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FINAL DOCUMENT - FEBRUARY 1, 2019:

In response to comments received during public review, minor revisions and clarifications
have been made to the document which do not change the conclusions of the Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) regarding the project’s potential environmental impacts
and required mitigation. As defined in CEQA Section 15088.5, minor revisions and clarifications
to the document — which are shown in strikeeut/underline format — do not represent
“significant new information” and therefore, recirculation of the Draft PEIR is not warranted.
No new significant environmental impacts would occur from these modifications, and
similarly, no substantial increase in the severity of environmental impacts would occur.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The proposed Morena Corridor Specific Plan would increase residential density in Linda Vista
by redesignating and rezoning land to allow for transit-oriented development adjacent to the
future Tecolote Road Trolley Station and the existing Morena/Linda Vista Trolley Station. The
proposed Specific Plan provides policies and recommendations for new residential and mixed-
use development and improvements to the public right-of-way to enhance access to the
trolley stations within the Specific Plan area that capitalize on the new regional transit
connections in the area. The proposed project would redesignate approximately 50 acres of
Commercial and Industrial land uses to the Community Village land use designation within the
Linda Vista community. The Community Village land use designation would allow for the
development of multi-family housing in a mixed-use setting and commercial, service, and
civic uses. The amendment would also revise the planned street network within the Linda Vista
community to create a grid network through the eastern extension of Morena Boulevard to
Linda Vista Avenue and the removal of the segment of Napa Street between Morena Boulevard
and Linda Vista Road from the street network.

Implementation requires City Council approval and adoption of the proposed Morena Corridor
Specific Plan and associated discretionary actions, including an amendment to the Linda Vista
Community Plan to reflect the proposed land use and mobility changes, and to remove the area
from the Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ); an amendment to the
Clairemont Mesa Community Plan to reflect the proposed mobility changes; and an
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amendment to the Land Development Code to remove Linda Vista from the Community Plan
Implementation Overlay Zone. The project also requires a rezone of property in portions of the
Specific Plan area within the Linda Vista Community Plan area. An update to the Impact Fee
Study (formerly known as the Public Facilities Financing Plan) for the Linda Vista Community
Plan area is also proposed for adoption as a subsequent discretionary action. Collectively, these
actions together with the proposed Morena Corridor Specific Plan form the project analyzed in
the Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR).

PROJECT LOCATION:

The Specific Plan area is approximately 280 acres along Morena Boulevard and West Morena
Boulevard between Clairemont Drive and Friars Road. This area is within the Clairemont Mesa
Community Plan Area and the Linda Vista Community Plan Area. To the west, the Specific Plan
area is bounded by the railroad right-of-way and Interstate 5, which separate the community
from Mission Bay. To the north and east, the Specific Plan area is shaped by the sloping
topography and single-family residential neighborhoods in Clairemont Mesa, and the
University of San Diego and multifamily and student housing in Linda Vista. To the south is the
San Diego River and Interstate 8, which separate the Specific Plan area from Old Town San
Diego.

The San Diego Trolley will connect Downtown San Diego to the University of California, San
Diego and University Towne Center, along the west side of Morena Boulevard. The Specific
Plan area includes the Morena/Linda Vista Trolley Station at Morena Boulevard and Linda Vista
Road, the future Tecolote Road Trolley Station at West Morena Boulevard and Tecolote Road,
and the future Clairemont Drive Trolley Station at Morena Boulevard and Clairemont Drive.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

The purpose of this document is to inform decision-makers, agencies, and the public of the
significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented,
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe a reasonable range of
alternatives to the project.

Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego has
prepared the following Draft PEIR in accordance with CEQA. The analysis conducted identified
that the proposed project could result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of
Transportation and Circulation (Roadway Segments, Intersections, and Freeway Segments),
Noise (Vehicle Traffic Noise, Temporary Construction Noise, Construction-related
Vibration), Air Quality (Conflicts with Air Quality Plans, Air Quality Standards), Historical and
Tribal Cultural Resources (Historic Resources, Archaeological Resources, and Tribal Cultural
Resources), Paleontological Resources (Ministerial Projects), and Visual Effects and
Neighborhood Character (Scenic Vistas or Views, Neighborhood Character). All other impacts
analyzed in this Draft PEIR were found to be less than or not significant.

This document has been prepared by the City of San Diego's Planning Department and is based
on the City's independent analysis and determinations made pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 128.0103(a) and (b) of the San Diego
Municipal Code.
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RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
() No comments were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the
draft environmental document. No response is necessary and the letters are
incorporated herein.

(X)  Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental
document were received during the public input period. The letters and responses
are incorporated herein.

August 01, 2018
%g’f ato, Deputy Director Date of Draft Report
Pla ni Department

February 1, 2019
Date of Final Report

Analyst: Rebecca Malone, AICP, Planning Department

PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals received a copy or notice of the Draft
PEIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufficiency. Copies of the Draft PEIR and
any technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Planning Department, or
purchased for the cost of reproduction.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19)
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (26)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Caltrans District 11 (31)

Department of Fish and Wildlife (32)

Cal Recycle (35)

California Environmental Protection Agency (37A)
Housing and Community Development Department (38)
Department of Toxic Substance Control (39)

Natural Resources Agency (43)

Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44)
State Clearinghouse (46A)

California Air Resources Board (49)

California Transportation Commission (51)
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California Department of Transportation (51A & 51B)
Native American Heritage Commission (56)
California Public Utilities Commission

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO

Air Pollution Control District (65)
Planning and Development Services (68)
County Water Authority (73)

Department of Environmental Health (76)

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

Office of the Mayor (91)

Council President Gomez, District 9
Council President Pro Tem Bry, District 1
Councilmember Campbell, District 2
Councilmember Ward, District 3
Councilmember Montgomery, District 4
Councilmember Kersey, District 5
Councilmember Cate, District 6
Councilmember Sherman, District 7
Councilmember Moreno, District 8

Office of the City Attorne
Corrine Neuffer, Deputy City Attorney

Planning Department

Mike Hansen, Director

Tom Tomlinson, Assistant Director

Planning Department, cont.

Alyssa Muto, Deputy Director

Laura Black, Deputy Director

Tait Galloway, Program Manager

Michael Prinz, Senior Planner

Rebecca Malone, Senior Planner

Elena Pascual, Assistant Planner

Jordan Moore, Assistant Planner

George Ghossain, Senior Traffic Engineer

Claudia Brizuela, Associate Traffic Engineer

Pedro Valera, Assistant Traffic Engineer

Myra Herrmann, Senior Planner

Susan Morrison, Associate Planner

Sara Osborn, Senior Planner

Shannon Scoggins, Park Designer — Park Planning
Kelley Stanco, Senior Planner — Historic Resources
Frank January, Project Manager

Development Services Department
Gary Geiler, Deputy Director
PJ FitzGerald, Assistant Deputy Director
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Peter Kann, Development Project Manager I
James Quinn, Senior Engineer Geologist

Jay Purdy, Assistant Engineer — Civil

Bill Prinz, Program Manager

Environmental Services Department
Lisa Wood, Senior Planner

Fire-Rescue Department
Larry Trame, Assistant Fire Marshal

Police Department
Tristan Schmottlach, Sergeant

Jason Zdunich, Police Officer II

Public Utilities Department
George Adrian, Program Manager
Shelby Gilmartin, Assistant Engineer — Civil

Transportation & Storm Water Department
Mark Stephens, Associate Planner

Real Estate Assets Department
Cybele Thompson, Director

Economic Development Department
Cody Hooven, Director

Libraries

Central Library, Government Documents (81 & 81A)
Clairemont Branch Library (81H)

Linda Vista Branch Library (81M)

City Advisory Boards or Committees
Historical Resources Board (87)

Other City Governments

San Diego Association of Governments (108)
Metropolitan Transit System (112/115)
San Diego Gas & Electric (114)

School Districts
San Diego Unified School District (132)

Community Planning Groups or Committees
Clairemont Mesa Planning Group (248)

Linda Vista Planning Group (267)
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Community Councils
Clairemont Town Council (257)

Linda Vista Town Council

Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals
The San Diego River Park Foundation (163)

San Diego River Coalition (164)

Sierra Club San Diego Chapter (165)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)

San Diego Audubon Society (167)

Jim Peugh (167A)

San Diego River Conservancy (168)

Environmental Health Coalition (169)

California Native Plant Society (170)

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179)

Endangered Habitats League (182 & 182A)

League of Women Voters (192)

Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resource Council (216)

Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society Inc. (218)

Kuumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)

Kuumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)

Native American Distribution
Barona Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (225A)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (225B)
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Mission Indians (225C)
Inaja Band of Mission Indians (225D)

Jamul Indian Village (225E)
La Posta Band of Mission Indians (225F)

Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals, cont.
Manzanita Band of Mission Indians (225G)
Sycuan Band of Mission Indians (225H)

Viejas Group of Capitan Grande Band of Mission Indians (22571)
Mesa Grande Band of Mission Indians (225])
San Pasqual Band of Mission Indians (225K)
Ipai Nation of Santa Ysabel (225L)

La Jolla Band of Mission Indians (225M)
Pala Band of Mission Indians (225N)

Pauma Band of Mission Indians (2250)
Pechanga Band of Mission Indians (225P)
Rincon Band of Luiseno Indians (225Q)

San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Indians (225R)
Los Coyotes Band of Mission Indians (225S)
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University of San Diego (269)
Friars Village HOA (270)
Mission Bay Park Committee (318A)
Joseph Armeanio

Carol Baker

Mike Baker

Wendy Bashant

Joseph Bell

Sara Bell

Tim Bell

Constance A. Biewer
Jessica Bowlin

Caster Properties, Inc.
Margarita Castro

Brent Clifford

Marissa Colburn
Michael Colburn
Anthony Cresap

Janet Croft

Karl Croft

Erin Cullen

Arlene Dalton

Walter Deal

Perry Dealy

Jim Elko

Russ Eskilsun

James D. Evans

Janette Faust

Karen Friedrichs

Elwyn Garrard

Tirzo Gonzalez

Joan L. Green

Ed Greene

Sharon Griffin

Martin Habel

Abbie Hawkins

Hazard Jr., Enterprises LP
George Henderson
Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals, cont.
George Holombo

Mike Hunsaker

Jennifer Hunt

Lorraine Jeanes

David Kornblatt
Melissa Kornblatt

Linda Krueger

Grant Kuhn

Al Lieb

Peg Lieb
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Irene Magallanez
Katherine Malchiodi
Debra Marks

Ed McCoy

Cris Medrano-Huffer
Joel Morrison

Vicky Morrison
Eugenie Newton
Chris O’Connell
Rolando Ogot
Stephanie Pfaff
Holly Quan

Ellen Quigley
Patricia Rolla

Carol Schleisman
Daniel Smiechowski
Ky Snyder

Derek Someda

Eva Stresemann
Elke Stuart

Sweig General Contracting, Inc.

