the
reconfiguration of the Alcazar parking lot (as discussed in Section 4.5.5
[air quality/vehicular traffic] and Section 4.12.2 [noise/land use
compatibility]). Some temporary construction impacts would occur, as
disclosed in Sections 4.5.4 (air quality/construction emissions) and
4.12.6 (noise/construction); however, these impacts would be short in
duration and less than significant.

BR-1
BR-2

BR-3

BR-4
BR-5

BR-6

BR-7

The No Project (No Development/Existing Condition) Alternative
describes the traffic conditions that would occur both in the near-term
and in year 2030, if no improvements are made within the project site.
See Section 9.3.1.

RTC-272

LETTER

RESPONSE
BR-8

See response to comments BR-5 and BR-7. Traffic through the Park is
an existing condition, not a project element. The project impact to the
Balboa Park National Historic Landmark is addressed in Section 4.2.

BR-9

The Conclusions state the following:
6. Organ Pavilion Parking Structure, Roof-top Park, Tram and
Arizona Street Landfill. Construct a new parking structure with a rooftop park and garden at the location of an existing Organ Pavilion
surface parking lot. The new multi-level underground structure would
consist of 265,242 square feet with 797 parking spaces on three levels.
The new rooftop park would be 2.2 acres. An accessible tram shuttle
would link parking in the new structure with the Plaza de Panama.
Excess soils from excavation of the parking structure would be
exported to the nearby Arizona Street Landfill.

BR-8

BR-9

See response to comment BR-7.

BR-10

The proposed parking structure is consistent with the approved CMPP.
It is not intended to be “historical” since this area has been heavily
altered since 1915 and is a non-contributing element to the historic
district.

BR-11

The EIR includes an alternatives analysis in compliance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6, which requires a reasonable range of
alternatives that would reduce a significant project impact and meet
most of the project objectives. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15131 and 15064(e) public enjoyment is not a physical environmental
impact required to be evaluated.
BR-10 Comment noted. The Centennial Bridge is accurately described in the
EIR as a new element, not a historic recreation element.
Evidence shows that private automobiles were not permitted in the
central areas of Balboa Park for the duration of the two Expositions,
1915-16 and 1935-36. Refer to the Historical Resources Technical
Report (Appendix B-1) for more information.
BR-11 Comment noted. See response to comment BR-7. The significant
impacts of the Centennial Bridge are adequately addressed in the EIR.

RTC-273

LETTER

RESPONSE
BR-12 Comment noted. See response to comment BR-7. The purpose of the
EIR is to evaluate project environmental impacts.

BR-12

It is noted that El Prado, including the Cabrillo Bridge, was originally
closed to private vehicles. Historically Plaza de California was also
closed to private vehicles. The use of the Plaza has been significantly
limited and altered by the two-way road bisecting it. Non-historic
changes to Plaza de California have been introduced over the years
(planter boxes, fences, etc.) to accommodate cars.

BR-13

BR-14

BR-13 The project which is the subject of the EIR includes the elimination of
parking from Plaza de Panama, as well as a new circulation pattern via
the Centennial Bridge that would eliminate vehicles from the Plaza.
It is noted that the EIR addresses the following alternatives that do not
include the Centennial Bridge: No New Parking Structure Alternative
(Alt 3A), Organ Pavilion Parking Structure Alternative (Alt 3B), West
Mesa Parking Structure Alternative (Alt 3C), Inspiration Point Parking
Structure Alternative (Alt 3D), Tunnel Alternative (Alt 4Bi), Stop Light
(One-Way) Alternative (Alt 4Bii), Modified Precise Plan without Parking
Structure Alternative (Alt 4Biii), and the Half-Plaza Alternative (Alt 4Biv).