Serene Tan
Ming Tom
Barbarah Torres
Howard Wayne
Kimberly Weber
Douglas Wetzel
Ted Yates
Gregory Yee
John Ziebarth
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Table 1-1

LETTERS RECEIVED

Letter

From

Date

State Clearinghouse

October 2, 2018

Stephanie Pfaff

August 2, 2018

Sarah Hudson

August 3, 2018

Arlene Dalton

August 6, 2018

California Public Utilities Commission

August 7, 2018

Lorraine Jeanes

August 8, 2018

Viejas Tribal Government

August 10, 2018

Joan L. Green

August 14, 2018

Brent Clifford

August 15, 2018

Howard Wayne

August 21, 2018

Sharon Griffin

August 22, 2018

George Henderson

August 22, 2018

Martin Habel

August 27, 2018

Karen Friedrichs

August 29, 2018

Joseph and Sara Bell

August 31, 2018

Abbie Hawkins

September 4, 2018

Walter Deal September 7, 2018
Ted Yates September 8, 2018
Katherine Malchiodi September 9, 2018
Anonymous September 11, 2018
Serene Tan September 12, 2018

California Department of Transportation

September 12,2018

Patricia Rolla

September 13, 2018

Wendy Bashant

September 13, 2018

San Diego Association of Governments

September 17,2018

Clairemont Community Planning Group

September 18, 2018

Jessica Bowlin

September 19, 2018

Michael and Marissa Colburn

September 19, 2018

Ed Greene

September 20, 2018
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Umwi s O olz|=z ) o

Al and Peg Lieb

September 20, 2018

AE University of San Diego September 20, 2018
AF Jennifer Hunt September 21, 2018
AG Constance A. Biewer September 23,2018
AH Grant Kuhn September 24, 2018
Al Janette Faust September 25, 2018
AJ Tim Bell and Linda Krueger September 26, 2018
AK Douglas Wetzel September 26, 2018
AL Derek Someda September 27,2018
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Table 1-1
LETTERS RECEIVED

Letter | From Date

AM Walter Deal September 27,2018
AN Janet Croft September 27,2018
AO Perry Dealy September 27,2018
AP John Ziebarth September 28, 2018
AQ Rolando Ogot September 28, 2018
AR Linda Vista Planning Group September 28, 2018
AS Cris Medrano-Huffer September 28, 2018
AT Stephanie Pfaff September 29, 2018
AU Gregory Yee September 29, 2018
AV Eugenie Newton September 29, 2018
AW Carol Schleisman September 30, 2018
AX Elke Stuart September 30, 2018
AY Mike Baker September 30, 2018
AZ Tirzo Gonzalez and Eva Stresemann September 30, 2018
BA Elwyn Garrard September 30, 2018
BB James D. Evans September 30, 2018
BC Melissa and David Kornblatt September 30, 2018
BD Jim Elko September 30, 2018
BE Hazard Jr., Enterprises LP September 30, 2018
BF George Holombo/Holly Quan October 1, 2018

BG Debra Marks October 1, 2018

BH Karl and Janet Croft October 1, 2018

Bl Carol Baker October 1, 2018

BJ Ellen Quigley October 1, 2018

BK Barbarah Torres October 1, 2018

BL Erin Cullen October 1, 2018

BM Caster Properties, Inc. October 1, 2018

BN Sweig General Contracting, Inc. October 1, 2018

BO Mike Hunsaker October 1, 2018

BP Irene Magallanez October 1, 2018

BQ Joseph Armeanio October 1, 2018

BR Anthony Cresap October 2,2018
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LETTER RESPONSE

Letter A

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE of PLANNING AND RESEARCH

EDMUND G, BROWN IR KEN ALEX
GOVERNOR DIRECTOR

October 2, 2018

Rebecca Malone

City of San Diego
9483 Aero Dr, MS 413
San Diego, CA 92123

Morena Corridor Specific Plan EIR

Dear Rebecea Malone:

A-1 The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On A-1 Recelpt Of the State Clea rl ngh ouse Iette r |S a Ckn OWl edged .

the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that
ed your docums The review period closed on October 1, 2018, and the comments from the
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future
correspondence so that we may respond promply.

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

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

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

he State Clearinghouse review requirements for
rmia Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
he environmental review

Ths letter acknowledges that you have complied wi
dralt environmental documents, pursuant to the C:
State Clearinghouse at (916) 443-0613 if you have any questions regard

process.
7 7&“—-
Ston Morgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

Sincerely,

Enclosures
ce: Resources Agency

1400 10th Strest  P.0.Box 3044  Sacrame
1-916-322-2318  FAX 1-916-558-

fornia 95812-3044
WWW.OPr.Cagov

CITY OF SAN DIEGO

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
February 2019
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LETTER

RESPONSE

SCHE
Project Title
Lead Agency

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

2016101021
Morena Corridor Specific Plan EIR
San Diego, City of

Type
Description

EIR Draft EIR
Note: Extended Review Per Lead: See under "Draft CEQA Documents®, August 3, 2018;
hitps:/few.sandiego.goviplanning/programs/ceqa

The proposed project would increase rasidential densiy in Linda Vista by redesignating and rezoning
land to allow for transit-oriented development adjacent to the future Tecolote Rd Trolley Station and
the existing Morena/Linda Vista Trolley Station. The proposed SP provides policies and
recommendations for new resicential and mixed-use develop and imp ents to the public
ROW to enhance access lo the trolley stations within the SP area that capitalize on the new regional
transit connections in the area. The prapesed project would redesignate approx 50 acres of
commercial and industrial lznd uses to the community village LUD within the Linda Vista community.
The community village LUD would allow for the development of multi-family housing in a mixed-use
selting and commercial, service, and civic uses. The amendment would also revise the planned strest
network within the Linda Vista community to create a grid network through the eastern extension of
Morena Blvd to Linda Vista Ave and the ramoval of the segment of Napa St between Morena Bivd and
Linda Vista Rd from the street network.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Rebecca Malone
Agency City of San Diego
FPhone  (519) 446-5371 Fax
email
Address 5485 Aero Dr, MS 413
City  San Diego State CA Zip 92123
Project Location
County  San Diego
City &an Diego
Region
Lat/Long
Cross Streets  Gesner St, Morena Blvd, W Morena Blvd, Friars Rd
Parcel No.
Township Range Section Base

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Scheols
Land Use

15, 1-8

SO intl

S0 MTS Trolley, Amirak, AT&SF, C

Tecolote Creek, Mission Bay, San Dicgo River, Rose Crook

San Diego USD

Mix of res, commercial, industrial, parks and re¢, PF & Utilities, undeveloped

Project Issues

Air Quality: Archaeologic-Histarie; Biological Resources; Drainage/Absarption; Flead PlainFlooding;
Geoclogic/Seismic; Noise; Public Services: Recreation/Parks; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading: Solid
Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation, Water Cluality, Waler Supply; Landuse;
Cumulative Effects; Aesthetic/Visual, Sewer Capacity

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 5; Cal Fire; Department of Parks and
Recreation; Department of Water Resources; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway
Patrol; Caltrans, District 11; Department of Housing and Community Development; Regional Water
Cuality Conlrol Board, Region 9; Air Resources Board, Transportation Projects; Native American

Mela: Blanke in data Ralde racolt fram b it inde i drnd s land aemans

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
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LETTER RESPONSE

Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base
Heritage Commission; San Diego River Conservancy,; Public Utilities Commission
Date Recefved 08/02/2018 Start of Review 08/02/2018 End of Review 10/01/2018
MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 5 February 2019




LETTER RESPONSE

Letter B

From: Stephanie PRaff
To: PLN PlanringCEC:
Subject: PROIECT MAME: Marera Corridor Specific Plan PROJECT Ma.: 532603
Date: Thursday, August 02, 2018 9:17:46 PM
Attach [ Marena YillageTecolote Yillage prg

Morena Stationprg

B-1 The Morena Specific Plan states that Morena Station would have residential density up to 73 B-1 The Morena Corridor Speciﬁc Plan would allow for development up

DTVAC if permitted. ) ) ] ) T )
to 73 dwelling units per acre in the Morena Station District with

approval of a Planned Development Permit through the Transit-
Oriented Development Enhancement Program. The table in
Chapter 3.0, Project Description, has been corrected in the Final
PEIR.

Community Village (0-54 DU/AC)* - Morena Station Distric

Provides for a high-density mix of retail, service,
dining, and office commercial uses as well as civic,
institutional, and multifamily residential uses in a
mixed-use setting.

*Residential density up to 73 DU/AC allowed
through a public review and decision process via
a Planned Development Permit, Please refer to
Chapter 8,

Provides for a high-density mix of retail, service,
dining, and office commercial uses as well as civic,
institutional, and multifamily residential uses.

*Residential density up to 109 DU/AC allowed
through a public review and decision process via
a Planned Development Permit. Please refer to
Chapter 8,

However, in the CEQA document the Morena Station 15 up to 109 DTVAC through TODEP. Is
thiz a misprint? It says “Tecolote Village Besidential Density up to 109 DTUVAC through TCDEF?
in the Morena Station description.

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 6 February 2019




LETTER

RESPONSE

Morena Station District

The Morena Station District incledes the area
surrounding the existing Morena/linda Vista Trolley
Station, an  area with improved access W the
Morena/Linda Vista Trolley Station This district &
emvisioned a5 a community willage that completes the
grid network - es@blishing a street system that
entourages a pedestrian scale and walkable
development pattern, This distric can wilize the
TOREP, which would allow for increases n residental
density, bullding heights, and floor area rxio with the
approval of a Planned Development Permit

Extiting Development | Adres
Single-Family Rowdertial 150
B Muli-Family Resdental 1m0
B Retail, Hegional, Wholesale
| Commercial_ risa:
| Office Commercial 175
S Lightindusmal oo |
Communicat o Lk ikbes A%
S Lniversity 150
Pk 100
| S imstinunanal 1 s |
B Suf ace Parking Lot LTS
e ean L e ve ko pred (]
| Morena Station Dastrict Total 5450
Aldq:nd Land Use Asren
W Resdental - Madium High (3043
duifac -
W General Commercial (029 dufag LIS
B Commynity Commerdal @29 duiac) | 1728 |
| -Park 1
S imstinutional 450
Morena Stailon Disirict Tolal 4 5450
Proposed Lamd Lise Aorwy
B Cormmunity Commeraal 0-29 dufac] 00 |
| = Community Commercal (DSddufag | 400 |
T Commumity Village ®
{0-54 dweling initacre) 50
Tecolote llage Residental Densiy up to
| 109 dwelling unity scre through TODEP.
Park .00
brs Bt o mal 1300
Dertign District Total s

Acreapes rounded 1o the nearest W aore.

Thank you-

stephanie Plaff

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR
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LETTER RESPONSE

Letter C

From: Hudson Sarah

To: ELN FlanningCEQA

Ce: Halone, Rebecca; Garcia Paul: Margues Marceline

Subject: RE: Draft PEIR - Morena Corridor Specific Plan / Project No. 582608

Date: Friday, August 03, 2018 11:37:09 AM

To whom it may concern:

This is a response to the Draft PEIR as noted in the subject line.

aoe 2-55 Qecli 3 Qe . . e . . .
C1 R C R R A S TR iR et C-1  The City thanks the San Diego Unified School District for their letter
a.  San Diego Unified School District (SDUSD) covers approximately 208 square and has made the appropriate changes in Section 6.13, Public
iles, not 354. . cleas . .
S Services and Facilities, in the Final PEIR.

b.  The count of schools appears to include charter schools (48). SDUSD is the
authorizing agency for charter schools but they operate independently; we do
not operate them. Below is the count of district-run schools for the 2017-18
school year using our classification scheme.

i. 108 elementary schools
il. 9 K-8 schools
ni. 25 middle schools
iv. 21 traditional high schools, 1 alternative high school (East Village), 2
independent study high schools (iHigh and MET), and 2 continuation
high schools (Garfield and Twain)
v. 1 adult school
vi. 1K-12 independent study school (Mt Everest)
vii. 1 community day school (ALBA)
viii. 1 6-12 school (SCPA)
ix. 1 K-12 regular education school (John Muir)
X. 3 special education schools (TRACE, Riley/New Dawn, Whittier)

xi. 1 home and hospital program

c-2 Page 6.13-6.
a.  General comment: The middle and high schools currently serving the Special C-2 See Response C1.
Plan area have some available capacity at this time, but that is no guarantee of
future availability of capacity. It is impossible to know what the state of school

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CiTY OF SAN DIEGO
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LETTER RESPONSE

capacity will be at some unknown point in the future when proposed project
buildout actually occurs.

C-3 b. Specific error: The statement .. .SDUSD could obtain needed capacity at [the c3 See response to comment C-1.
two elementary schools] by transferring nonresident students to other schools”
is a misrepresentation of the information [ provided. SDUSD would not
transfer existing students away from their current school of attendance. The
strategy SDUSD employs is to reduce the number of incoming nonresidents to
Bay Park and Toler over time. in order to free up capacity for residential
growth. We would begin reducing nonresidents admitted to the schools a few
vears before the expected residential growth.

Thank you.

Sarah

Sarah Hudson

Dermographer, San Diego Unified School District
Instructional Facilities Planning Department
Telephone (619) 725-7369
shudsen@sandi.net

From: Malone, Rebecca [mailto:RMalone @sandiego.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, August 1, 2018 11:39 AM

To: Malone, Rebecca <BlMalone @sandiego gov>
Subject: Draft PEIR - Morena Cerridor Specific Plan / Project No. 582608

DRAFT PEIR

Flease see the Ink below for The Marena Corridar Specific Plan Draft FFIR anc
Appendices, Project No. 582608,

See under “Draft CEQA Documents”, August 1, 2018:

NpS//wwWwW SAN0Iega. govip lanning/orograms/ceqa

Rebecca Malone, AICP
Senior Planner

Flanning Department
City of San Diego

T:619-£46-5371
sandiego.gov

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CiTY OF SAN DIEGO
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LETTER

RESPONSE

D-1

D-2

D-4

D-5

Letter D

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Dalton

Morena Corridor Spedific Flan Comments
Monday, August 06, 2018 6:22:31 PM

Project Name: Morena Corridor Specific Plan
Project No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021
Wish to mention three concerns:

1. We are already being asked to conserve water. We are already cutting back and putting a bucket
in the shower (as an example). How can you possibly think of putting more people in this area when
there already is not enough water?

2. \We are already being asked to cut back on our electricity usage during hot days during peak usage
hours because the grid cannot handle the demands now. What do you think will happen when a lot
mare housing and people come into the area? Power outages...

3. Traffic is already bad in places like Clairemaont Drive in the morning commute time. Lots of areas in
District 2 are already congested and parking is hard to find. Again, adding more housing / people is
going to make things worse.

The idea of building housing for people wha make minimum wage is a good idea. People who don't
make a lot of money also need apartments and houses. But they should be built in more cpen and
less established areas.

My last comment is: if you are going to do this no matter what the current residents want, then at
least go with the smallest number of units possible.

Thank you, Arlene Dalton
District 2

D-3

D-4

A Water Supply Assessment was prepared for the Morena Corridor
Specific Plan that determined there was sufficient water planned to
supply the estimated annual average usage associated with
buildout of the Specific Plan. Furthermore, the PEIR for the Specific
Plan analyzed potential impacts related to water supply
(Section 6.14) and concluded that impacts would be less than
significant.

Section 6.9, Energy, of the PEIR analyzed potential impacts related
to energy usage associated with build-out of the Specific Plan and
concluded that impacts would be less than significant.

Section 6.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the PEIR addressed
the existing conditions in the Specific Plan area intersections,
roadway segments, and freeways, as well as conditions for these
facilities at build-out of the proposed Specific Plan. Section 6.2.3
analyzed the impact of the proposed Specific Plan on the vehicular
circulation of the Specific Plan area. This section acknowledges
multiple impacts to intersections, roadway segments, and freeway
segments in the Specific Plan area. Section 6.2.5 lists mitigation
measures identified in the Traffic Impact Analysis and identifies
which ones are proposed as part of the Specific Plan. The
Candidate Findings include a discussion of why certain mitigation
measures were rejected.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Letter E

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Govemnor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
320 WEST 4TH STREET, SUITE 500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

E-1

E-2

E-3

E-4

August 7, 2018

Rebecca Malone
City of San Diego
9485 Aero Dr, MS 413
San Diego, CA 82123

Re: SCH 2016101021 — Morena Corridor Specific Plan ~ EIR

Dear Ms. Malone:

The California Public Utilities Commission (Commission/CPUC) has jurisdiction over rail crossings
(crossings) in California. CPUC ensures that crossings are safely designed, constructed, and
maintained. The Commission's Rail Crossings Engineering Branch (RCEB) is in receipt of the
Environmental impact Report (EiR) for the proposed Morena Corridor Specific Plan. City of San
Diego is the lead agency.

The proposed project would increase residential density in Linda Vista to allow for transit-oriented
development adjacent to the future Tecolote Road Trolley Station and the existing Morena/Linda
Vista Trolley Station. The proposed policies and recommendations would enhance access to the
trolley stations. The amendment would also revise the planned street network. There is an at-grade
crossing at the intersection.of Napa Street and Friars Road. Pedestrians also cross the tracks
within each of the rail transit stations.

Any development adjacent to or near the railroad or light rail transit right-of-way (ROW) shouid be
planned with the safety of the rail corriclor in mind. New developments may increase pedestrian or
traffic volumes not anly on streets and at intersections, but also at any adjacent rail crossings.