BR-15

BR-14 The previous proposal is unrelated to the project application presently
being considered by the City.
BR-15 As indicated in Section 3 (Project Description), the project does not
include the closure of the Cabrillo Bridge to pedestrian traffic. The
project would not increase traffic hazards for motor vehicles, bicyclists,
or pedestrians and would result in a less than significant safety hazard
impact (Section 4.4.5).
The proposed Centennial Bridge has been designed to provide a safe
crossing for pedestrians at the connection point to the Cabrillo Bridge.
There would be an all way-stop sign at the new Centennial Bridge
intersection, with a designated crosswalk for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) project alternatives
were selected to provide a reasonable range of alternatives to the
project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the
project but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the
project. Because an alternative closing the Cabrillo Bridge to
pedestrians would not reduce a significant project impact, it is not
required to be considered as a project alternative.
RTC-274

LETTER

RESPONSE

Letter BS

BS-1
BS-2
BS-3
BS-4
BS-5
BS-6

BS-1

The project would alleviate some of the traffic failures (i.e., congestion)
at both street segments and intersections that would occur in the future
due to a natural increase in vehicular trips associated with population
growth. This is illustrated in Tables 9-3 and 9-4, when comparing the
project and the No Project Alternative.

BS-2

The project would include substantial landscaping around the
Centennial Bridge (see Figures 3-34 and 3-35), which would lessen the
visual impact of the public view impact of the bridge (Section 4.3.2).
However,
the
visual
impact
related
to
neighborhood
character/architecture would remain significant with the inclusion of
screening vegetation. See response to comment AQ-1.

BS-3

Comment noted.

BS-4

Comment noted.

BS-5

Comment noted.

BS-6

Comment noted.
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Letter BT

BT-1

Comment noted.

BT-2

The Half-Plaza Alternative was not previously approved by the City.
This alternative was analyzed in full within Section 9.0. The alternative
analysis in Section 9.0 identified significant unmitigable impacts for the
Half-Plaza Alternative. Specifically, as identified in Section 9.4, the
Half-Plaza Alternative would result in a significant historic impact, as it
would alter the spatial relationship/circulation pattern within the NHLD.

BT-1

BT-2

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, the decision makers are
required to balance the benefits of a project against its unavoidable
impacts when determining whether to approve a project. A Statement of
Overriding Considerations has been prepared for the consideration of
the decision making body (City Council) and left to its discretion to
determine whether to approve or deny the project or any of the
alternatives, or combination thereof.

BT-3
BT-3

The EIR identifies the significant and unmitigable project impacts on the
physical environment; these are stated in Section 5.0. The project
objectives were developed pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15124(b), which requires that a project description contain a statement
of objectives sought by the proposed project and states that the
statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the
project.

BT-4

Comment noted.

BT-4
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BT-5

Comment noted. As indicated in the alternatives analysis (Section 9.0),
there are alternatives that include closure of the Cabrillo Bridge while
maintaining vehicular access to institutions. Thus, this objective does
not limit it to the options suggested by this comment.
As indicated in Section 4.4.5, the project
pedestrian/vehicle conflicts consistent with the BPMP.

would

reduce

Similar to existing trends and proposed project, through traffic is
estimated to comprise 15 to 20 percent on average of the vehicles in
the park (see Appendix D-1).

BT-5

While the project would prevent cars from touring the Plaza de
Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California, the Mall, and Pan American
Road East, the area would be accessible on foot or bicycle and the
tram would be available for those seeking a vehicle tour. The reduction
of private vehicle tours of the park is not considered a significant
environmental impact.
BT-6

The design of the Cabrillo Bridge clearly anticipated use by vehicles.
The engineers were aware that, at the very least, construction vehicles
as well as ceremonial cars would be using the bridge. The Cabrillo
Bridge was closed to private vehicles for the duration of the two
expositions, 1915–16 and 1935–36.

BT-7

Comment noted.

BT-8

Comment noted.

BT-8

Comment noted.

BT-9

Comment noted.

BT-6
BT-7
BT-8
BT-9

BT-10
BT-11
BT-12

BT-10 Comment noted.
BT-11 Comment noted.
BT-12 Comment noted. The project objectives were prepared pursuant to
CEQA Section 15124(b) to support the underlying purpose of the
project.
The Plaza de California and west El Prado would be redesigned to
approximate their historic condition in 1915–16. Plaza de Panama and
the Mall would be rehabilitated to accommodate pedestrian usage. The
improvements proposed within all four of these areas would fully
comply with SOI Standards for Rehabilitation.
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BT-13 See responses to comments BT-7, BT-8, and BT-12.

BT-13

BT-14

BT-14 Comment noted.
BT-15 Comment noted. The alternative presented here is similar to Half Plaza
Alternative evaluated in Section 9.3.4Biv. The Half Plaza Alternative is
identified as the environmentally superior alternative. The suggested
revisions to this alternative would not reduce a significant project impact
or meet additional project objectives, and therefore were not added to
the EIR alternatives analysis (see response to comment BD-1).