‘Traffic impact studies should analyze rail crossing safety and potential mitigation measures. Safety

improvement measures may include the planning for grade separations or improvements to existing
at-grade crossings. Examples of improvements include, but are not limited to: addition or upgrade
of crossing warning devices, detectable warning surfaces and edge lines on sidewalks, and
pedestrian channelization.

There are railroad and light rail transit tracks along the limits of the Specific Plan area.
Unauthorized access (trespassing) across the ROW is a potential safety concern. Pedestrian and
bicycle circulation routes are proposed near the tracks to enhance access to stations. Those routes

E-1

E-2

E-3

E-4

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

The commenter summarizes some components of the proposed
project and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the
analysis contained within the PEIR.

Comment noted. The Specific Plan includes improvements at close
proximity to the rail corridor including bicycle lanes and pedestrian
walkways. Specific Plan policies support improved pedestrian and
bicycle connections west to Mission Bay Park and to trolley
stations. Future projects would be required to adhere to safety
regulations relating to such development, including coordination
with the CPUC, if required to ensure appropriate safety measures
are provided to support rail crossing safety.

See response to comment E-3.
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Morena Village Specific Plan EIR
August 7, 2018

should be designed to clearly prohibit and discourage access onto the tracks, except at authorized
locations.

E-5 The construction or modification of crossings typically requires CPUC authorization. We are
available to discuss potential safety impacts or concerns at crossings. Please continue to keep us
informed of the project’'s development. More information can be found at:
hitp:fiwww.cpuc.ca.govicrossings.

If'you have any questions, please contact Matt Cervartes at mci@cpuc.ca.gov or (213) 266-4716.

SincerM

Matt Cervantes

Utilities, Engineer

Rail Crossings Engineering Branch
Safety and Enforcement I?ivision

CC:  State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramente, CA 95812-3044

E-5

See response to comment E-3.
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F-1

F-2

F-3

F-4

F-5

F-6

Letter F
From: lomrzine Jeanes
To: PLN PlanningCEQA
Subject: PROJECT No.: 582608 [ SCH No. 2016101021 Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 08, 2018 1:35:57 PM
[Lello,

[ received a copy of the proposed renovation of the Morena Corridor. Thave lived and owned
in the area for nearly 45 years. It was place that from the late 50s and early 60s when I was

just a kid I wanted to live in the area because of it’s unique home styles, small homes and

streets that didn’t quite match but blended with the land to give a sense of openness that my
Clairemont childhood home did not have.

Many of the things proposed in the project are welcomed although my neighborhood will
never be quite the same and the extra mile needs to be traversed to cause a good blending.

Yes, | remember when there was a Slaughterhouse where Toy’s R Us is now. 1happen to like
the quanset-huts and super-rustic area that used to be the way we would go to the Anna St
dump before MiraMar andfill was created and before I-3 was even thought of.

My three concerns are: 1). the re-naming of the Bay Park area to “Tecalote”, 2.) the facades
and out-of-character of the building project as well as, 3). the “banners” proposed, pictured
on page 53.

Bay Park has from the mid 1930s served as a “community”, not a * project" or a * pre-
ordained sub-division", but a group of people, who even today, have eased into to join those
already there. 'The project as designed is going to create a tribal "Us v, 'Them" by not a joining
together what has made this area special for 90 vears — community. We will already be
impacted with a LOT more traftic, increased noise from the trolley. By not going the extra
mile in creating an individual place with character. [ fear vou will, instead. create an instant
dislike of the format of the structure which belies the spirit of the area. Changing the name
of the area when our community will potentially be as disrupting as the all the other points put
together and then placing the new name on the banners is over the top for creating unnecessary
anxiety to a proud group.

The banners suggested on page 53 almost announce the arrival of a less-than-savoy land use
with little consideration for those already here and [ am promoting the idea that vou reconsider
this decision. 1 believe that these processes, if put into play in other areas, perhaps in blighted
areas of the city, and/or into communities that were being changed into commercial enterprises
like Little Ttaly 30+ vears ago. Not here. Similar plans were used near the new library and
are ok for that area, but in our area, I believe you need to reconsider the *“look™ of the homes
and developments to be added.

May I suggest your staff check out some of the ideas that were broadcast on PBS last night.
“10 Cities that Changed America”. Portland, Oregon’s downtown area
{https:/swww.pbs.org/video/10-changed-america-10-towns-changed-america’) is nog

And the arca of Secaside, Florida

; 24) is another allernative for our
renovations that T hope can esrpand vour views of the development planned for these high
density areas.

dlssumlar to lhlb area of lh-:, ‘»lort:na Lomdor

Although you are making strides to make people-friendly areas, I feel you have not gone far

F-1

F-4

F-5

F-6

Introductory comment noted.

Comment noted. The commenter provides a brief summary of the
issues to be discussed in the comment letter.

It is not the intent of the Specific Plan Branding and Gateways
policies to erect banners featuring new names for the community.
The districts identified in the Specific Plan are identified for
planning purposes only and it is not intended that these names are
used on banners as suggested by the comment. This comment
does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in

the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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enough for this particular project when it is an area close to Old Town, the San Diego River,
Mission Bay, the Presidio. old Hwy 8 and other historical places that could have been an
expanding of the historic background of this area rather than to blot it out.

Yes,] know this is an old fashioned industrial pickup drop ol arca for a lot of years. It was the
run off from the bay and river channel in areas. Tt was a landfill not far away before we even
called it a land fill. The old Santa Fe train was also part and parcel of how this city grew and
the poor, the military, the catholics and any number groups settled into and expanded this
puddle jumping spot only a few miles from “new town™  With only a little care some of the
architects from the 30s and 40s could be researched and blend the new with the old.

Thank you for requesting the input. I hope you act on some of these ideas and I'm happy to
volunteer what [ can about the history of this area.

Sincerely,
Lorraine Jeanes
619-275-1393

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CiTY OF SAN DIEGO
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LETTER
Letter G
Vi EJAS
Alpine, CA 91903
#1 Viejas Grade Road

Tr1BAL GOVERNMENT Alpine, CA 91901

Phone: 6194453810
Fax: 6194455337

viejas.com

August 10, 2018

Rebecca Malone

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Dept.
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

RE: Morena Corridor Specific Plan

Dear Ms. Malone,

In reviewing the above referenced project the Viejas Band of Kumeyaay Indians
("Viejas”") would like to comment at this time.

The project area may contain many sacred sites to the Kumeyaay people. We request
that these sacred sites be avoided with adequate buffer zones.

Additionally, Viejas is requesting, as appropriate, the following:

s All NEPA/CEQA/NAGPRA laws be followed
s Immediately contact Viejas on any changes or inadvertent discoveries.

Thank you for your collaboration and support in preserving our Tribal cultural resources.
! look forward to hearing from you. Please call me at 619-658-2312 or Ernest Pingleton
at 619-659-2314, or email, rteran@viejas-nsn.gov or epingleton@viejas-nsn.gov, for
scheduling. Thank you.

Sincerely,

G L —

Ray Teran, Resource Management
VIEJAS BAND OF KUMEYAAY INDIANS

G-1

The Draft PEIR, Section 6.5 recognizes that implementation of the
Specific Plan could adversely impact prehistoric or historic
archaeological resources, sacred sites, and human remains, and/or
tribal cultural resources (Impact 6.5-3). Programmatic mitigation is
incorporated into the PEIR that would be applied to future
development consistent with the Specific Plan. This mitigation
(refer to mitigation measure HIST 6.5-2) would ensure potential
tribal cultural resources are identified prior to disturbance, would
require archaeological and Native American monitoring where
appropriate, and would ensure tribes are notified in the event of
inadvertent discoveries.
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Letter H
From: Joan L. Green
To: i
Subject: Pedesirian bridge
Date: Tuesday, August 14, 2018 4:16:00 PM

Ome of the amenities this neighborhood wanled was a bridge (o travel Lo Mission Bay Park. Would not only be used
by neighborhood but visitors also. We need te hear 1f that 15 a reality and if not why. Seems to me many obstacles to
that bridge. There

Will be overhead wires for trelley, plus polas every 100' feet on the trolley line. Existing bridge has to have
mnlersections (o access freeways and Mission Bay Park. Al one of the previous meelings il was mentioned that 1o
extensions can be put on bridge because

cannot have additional weight put on it. Would be costly to rebuild

this bridge. At next meeting would like to have a discussion about why this pedestrian bridge cannot be bult. 1f it
can be buill, what would thal look like and where would it be located. The public has the nght Lo an honest
discussion on this issue. We in the neighborhood have been united in this issue and this was known to city planners
from the initial discussions about the plar.

H-1

As noted in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the PEIR,
the Specific Plan identifies policies to coordinate with Caltrans to
provide bridge connections from the Specific Plan area to Mission
Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the Clairemont
Drive/East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road
Bridge. Ultimate construction of a bridge would require further
feasibility analysis including site-specific environmental analysis
and engagement with the community at the time a specific project
is proposed.
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Letter |

From: Brent Clifford

To: PLN PlanningCEQA

Subject: Morena Corridor Spedfic Plan - 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 12:44:45 PM

PROJECT NAME: Marena Corridor Specific Plan
PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021

This plan doesn't include zoning and land use restrictions for the Clairemont Community portion of
the Plan- the community and myself want the 301t height limit and density clearly set our in the
Plan. It should be clearly spelled out in this plan as a limitation, and not listed as open to the
existing code, allowing for future changes.