BT-15

The project would have a less than significant impact to parking
(Section 4.4.4), traffic hazards (Section 4.4.5), and parkland (Section
8.6). Further, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), to the
EIR provides a reasonable range alternatives which could feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but avoid or
substantially lessen any significant effects of the project. Because this
proposed revision to the Half-Plaza Alternative would not reduce a
significant project impact, it is not required to be considered as a project
alternative.
The proposed design of El Cid Island is new; therefore, it is not historic.
This alternative would have significant adverse historic impacts
because it would reduce Plaza de Panama to half of its historic size
and introduce several new layers of trees and landscaping that would
screen views of the two most historic buildings on the Plaza.
The project anticipates cross-park traffic (15 to 20 percent) as analyzed
in the TIA. This through traffic is not expected to circulate around the
mall and return to the same travel path as its entry. Essentially, the
through traffic entering from southeast would exist northwest towards
the Cabrillo bridge, and the through traffic entering from northwest
would exit at the southeast end at Presidents Way and Park Boulevard,
thus, not similar to the Half-Plaza Alternative.
Refer to the Half-Plaza Alternative analysis in Section 9.3.4Biv.

RTC-278

LETTER

RESPONSE

BT-16 A

Comment noted. The alternative presented here is similar to Gold
Gulch Parking Structure Alternative evaluated in Section 9.3.4Ai.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) project
alternatives were selected to provide a reasonable range of
possible project designs which could feasibly attain most of the
basic objectives of the project but avoid or substantially lessen any
significant effects of the project. Because this proposed revision to
this alternative would not reduce a significant project impact or
meet additional project objectives, it is not required to be included
in the EIR alternatives analysis The project does not propose
mechanical ventilation within the parking structure and would not
have a significant impact to: the Presidents Way/Park Boulevard
intersection, parking; access, construction-related parking;
parkland, or a bus parking impact. Further, the EIR includes a
reasonable range of alternatives.

BT-16
A

B
B

RTC-279

It is noted in Section 9.3.4Ai that the Gold Gulch Alternative would
require less soil export than the project. Section 9.3.4Ai states the
Gold Gulch Alternative would have incrementally less air quality
and GHG emission impacts relative to the project due to the
reductions in soil export.
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BT-16 (cont)
C Comment noted.

C

D

As described in Section 4.4, the project includes mitigation
measures and the implementation of which would reconfigure the
Centennial Road and Presidents Way intersection if failure occurs
by year 2030. Therefore, like the Gold Gulch Alternative, if parking
in the Palisades area is eliminated, the project has a mechanism
to reduce potentially significant traffic impacts associated with this
loss.

E

Comment noted.

F

Comment noted.

G

Parking access from the east side of the Central Mesa to the
Project’s parking structure is provided via Presidents Way and
Centennial Road.

H

The project includes two access points to the parking structure
from Centennial Road and would provide exclusive left turn lanes
and exclusive through lanes to avoid any stacking or queuing. As
indicated in Section 4.4.5, the project would not result in any traffic
hazards or unsafe conditions to pedestrians, bicyclists or
motorists.

I

Comment noted.

J

See response to comment AG-4.

K

Comment noted.

D
E
F
G
H
I
J
K
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BT-16 (cont)
J
See response to comment AG-3 for an explanation on why
additional parking spaces were not included in the Gold Gulch
Parking Structure Alternative.
Although a second road access from Park Boulevard and
Inspiration Point Way would give options to drivers, it would not
improve internal circulation. The vehicles may have different travel
paths than the project but their destinations (parking lots, garage
etc.) would remain the same. The majority of trips would still be
entering and exiting from Park Boulevard and Presidents Way,
thus still impacting the intersection.
Although a second road access from Park Boulevard and
Inspiration Point Way would give options to drivers, it would not
improve internal circulation. The vehicles may have different travel
paths than the project but their destinations (parking lots, garage
etc.) would remain the same. The majority of trips would still be
entering and exiting from Park Boulevard and Presidents Way,
thus still impacting the intersection.

J

The issue of soil export impacts and usable parkland increases are
addressed above as a part of this response to comment BT-16.