Brent Clifford
2424 Galveston St

As discussed in Section 3.3.1 and 6.7.3 of the PEIR, the Clairemont
District portion of the Specific Plan area would maintain the
adopted community plan land uses of the Clairemont Mesa
Community Plan, and the existing 30-foot height limit within that
area would remain.
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Letter |
THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO
MEMORANDUM
DATE: September 17, 2018
TO: Honorable Councilmember Lorie Zapf
FROM: Mike Hansen, Director, Planning Department z#+
SUBJECT: Revisions to the Morena Corridor Specific Plan
-1 Thank you for your recommendations regarding the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. The _ [ e S .

J Planning Department values and appreciates your input and that of residents of the -J 1 The comment is identified as Exhibit 1 of the letter and is a copy of

communities you represent. We share your goal of improving the neighborhoods of Bay Park the Se ptem ber 1 7, 2018 memo to Lorie Za pf from Mike Hansen
’

and Morena and welcome feedback on how the plan can best accomplish that. . .
Director, Planning Department.

Based on your request, the following changes will be made to the draft Morena Corridor
Specific Plan. These changes will not affect the proposed land use designations, zones or
densities.

1. The plan will include language supporting a pedestrian and bicycle bridge between
Mission Bay Park and the Specific Plan area over the I-5 freeway.

2. The plan will be amended to retain four lanes in the segment of Morena Boulevard
from Ingulf Street to Knoxville Street including two northbound lanes, two
southbound lanes, and left-turn pockets at intersections.

3. The Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement Program within the plan will be
amended to remove the ability to seek a maximum height of 100 feet in the Tecolote
village District and to remove the ability to seek a maximum height of 65 feet in the
Morena Station District through a future Planned Development Permit process. The
proposed “by-right” height limit of 45 feet will remain.

We look forward to working closely with you and members of the Clairemont and Linda Vista
communities as we refine the Morena Corridor Specific Plan and present it to the City
Council for consideration.

Mike Hansen
Director, Planning Department

cc: Honorable Mayor Kevin L. Faulconer
Kris Michell, Chief Operating Officer
Ron Villa, Interim Assistant Chief Operating Officer
David Graham, Deputy Chief Operating Officer Smart & Sustainable Communities
Jessica Lawrence, Director of Finance Policy & Council Affairs, Office of the Mayor

Fahbil ]

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
February 2019
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1448 Elevation Road
5an Diego, CA 92110

August 21, 2017

Han. Lorie Zapf

San Diego City Council Member, District 2
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

Michael Prinz

San Diego Planning Department
1010 Second Ave., MS 413

San Diego, CA 52101

Re: Morena Corridor Specific Plan, Public Review Draft, June 2017
Comments concerning proposed specific plan

J'2 For the past two years | have served as the Chair of the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on the Morena Corridor
Specific Plan (Committee) that was established by the Linda Vista Planning Group. In that role | have
had substantial involvement in the review of the proposal of the Planning Department, although | am
submitting these comment in my individual capacity.

There are some positive aspects in the proposed specific plan (“Plan”) such as the reconfiguration of
intersections into standard “T” intersections (pages 38, 40) and the development of mixed uses (page
54). However, these are greatly outweighed by the Plan’s disregard of community input in its effort at
social engineering,

1. The Plan Ignores Community Input

J'3 On February 16, 2016, the Committee unanimously adopted a “Vision Statement and Guiding Principles”
that called for: (1) retention of the current height limits; (2) no worsening of traffic; (3) density
compatible with the existing neighborhoods; and (4) infrastructure and parks for any increases in
density. A copy of the minutes of that meeting is attached to these comments.

The Vision set out in the Plan includes none of these concerns, other than a reference to “adequate
infrastructure.” (Page 1.) The Guiding Principles in the Plan references improved mobility for all modes
of transportation (page 2), but its implementation undermines it.

J-4 In contravention to the Committee’s Vision Statement and Guiding Principles, the Plan (1) raises the
height limit from its current 30 feet by right and 45 feet by discretion, to 45 feet by right and 100 feet by
discretion near the Tecolote station, and to 45 feet by right and 65 feet by discretion near the Morena
Station (pages 83, 84); (2) narrows Morena Boulevard southbound to one lane (page 37) and suggests
the intersection of Morena and West Morena should be changed to a traffic circle {page 38); (3)
increases density from its current 29 dwelling units to the acre to 109 dwelling units to the acre near the
Tecolote station and 73 units to the acre near the Morena station (page 84); and (4) does not provide for

,E)(}’\néff B

Introductory comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.

The referenced “Vision Statement and Guiding Principles” is
acknowledged. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

The comment restates project description information and raises
concerns that adequate infrastructure would not be provided in
association with the density increases and transportation network
changes. However, the Specific Plan provides a policy framework
for future development and does not propose any specific
development project. As future development occurs, the need for
infrastructure improvements would be evaluated on a project-by-
project basis to ensure infrastructure improvements are provided
concurrent with need. The commenter's statement regarding
community outreach is acknowledged.

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
February 2019




LETTER

RESPONSE

J-5

-7

Wayne Comments, Page 2

the infrastructure the increased density would demand (page 77). Each of these provisions raises
serious concerns that will be discussed.

The clear contrast between what the Committee approved, and what the Plan proposes, gives a lie to
the Plan’s assertion that “community outreach was a collaborative process between community
members and the City.” Rather, the community outreach was a charade and the community input was
ignored. The Plan is so at odds with the community input as to strongly suggest the Planning
Department had a predetermined outcome, and the “collaborative process” was so much “checking the
box" of public participation.

7 The Comment Period on the Plan Should Be Extended

The Planning Department has, for at least six months, promised to release a traffic study, but it has not
done so. Instead it said the traffic study will be released some time in the fall. The community is now
being required to provide its comments on the Plan without seeing the traffic impacts of the Plan.

It is not as though the traffic study does already not exist. Portions of the traffic study were selectively
provided by the Planning Department at a meeting of the Clairemont Ad Hoc Committee on July 24,
2017. The limited information showed that the level of service would deteriorate on at least one road in
Clairemont. When asked to explain this deterioration, even though no additional housing is
contemplated by the Plan in Clairemont, the representative of the Planning Department admitted it was
due to the planned increased density in Linda Vista.

No information was provided on density worsening traffic on Morena Boulevard, or the deterioration
caused by the Plan halving the number of Morena’s southbound lanes. However, because a southbound
lane has been eliminated to facilitate tro'llev construction, residents can already observe that traffic is
backed up on Morena, particularly during rush hours.

At that same Clairemont meeting, it was revealed that the entry speed for the proposed traffic circle at
Marena and West Morena would be about 15 miles per hour (the Planning Department, using Orwellian
phraseology, called it “traffic calming”). Traffic on Morena Boulevard is about 40 miles an hour. With
the “traffic calming” circle slowing traffic on Morena to 15 miles per hour, traffic will be backed up in
both directions

Why a traffic circle? Most likely it is derived from the San Diego Climate Action Plan (CAP). At page 38
of the CAP, Action 3.5 provides for implementation of @ “Roundabouts Master Plan” to reduce vehicle
fuel consumption. It calls for installing 15 traffic circles in San Diego by 2020, and 20 more by 2035.
Whether it makes sense to install a traffic circle at this location (and | do not believe it does) is of no
matter to the drafters of the Plan. Their marching order is to fill the quota for traffic circles, so they
have dropped one here where it will back up traffic and increase fuel consumption and emissions.

The Plan’s increased density will have traffic consequences. Full and complete comments on the Plan
cannot be provided in the absence of the opportunity to review the traffic study. The comment period
on the Plan should be extended to 60 days after the public release of the traffic study.

J-5

The Transportation Impact Analysis is included as Appendix B to
the PEIR and is available for review on the City's website at
https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqga. As detailed in
the Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the project and
summarized in Section 6.2 of the PEIR, the following transportation
impacts were identified.

* Impact 6.2-1: Clairemont Drive, from I-5 NB Ramps to Denver
Street (LOS E, AVC 0.17)

e Impact 6.2-2: Denver Street, from Clairemont Drive to Ingulf
Street (LOS F, AVC 0.17)

e Impact 6.2-3: Morena Boulevard, south of Linda Vista Road
(LOS F, AVC 0.27)

e Impact 6.2-4: Intersection #1: E. Mission Bay Drive &
Clairemont Drive (LOS F: AM & PM Peak Hour)

» Impact 6.2-5: Intersection #4: Denver Street & Clairemont Drive
(LOS F: AM & PM Peak Hour)

» Impact 6.2-6: Intersection #8: Morena Boulevard & Jellett Street
(LOS E: PM Peak Hour)

* Impact 6.2-7: Intersection #14: Morena Boulevard & Savannah
Street (LOS F: PM Peak Hour)

e Impact 6.2-8: Four consecutive segments of I-5 from Grand
Ave/Garnet Ave to Old Town Ave

e Impact 6.2-9: I-8 EB from Morena Boulevard to Hotel Circle

e Impact 6.2-10: I-5 NB On-Ramp/Clairemont Drive

e Impact 6.2-11:1-5 SB On-Ramp/Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road

Impacts 6.2-4, 6.2-6, and 6.2-7 would be mitigated to a less than
significant level. All other impacts associated with traffic and
transportation were determined to be significant and unavoidable.

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR

20

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
February 2019



https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa

LETTER

RESPONSE

-6

The Specific Plan identifies that a roundabout should be
considered at the intersection of Morena Boulevard and West
Morena Boulevard, if feasible. If a roundabout at this location was
proposed in the future, a project-level analysis would be
conducted to evaluate the effect on traffic circulation and to
determine feasibility, including the effect on traffic speeds.