BT-17

BT-17 See response to comment BI-1 and BK-7. The project would be
consistent with this BPMP goal to reduce pedestrian and vehicle
conflicts. As discussed in Section 4.4.1.7, pedestrian/vehicular conflicts
are locations where vehicles and pedestrian paths cross regardless of
volume. Pedestrian crossing safety was not evaluated in terms of level
of service; however, there are guidelines for designing safer crossings
such as marked crosswalks, clear visibility, advance warnings and
signage. A traffic hazards analysis was completed and discussed in
Section 4.4.5. Figure 4.4-17 provides an illustration of proposed
pedestrian crossing volumes. The EIR analysis concluded that the
project would reduce pedestrian/vehicular conflicts and the project
would result in a less than significant traffic hazard.
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BT-18 As indicated in Section 4.4.5, the project would not increase traffic
hazards for motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians and would result
in a less than significant safety hazard.
Currently, there is no bike lane provided on Pan American Road East or
El Prado. Also, the existing roadway includes curves and a traffic circle.
The proposed Centennial Road and Centennial Bridge would be a
shared lane Class-III bike lane (not striped.)
Also, bicycles would continue to have access through Plaza de
Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California, the Mall, and Pan American
Road East with the implementation of the project, and bicyclists would
not have to use Centennial Road and Bridge to pass through the Park.
While the design of the Centennial Road passes underneath the
proposed pedestrian overpass, the project does not include tunnels.
See Section 3.0 for a full discussion of the project description.
The existing lanes that the project would replace are 12 to 20 feet wide,
with the majority being approximately 14 to 16 feet wide. The project
lanes would be 14 feet wide, which is slightly less than the typical
existing width.
Considering the existing conditions and the project improvements, the
project would not increase traffic hazards.
As indicated in Table 4.1-2, the project would be consistent with this
improved public access BPMP goal.
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BT-19 Bus parking/drop-off would be provided on Presidents Way near the
intersection of Presidents Way and the proposed pedestrian/tram
promenade. Bus drop-off could also occur within the Alcazar parking lot
on the south side of the roadway for east bound buses.
See response to comment BT-16 for an explanation of why this
alternative is not required to be included in the EIR.
BT-20 The proposed shared condition has been reviewed and approved by
the City as compliant with ADA.
See response to comment BT-16 for an explanation of why this
alternative is not required to be included in the EIR.

BT-19

BT-20

BT-21

BT-21 The proposed Centennial Road would change the traffic patterns as
identified in the TIA in the sense that vehicle traffic would no longer be
accessing Plaza de Panama. The proposed roadway would prevent
cars from touring the Plaza de Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California,
the Mall, and Pan American Road East. For those looking for a touring
experience, these areas would be accessible on foot or bicycle and the
tram would be available for those seeking a motorized tour.
BT-22 The primary purpose of the Centennial Bridge and Centennial Road is
to convey traffic through the Park (Section 3.4.3). While the design of
the Centennial Road passes underneath the proposed pedestrian
overpass, the project would not include a tunnel. See response to
comment BT-21 regarding the touring experience.
The proposed parking structure was sized to provide a net gain in
parking, while also being naturally ventilated and staying within the
location as originally proposed in the CMPP. A larger structure of 1,000
to 1,500, at this location would require additional levels and mechanical
ventilation. The project includes the adoption of an amendment to the
CMPP. The CMPP Amendment would revise the overall circulation
concept of the project including the number of parking spaces. As
indicated in Section 4.4.4, the project parking impact would be less than
significant and the addition of parking spaces to the parking structure is
not warranted.

BT-22
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B-23

See response to comments AG-3 and AG-21.
Berms and landscaping are identified as project design features which
would screen the eastern elevation of the parking structure from view.
Section 4.3 addresses the visual and landform alteration impacts
associated with the Organ Pavilion parking structure, consistent with
the City’s 2011 Significance Determination Thresholds.

BT-23
B-24

As indicated in Table 4.1-2, the project would be consistent with this
BPMP goal.
The areas referenced as unusable parkland are not included in the 2.2
acres of parkland added by the proposed rooftop park. In total,
approximately 6.3 acres of parkland would be regained with the project
as proposed. This includes the plazas, pedestrian promenades, and
usable parkland regained in the Organ Pavilion parking lot. See
response to comment BT-32.

BT-24

Overall, the project would result in an increase of parkland, and
recreation impacts would be less than significant. This has been
clarified in Section 8.6.
See response to comment BT-16 for an explanation of why this
alternative is not required to be included in the EIR.
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BT-25 The project restores approximately 6.3 acres of parkland to pedestrian
use. The 6.3 acreage includes approximately 0.70 acre for Plaza de
Panama and Prado; approximately 1.65 acres for Plaza de Panama;
approximately 0.75 acre for the Mall; approximately 2.54 acres for the
Organ Pavilion rooftop park and pedestrian overpass; and
approximately 0.64 acre for the Pan American East Promenade. The
6.3-acre parkland calculation does not include all of the pedestrian walk
ways around the existing Plaza de Panama, but the stairs and
walkways in front of the Museum of Man are included as they are being
improved and restored to historical dimensions.
This acreage
calculation is consistent between all of the alternatives analyzed in the
EIR that included the Centennial Bridge as.
The EIR analyzes the Gold Gulch Alternative as submitted previously.
This alternative is detailed in Section 9.0. This comment provides
modification of this fully analyzed alternative.
The Gold Gulch
Alternative included in the EIR adds a larger park in the location of the
Organ Pavilion parking lot than the project. Under the alternative, the
Organ Pavilion park would total 2.9 acres. There is, however, a loss of
0.8 acre of usable parkland as the park road traverses eastward to Park
Boulevard. Therefore, this alternative and the project would net a
similar 6.3 acres of parkland. The EIR analysis of this alternative does
not identify the restoration of the Palisades parking lot as part of the
alternative. The EIR states that the Gold Gulch parking structure is
large enough to eliminate parking at the Palisades.
Allowing traffic through Esplanade Mall and narrowing the roads was
not part of the Gold Gulch alternative included in the EIR. The same for
converting the Palisades to parkland. Therefore, these features are not
included in the alternative’s analysis.

BT-25

Approximately 0.17 acre of useable parkland would be lost from the
Centennial Road and parking structure for the project, as compared to
0.63 acre lost from the Gold Gulch alternative from the new park roads
extending to Park Boulevard and through to the War Memorial. Both of
the above acreages are not included in the 6.3-acre net gain calculation
for the Gold Gulch analysis.
Per the above, the Gold Gulch Parking Structure parkland increase
calculation provided in the EIR is accurate.
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BT-26

BT-26 Comment noted.

BT-27

BT-27 This discrepancy is disclosed in Table 4.1-2, line item BP-9. The lesser
number of parking spaces proposed by the project would not result in
any significant impacts.
See response to comment BT-16 for an explanation of why this
alternative is not required to be included in the EIR
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BT-28 Comment noted.
BT-29 It is not an objective of the project to replace parking that is removed
from the Palisades in the future. The parking structure inclusion of 797
parking spaces would not prevent the Palisades from being converted
to pedestrian use only in the future. If necessary, it is anticipated that
replacement parking for a future Palisades project could be provided
elsewhere in Balboa Park.
The trips distributed and circulated within the Park were analyzed with
paid parking in consideration. An estimated 30 percent (Saturday peak
hour) are expected to park at the paid structure. There is also estimated
15 percent (Saturday peak hour) cut-through traffic as it occurs in
existing conditions, the remainder are expected to park at
Federal/Aerospace lot (30 percent Saturday peak hour) and Palisades
lot (25 percent Saturday peak hour). With these distributions, there is
no failure that occurs at the Palisades for the proposed project since
much less traffic is going through and fewer pedestrian conflicts than
existing conditions. The Gold Gulch Alternative analyzed in the EIR
would remove parking from the Palisades parking lot, it only mentions
that the parking garage is large enough to eliminate parking at the
Palisades. The project and the Gold Gulch Alternative were analyzed
with the same percentage distributions
Both the Gold Gulch and the Half-Plaza Alternatives would be
consistent with this goal. Consistency with this goal would not result in
a reduction in any land use impacts associated with either alternative.
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BT-30 Comment noted. See response to comment BT-36.

BT-31 The proposed 14-foot shared width of the Centennial Bridge and
Centennial Road was developed through the City project review
process.
It should be noted that bicycle traffic through the
pedestrianized plaza areas of the Park would not be excluded and
would provide a safer alternative for bicyclists than providing only
striping to delineate between vehicles and bicyclists. There is also a
proposed Class III Bike Route shown in the San Diego Bicycle Master
Plan throughout the Park.
Bicycle route access would continue to occur through Plaza de
Panama, El Prado, Plaza de California, the Mall, and Pan American
Road East.