The public comment period for the PEIR ran from August 2, 2018,
until October 1, 2018, for a period of 60 days, during which time
the transportation impact analysis was available for public review
and comment. The Transportation Impact Analysis is included as
Appendix B to the PEIR and is available for review on the City's
website at https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/ceqa.
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J-8 The comment questions the need for the densification associated
Wayne Comments, Page 3 X . .
with the Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement Program
and requests a ridership study be prepared to show that future
5 There Is No Ridership Study to Support the Plan’s Extreme Densification . . . . . .
18 residents will use transit. The City recognizes that it cannot be
- The Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement (TODE) program is used by the Plan to justify the . . .l
extreme densification in the vicinity of the two trolley stations. (Page 84.) The Plan argues that the guaranteed that future residents will take advantage of tranSIt'
TODE program “creates transit-oriented development that supports the implementation of the CAP.” however, planning for high-denSity residential development near
While unstated, the Plan assumes that residents of the high density areas will regularly use the trolley : _ : [P : :
instead of vehicles. Indeed, at the December 2016 meeting of the Committee, a development concept hlgh quallty transit Is a fOCU.S of the Clty General .Plan Clty of
was presented based on that theory to allocate less than one parking space per dwelling unit. Vlllages Strategy, the City's Climate Action Plan, and is consistent
What is lacking is any study to show that residents in the TODE areas will rely on the trolley for basic with SANDAG Strategies identified in the Regional Plan. The
transportation. No ridership study has been presented to support this. If itis not the case, then there is comment also incorrect|y asserts that Friars Road cu rrent|y
no justification to concentrate housing at the stations — densification could be anywhere . . .
operates at a deficiency. Per Table 6.2-2, Friars Road operates at
Two things suggest the Plan’s foundation is not valid. First, there is already densification along nearby
Friar's Road where there is an existing trolley line. In this area of dense housing, the level of service of LOS B from Napa Street to COIusa Street and LOS A west Of Napa
Friar’s Road is deficient. This strongly suggests not only will extreme densification not only not reduce Street in the eXiSting COﬂditiOﬂ.
vehicle use, but it will worsen traffic. A second factor is that 100 foot dwellings in the TODE area require
steel frame construction, which is an expensive type of building. Instead of affordable housing, the . . .
extreme densification with 100 foot buildings will create high rise, high cost housing. People who can J-9 As future development proceeds consistent with the Specific Plan,
afford high rents typically will own two or more cars per dwelling units. High rise housing will worsen appropriate infrastructure improvements WOUld either be required
traffic and not contribute to the goals of the CAP. . . . .
to be installed concurrent with project development, if warranted,
Until a ridership study can be presented that studies trolley usage by residents of comparable . .
developments, such as those that are 100 feet in height, there is no way to justify the extreme or development ImpaCt fees would be pald to ensure
densification proposed under the TODE program. infrastructure needs are funded commensurate with the demand
4, The Plan Does Mot Provide for Needed Infrastructure generated by development.
- It is a fiction that in-fill development can be done on the cheap without providing the improved
J-9
infrastructure it demands. San Diego has already paid for this fallacy. In-fill development was the _J-1 0 As discussed in Section 6.14 of the PEIR upgrades to sewer and
mantra in the 1960s and 1970s, when single family units in Normal Heights and North Park were . ’ ror .
demolished to make room the multi-family housing, but water capacity was not increased. In 1985 a fire water lines are an ongoing process administered by the Public
started in Mission Valley and raced up the canyon wall. Firefighters responded to the inferno, but found Works Depa rtment and are hand|ed on a prOjeCt'by'prOjeCt baSiS.
walter pressure was lacking because of the increased number of dwellings using the same water pipes o .
that were designed for single family homes. A significant part of Normal Heights burned. Because future developments within the SPECIfIC Plan area would
J-1 0 The Plan acknowledges this need for increased water infrastructure, but does not resolve it. Instead, it Ilkely Increase demand’ there may be a need to increase SIZIng of

says that “[ijmplementation of the Specific Plan could requires upgrades to the existing water system
infrastructure to ensure adequate capacity and sufficient fire flow. (Page 77, emphasis added.) It does
not show how the city would pay for the upgrades to the existing water system, nor does it impose a
requirement that new development fund it. It leaves the community at risk both physically and fiscally.

existing pipelines and mains for both wastewater and water. As
future development is proposed, the necessary infrastructure
improvements to sewer and water infrastructure would be
incorporated as part of standard practice for new development to
maintain or improve the existing system to ensure adequate
capacity. As noted in Section 3.3.9 of the Project Description, an
Impact Fee Study (IFS) for the Linda Vista Community would be
updated to include identified facility improvements in the Linda
Vista portion of the Specific Plan area. Additionally, future
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J-10 (cont.)
discretionary projects would be required to undergo project-
specific review under CEQA, which would analyze and address any
impacts associated with the installation of sewer and water
infrastructure.
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5. The Plan Improperly Delegates the Council’'s Zoning Authority
J'1 1 The- Plan purports to rezc!ne the areas around the_Tecorote.arﬁd Morena stations to Community Village, ,J"I 1 This comment restates information from the prOjeCt description,‘
which would allow 54 units to the acre and a maximum building height of 45 feet. (Pages 8, 24, 83.) . .
However, it also allows, under the TODE program, density to be increased 109 units to the acre around no response Is I'EC]UII'Ed.
the Tecolote Station and 73 units to the acre near the Morena station, and with respective increases of
the height limits to 100 feet and 65 feet. This would be accomplished through Planned Development . . . . . .
Permits. (Page 84.) J-12 Projects participating in the Transit-Oriented Development
J-12° The more than doubling of parmissible building height and density near the Teclote station, and 3 Enhancement Program requesting the density increases
sighificant up-zoning near the Morena station, would be subject to approval not by the City Council, but referenced in the comment must be consistent with the Speciﬁc
by discretionary action (presumably of the Planning Commission). The effect would be an improper . - .. .
delegation of the Council’s legislative authority to an unelected body. If the Planning Department Plan Urban DESIgn and MObIllty pO|ICIes and conform with the
intends, as it clearly appears it does, to have the area dramatically densified and the height limit raised, requirements set forth in Section 143.0402 of the LDC for Planned
it should identify the City Council as the only entity with the authority to authorize it. Development Permits and may be approved onIy If the decision
5. The Plan Does Nothing to Alleviate the Shortage of Affordable Housing maker makes the ﬁndings in LDC Section 126 0604(3) This decision
J'1 3 San f)iego hals al Ilack of affordable housing for middleincom_e people. Thgre are sub_s'm’ies available for WOU|d be made in accordance Wlth Process Th ree and the decision
low income individuals, and a plethora of housing for the elite, but the middle class is being forced out . L . .
of the housing market. The trolley represents a hillion-dollar investment of public funds, and the public may be appealed to the Plannmg Commission in accordance with
should have something to show for it. The Plan does nothing to address the shortfall. LDC Section 112.0506. This comment does not Suggest an
By way of example, a one-bedroom apartment in the transit oriented housing development at Napa and inadeq uacy in the analysis of the PEIR.
Linda Vista Road rents for about 52,100 per month. Using the HUD standard that a family should not
pay more than 30% of its income for housing, this requires an annual income of $84,000. This is well
above the San Diego median. Notably, this development is not the type of high rise, high-cost units J-13 The Specific Plan identifies areas where increases in residential
called for by the Plan. ” I
: densities would be allowed near existing and planned trolley
The Plan does not provide for affordable housing. As written, it would allow developers to buy out of stations. but does not propose anv specific development proiect or
the inadequate ten percent that they are required to provide. In fact, where there is such a large public ’ i p p y p p p J
investment as is going into the trolley, the affordability requirement should be raised to at least forty affordable housing development. Future development proposals
percent, and ways should be devised to prevent developers from buying out of it. will Originate from private developers The SpeCiﬁC PIan is intended
As previously discussed, high rise housing is high-cost hou-sing thalt is unaffordable for most S.an Diegans. to provide development at intensities that would allow for a ra nge
Instead, the Plan appears designed to have the trolley deliver a windfall to property owners in the . . .
vicinity of the two stations by monetizing an up-zoning of their property. The public deserves better for of hOUS|ng affOI’dabI“ty levels to be accommodated. This comment
beecianestllar inestment. does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.
i The Plan Greenwashes Overdevelopment and Unaffordable Housing
J-14 The Plan purports to implement the CAP (see, for example, pages 1, 5, 67, 71, 72, 73) but, in fact, pays J-14  The Specific Plan is intended to provide policy guidance applicable
lip service to it while impaosing over-development that violates the Vision Statement and Guiding . .
Principles of “density that [is] compatible with the existing neighborhoods” and does not alleviate the to future development. Various other Clty documents and codes
such as Building Codes, the Land Development Code and the CAP
Consistency Checklist provide mandates for future development
that support sustainable design and energy and water
conservation. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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shortage of affordable housing. This greenwashing is evident from the Plan’s failure to mandate
sustainable design or conservation.