BT-32
BT-32 The project was designed to conform to ADA standards, and the
proposed design has been reviewed and vetted with the Mayor’s
Committee on Disability.
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BT-33

BT-33 See response to comment BT-21.

BT-34

BT-34 The analysis of landform alteration was conducted pursuant to the
City’s 2011 Significance Determination Thresholds, which pertain to
natural landforms and environmentally sensitive slopes. As disclosed in
Section 4.3 Issue 3, the project would result in impacts to 0.12 acre of
steep natural slopes as defined by the ESL. The majority of the grading
and excavation necessitated by the project would occur in previously
disturbed areas, thereby little impact to natural landforms would occur.
The Gold Gulch alternative would result in impacts to natural slopes
within Gold Gulch Canyon, the majority of which was previously
undisturbed by grading (although developed with the Gold Gulch Old
West Mining Town in 1935). Therefore, the conclusion regarding the
relative magnitude of impacts is valid.
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BT-36
BT-37

BT-38

BT-39
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BT-35 Comment noted.

BT-36 The roads within the Park were analyzed as Park Roads and
considered to have similar capacities as Collector Streets. The level of
service results were based on maximum capacity of 10,000 ADTs
similar to Collector Streets per the City’s Road Standards. See TIA
(Appendix D-1) for more information.
BT-37 Pedestrian crossing safety was not evaluated in terms of LOS;
however, there are guidelines for designing safer crossings such as
marked crosswalks, clear visibility, advance warnings and signage for
each appropriate speed zones. One-way direction of vehicular travel
also minimizes pedestrian exposure.
BT-38 The project provides pick-up/drop-off, valet operations and ADA parking
within the Alcazar parking lot. Under the Half Plaza Alternative, there is
no vehicular access to the Alcazar parking lot.
BT-39 The failure in capacity in year 2030 on the Centennial Bridge is not
project related, as it is the same amount of traffic that would exist in No
Project or similar two-way alternative conditions. Centennial Road
segment would not fail in capacity in year 2030. The project would fully
mitigate traffic impacts, as indicated in Section 4.4.
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BT-40 Comment noted.
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Letter BU

BU-1

BU-1

RTC-292

Comment noted.
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Letter BV

BV-1

BV-1

A
B
C
D
E
F

A

See response to comment AR-2.

B

The project would employ mitigation and impacts to
paleontological resources would be less than significant as
discussed in detail in Section 4.13.

C

Project grading would encroach into 0.121 acre of ESL steep
slopes (0.79 percent of the total project area), as discussed in
Section 4.3.4, This encroachment would constitute a less than
significant landform alteration impact.

D

Mitigation Measure LU-1 calls for fencing to be placed adjacent
to the MHPA boundary near the Arizona Street Landfill.

E

Significant and unmitigable impacts are disclosed for all project
components and are summarized in Section 5.

F

Comment noted.

G

This comment states that a Cabrillo Bridge Closure Alternative
was rejected. The EIR fully analyzes four variations of a
Cabrillo Bridge Closure Alternative (Alternatives 3A through 3D)
and although none were chosen as the Environmentally
Superior Alternative, they were not rejected.

H

Comment noted.

I

Comment noted.

G
H

I
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BV-2
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Comment noted.
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BV-3
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Comment noted. See response to comment F-9.
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BV-4

RTC-297

Comment noted. This Inspiration Pointe Parking Structure Alternative
is addressed in Section 9.3.3D.
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BV-5

RTC-298

The EIR identifies significant and unmitigable impacts. Pursuant to
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, Findings and a
Statement of Overriding Considerations have been prepared for the
consideration of the decision making body (City Council) and left to its
discretion to determine whether to approve or deny the project or any of
the alternatives, or combination thereof.
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BV-6

RTC-299

As required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a) these
alternatives were selected to provide a reasonable range of possible
project designs which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives
of the project but avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of
the project.
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BV-7
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See response to comment BV-11.
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BV-8
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Comment noted.
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BV-9
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Comment noted.
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BV-10 As disclosed in Section 4.2, the Centennial Bridge would not comply
with SOI Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9. This has been identified as
a significant unmitigable impact.
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