While the Plan is directory regarding increased density and height limits, it uses advisory language, at
best, about sustainable design:

It encourages, but does not require, the installation of solar energy generation systems;
It encourages, but does not require, implementation of wind energy generations systems;

It encourages, but does not require, adaptive reuse of existing buildings to increase energy
efficiency;

It discourages, but does not prohibit, the use of turf in new ornamental landscaping, and
strongly encourages, but does not require, replacing ornamental turf with water-wise
landscaping;

It encourages, but does not require, the use of graywater reuse systems for landscape irrigation.
(Pages 67-68.)
Similarly, in discussing conservation, the Plan also uses advisory language:

It encourages, rather than requires, adherence to LEED standards for constructian;

It encourages, rather than requires, implementation of energy and water efficient measures for
commercial uses;

It encourages, rather than requires, new development and building retrofits to incorporate as
many water-wise practices as possible.

(Page 74.)

Implementation of the CAP requires sustainable design and conservation, not the “encourage” language
of the Plan. The Plan appropriates the credibility of the CAP to impose overdevelopment and
unaffordable housing. It is classic greenwashing.

8. Conclusion
J-15 The process that led to the Plan is a model of how community planning should not be conducted. It J-15 ThIS summary comment is noted and responses to the general

makes a mockery of community input and further convinces the public that its participation is futile.
There is no publicly available traffic study to gauge traffic impacts, no ridership study to judge whether
extreme densification in this area is rational, the plan ignores the needs for adequate infrastructure to
meet increased demand, it improperly delegates the City Council’s zoning authority, it fails to address
San Diego’s massive affordable housing crisis, but instead provides a bonanza to existing landowners,
and misappropriates the CAP to greenwash these deficiencies.

issues raised are addressed in previous responses to this letter.
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Wayne Comments, Page 6

J-'I 6 At a minimum there should be an extension of the comment period to consider the Plan in light of traffic J-1 6 As preV|oust nOtEd' the pUb“C comment perIOd fOI’ the PEIR ran

and ridership studies. However, based on the faulty consultation process, the Planning Department from AUgUSt 2, 2018, until October 1, 2018, fora period of 60 days
should start over and truly engage the community in a collaborative process. and inCIUded pUblIC review Of the Tra nsportation |mpaCt AnalySiS
J-17 We understand that the trolley will change the area, and we want the change to be for the better. We
welcome mixed use development, some additional density, infrastructure to meet the need that .
J-17  Concluding comment noted.

increased density imposes, and affordable housing. That Is not what the Plan delivers. The public’s
billion-dellar trolley investment should provide benefits for all.

Sincerely,

HOWARD WAYNE

Attachment:  Minutes
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Letter K
From: Sharon Griffin
To: ELN PlanningCEQA
Subject: Marena Corridor Specific Plan 582608/5CH No. 2016101021
Date: Wednesday, August 22, 2018 3:15:26 PM

K-1 T will be out of town for a few weeks but wanted to let you know I'm still in on
the fight for all our planning efTorts over the last three plus years. This paragraph
is in regard to the planning group’s request for a pedestrian bridge linking Bay
Park to Mission Bay. I dare Michael Prinz or the mayor to push a wheelchair
passenger (their mother or grandmother) over the bridge to Mission Bay and back.

Iow about a child with a family group going over to ride at the bay? (Be sure to
make funeral arrangements before vou go). If we ever get agreement for a bridge
that is vehicle- free, we will need ramps at both ends for ADA access. UCSD
Healthy Aging sessions through the medical school and my interior design
background sing the praises of “age friendly” communities, the city needs to get
on board.

K-2  The other great concern I have is the hastily thrown together and passed, Pure
Water Program. Although this horse may have already left the gate. T think public
feedback sessions were not publicized very well and now it’s probably a done
deal. In late July the UT sent out a newspaper insert about being prepared for
emergencies. Running the Pure Water pipeline through Rose Canyon fault zone
seems like extremely poor planning. Shilting the pipeline a bit ¢ast 1o run up the
freeway seems much more prudent. Why would planners think that wastewater
piping should run on a fault line? Hello wastewater bay contamination,
neighborhoods exposure to waste contamination, rail lines impact, etc. Did city
planners and Pure Water planners ever meet or do they function in isolation from
all concerns?

K-3 The most frustrating thing about vears of meetings is that the city asked for
conununity planning and then it seems like the joke’s onus ... they really don’t

care.

Sharon Griflin

K-1

K-2

K-3

The Specific Plan includes policies supporting improved pedestrian
access. As noted in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of
the PEIR, the Specific Plan identifies policies to coordinate with
Caltrans to provide bridge connections from the Specific Plan area
to Mission Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the
Clairemont Drive/East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World
Drive/Tecolote Road Bridge. Ultimate construction of a bridge
would require further feasibility analysis including site-specific
environmental analysis.

The comments are regarding the Pure Water Program, which is not
the subject of the PEIR; no further response is required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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Letter L

GEORGE HENDERSON | 3151 Driscoll Drive
San Diego, CA 92117

858.752-2016
george.henderson@gmail

August 22, 2018

(hand delivered)

Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive

MS413

San Diego, CA 92123

(email)
PlanningCEQA@sandiego.gov

Transmittal of Comments

Morena Corridor Specific Plan Draft PEIR
Project No: 682608 SCH No. 2016101021

Dear Ms. Malone:

L-1 My comments regarding the Morena Corridor Specific Plan Draft PEIR are L-1 lntrOdUCtory comment noted.
attached. Please do not hesitate to contact me for discussion or clarification.

Sincerely,

George Henderson

cc: Naveen Waney, Chair, Clairemaont Community Planning Group
Nick Reed, Vice-Chair, Clairemont Community Planning Group
Margie Schmidt, Chair, CCPG Ad-hoc Sub-Committee for Morena Corridor Specific Plan
Howard Wayne, Chair, Linda Vista Planning Group
Laurie Zapf, San Diego City Councilperson, District 2
Marc Schaefer, District 2 council Representative to Clairemont
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L-2

L-4

Morena Corridor Specific Plan Draft PEIR

Comments by: George Henderson
3151 Driscoll Drive

San Diego, CA 92117 August 22, 2018

INTRODUCTION

The City of San Diego has proposed a Specific Plan for the Morena Corridor Area. Its
purpose is to “Establish a transit-oriented development adjacent to the future Tecolote
Road Trolley Station and the existing Morena/Linda Vista Trolley Station.” City
Planners have targeted land parcels for intense housing development.

Regrettably the proposed redevelopment comes at a significant and unmitigated cost
to the environment. Although the proposal would anecdotally have us believe that
altermnative modes of transportation will eventually become popular, there is no data
presented that would provide an expectation of success. To the contrary, all evidence
proves an expectation of harm to the Linda Vista and Clairemont neighborhoods.
Pollutants will plague our citizens, the neighborhood will lose 7,000 jobs, and the entire
region will suffer from purposely worsened traffic conditions.

The PEIR for this specific plan fails to report the unmitigated consequences of the
City’s proposed Balboa Station Specific Plan, which is immediately adjacent. It doesn’t
require special training to recognize the overlap of significant environmental impacts of
the two specific plans. Impact of noise and air pollution will be additive; roadways that
are already failing will have levels of service reduced to levels far below failing.

A massive technical document like this PEIR is indecipherable to most residents. In my
opinion, the opportunity for public comment is being fulfilled to the minimum extent
allowable under the law. Meaningful, educated response would require a series of
facilitated workshops to allow for informed decision making.

This Morena Cortidor Specific Plan and its PEIR have many shortcomings. Thess need
to be addressed, or ideally the project should be re-imagined, before approval.

Following are specific comments that originate from the newest version of the Morena
Corridor Specific Plan (released August 2018) and its draft Program Environmental
Impact Report (PEIR — released August 1, 2018). The two documents are inseparable;
the Plan information is also included in the PEIR but it's more difficult to find.

Although I've provided paragraph and or page references as landmarks, my comments
may be applicable to multiple paragraphs or tables that appear at various locations
throughout the document and its appendices.

Respectfully submitted,

L-3

L-4

L-5

This comment makes general statements unsubstantiated by facts
and does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR;
thus, a detailed response is not warranted.

The PEIR includes an analysis of cumulative impacts associated
with traffic, noise, and air quality within Sections 6.2, 6.3, and 6.4,
respectively. Specifically, the analysis of transportation impacts
addresses build-out of the proposed project and is a cumulative
analysis by nature because it considers changes to roadway
configurations and future volumes on roadways based on build-
out of planned land uses within all areas that would contribute
traffic to roadways within the study area.

With respect to the noise analysis, noise impacts for the Specific
Plan are cumulative in nature because they consider noise and
vibration impacts associated with build-out of the entirety of the
Specific Plan area. Cumulative noise impacts originating outside of
the Specific Plan area were found to be less than significant
because noise impacts associated with build-out of neighboring
communities would be localized in nature and subject to General
Plan policies, noise ordinance requirements, and Title 24 standards
relating to noise limitations.

The public review period for the PEIR occurred from August 2, 2018
through September 17, 2018 for a time period of 45 days, as
required by CEQA Section 15105. The public review period was
extended by 14 days beyond the required review period, and
closed on October 1, 2018.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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L-6

L-10

L-11

L-12

George Henderson Comments
Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

1
i1

1.2

3.2

4.1

August 22, 2018

Specific Plan 1.3 “Guiding Principles” are violated.

“Ensure that new development respecis general mass, volume, and scale of the
existing built environment.”

A proposal to increase building heights to one hundred feet hardly qualifies as
“respect” for what currently exists. This guiding principle has been violated.

“Improve access to Mission Bay Park™

The Clairemont community envisioned a bridge. The plan creates a circuitous
bicycle route that might eventually take a rider to somewhere near Fiesta
Island. The intentions of this guiding principle have been violated.

Specific Plan 1.5 “Relationship to Other Planning Documents”

The proposed Balboa Avenue Station Area Specific Plan pre-dates these
Morena Corridor Specific Plan documents. Both specific plans are under
consideraticn for approval. As the plan areas are immediately adjacent, it is
uncenscionable that ho data is available that combines their environmental
impacts. Decision-makers and the communities of San Diego are at risk.

Specific Plan 1.6 “Planning Process” overstates community engagement.

The proposed Morena Corridor Specific Plan bears little resemblance to input
received from either the Linda Vista or Clairemont communities. To the
contrary, the entire process appears carefully choreographed to satisfy the letter
of the law, rather than seek any true community partnership.

For instance, no one in any community meeting requested development density
of 109 dwelling units per acre.

Removal of “Land Use” from the purview of Clairemont’'s Sub-Committee was a
clumsily implemented idea that caused many to question if the City was actually
listening.

Specific Plan 2.1 Land Use Designations

Table 2-1: Census data from 2010 does not reflect the impact of relaxed
development rules regarding “granny flats”.

Specific Plan 2.4 Morena Station District

Page 2 of 13

L-6

L-7

L-10

L-11

L-12

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. The comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

See response to comment L-3.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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George Henderson Comments
Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

5.1 |like the concept of street extensions to complete a grid network near the
intersection of Linda Vista Road and Morena Boulevard. The proposed
improvements should create an envirecnment that is safer for all users.

6 Specific Plan 3.2 Mobility Improvements

L-13 6.1  The proposad downgrade of Morena Boulevard from a four-lane major arterial L-13  Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
highway to a three lane collector road, thereby creating room for a Class |1V two- .
way cycle track is controversial. A northern segment of the same concept was the analySIS of the PEIR.
proposed as part of the Balboa Station Area Specific Plan. This decision should
not be made in a piecemeal basis; it needs to be part of a larger community
mobility plan.

It is my understanding, from Michael Prinz’ comments on August 13, 2018 that
this is a non-binding recommendation for the Clairemont Community Plan
Update.

L-14 See also comments below about the traffic study. SANDAG has temporarily L-14 A request for traffic measurements associated with lane closures
closed one southbound lane on Morena Boulevard to accommaodate trolley . . .
construction. The community has repeatedly asked that traffic measurements anng Morena Boulevard associated with trO”ey construction are
be conducted now, so that real numbers can be used rather than projections. beyond the scope of this PEIR and would not necessarily reflect

You can literally drive down the street at 4:30PM and see the impacts. actual conditions of the planned roadway network because the
current closure is associated with a construction project and the

7 Specific Plan 8.9 Implementation Action Plan closure does not reflect the ultimate roadway configurations

L-15 7.1 The City's funding procedures are certainly arcane and indecipherable to this proposed in the Specific Plan.
reader. | would offer the following ethical principles:
1. Dono harm.

2. Success of a project is no excuse to cause unmitigated harm to a citizen, or L-15 This comment refers to the Specific Plan Section 8.9,
that citizen's community. [ | i Acti P dd inad
50 Mitigetion cnebies ehange mplementation Action Plan, and does not suggest an inadequacy
4. Create the mitigation before harm can occur. in the analysis of the PEIR.
8 PEIR Executive Summary: Areas of Controversy

L-16 8.1  “Whether this PEIR adequately describes the environmental impacts of the L-16 This comment summarizes the commenters concerns with the
ﬁ’;gﬂgﬁ?fﬁg}’m?” analysis contained within the PEIR, but does not provide specific
. As described below the VMT Analysis is fatally flawed. details related to the PEIR analysis. Responses are provided to
» Asdescribed below, the noise analysis is flawed. , specific issues raised in the subsequent responses. Also, see
+ As described below, the entire analysis is flawed mathematically.
+ As described above, the PEIR ignores the combined environmental impact response to comment L-3.

of the adjacent Balboa Station Specific Plan.

August 22, 2018 Page 3 of 13
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Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR.

L-17 82  “Wheiher the benefits of the proposed project override the environmental L-17  The purpose of the PEIR is to disclose potential impacts of the
impacts that cannot be feasibly avoided or mitigated to a fevel of project to the public. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines, potential
insignificance?” . id ified. includi heth . b
Arguably NO. impacts are identified, including whether impacts may be
Failure to mitigate known significant damage to the environment is signiﬁcant and unavoidable. This comment does not suggest an
unconscionable. Use of the phrase “Significant and Unavoidable” should not be inad inth lvsis of the PEIR
in the vocabulary of City officials. In all cases, “unavoidability” is a conscious Inadequacy in the analysis of the .
decision based upon budget, expediency, and/or flawed philosophy.

L-18 83 “Whether there are any alternatives to the proposed project that would L-18 Chapter 10 of the PEIR provides a “reasonable range of
substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the proposed project and alternatives” pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.
achieve most of the basic project objeclives? . . . . . .
Arguably YES. The alternatives included in the PEIR informs decision making and
The “Low Option” has essentially the same result as the “Medium Option”, yet it public participation because there is enough variation amongst the
is dismissed without serious consideration. . . .

L-19 The “No Option” is not seriously discussed, although it clearly causes the least alternatives that provide a reasonable range. As required under
environmental damage and requires zero mitigation. o CEQA, the alternatives would avoid or minimize significant impacts

L-20 Sometimes a project is envisioned and actively pursued. Then at some point in . . . . - ]
time, setious reckoning reveals that flaws have been uncovered and the idea associated with the project while also meeting the project
must be scrapped. Successful financial mangers know that money already objectives. The alternatives are compared to the impacts of the
spent is a “sunk cost” and has no future value. Every day, a viable project must . . . . .
demonstrate that the next dollar is worth spending. Perhaps the Morena project and are assessed relative to their ability to meet the basic
Corridor Specific Plan never made sense? Perhaps it simply needs to be objectives of the project.
freshly re-imagined?

] L-19 It is assumed that the “No Option” is referring to the No Project
= (REIREasapha s Rakiss: Alternative described in Section 10.1 of the PEIR. The No
9.1 Land Use: © ; i i

L-21 The project is also consistent with all goals and policies of the Clairemont Mesa Project/Adopted Plan. Altematlve. 1S evalyated t(? the degree
Community Plan ...” necessary for a project alternative consistent with the CEQA
This statement may ba true If the project complies with the Clairemont Mesa Guidelines and offers adequate opportunity for a contrasting
Community Plan from 1989. But it is premature to speculate if it is compliant . . .
with the upcoming Clairemont Community Plan Update. comparison between the alternative and the proposed project.

See, also, response to comment L-18.

L-20  Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

L-21  The analysis of policy consistency contained in PEIR Section 6.1.3
under Issue 1 addresses consistency with adopted plans and
policies and does not address consistency with the upcoming
Clairemont Community Plan update as that plan is not finalized.

August 22, 2018 Page 4 of 13
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L-22
L-23

L-24

L-25

L-26

L-27

George Henderson Comments
Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

92

9.3

Transportaticn and Circulation:

{Reference the discussion in #7 above.)

« Impacts 6.2-1, 6.2-3 & 6.2-5 are identified mitigators which the city refuses to
implement.

+ Impacts 6.2-8, 6.2-9, & 6.2-10 are identified mitigators which will not be done

in the foreseeable future because it is inconvenient for the City to cooperate

with CalTrans or SANDAG.

We have seen similar excuses in the PEIR for the Balboa Station Specific

Plan. Failure to mitigate would indicate failure, not success, of this specific

plan. No aoccupancy permits for projects within the Specific Plan Area should

be issued unless and until these mitigators are installed.

« Impact 6.2-10 also includes an embarrassingly speculative comment about
some proposed facilities that “might help”. Speculation is inappropriate in a
professional document like this PEIR.

Noise:

The Specific Plan's noise prefiles indicate areas that are already experiencing
uncomfortably loud surroundings. Build-out of the specific plan would increase
the already uncomfortable ambient noise by 3dB to 5dB, which is characterized
as "less than significant’. Discretionary development will have specific review
processes, but the Specific Plan opens the door to many projects that will
require only ministerial review.

| had to refresh my memory of logarithm mathematics to understand the health
risks of the increased noise level.

Hearing damage is most often caused by continued expeosure to loud noise.
Pressure imposed upon the eardrums by sound is measured in decibels. A3dB
increase means that sound pressure has doubled. A 5dB increase indicates
tripling. Sadly, although damage is occurring, the ear can barely discern a 3dB
change.

This increase in damaging sound pressure hardly seems “insignificant” when
you understand the measurements.

Those people who become residents in Tecolote Village will not be happy with
outdoor traffic noise. But they’ll get used to it after a while, ... after they've
suffered permanent hearing loss.

L-22

L-23

L-24

L-25

L-26

The referenced mitigation measures would be inconsistent with
the mobility goals of the Specific Plan, and thus, were not included
in the Specific Plan.

The referenced mitigation measures would be under the authority
of Caltrans. Improvements that are outside of the City's authority
cannot be guaranteed to be implemented and are, therefore,
found to be significant and unavoidable. Nonetheless, mitigation
measure 6.2-10 would require the City to coordinate with Caltrans
to address ramp capacity at impacted on-ramp locations.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Mitigation measure 6.2-10 would require the City to coordinate
with Caltrans to address ramp capacity at impacted on-ramp
locations; however, as described in response to comment L-23,
even with implementation of mitigation measure 6.2-10, impacts
would be significant and unavoidable, as improvements are
outside of the City's jurisdiction.

PEIR Section 6.3.4, Issue 1 addresses ambient noise. As described
in this section, the threshold for addressing ambient noise is as
follows:

“A significant impact would occur if build-out of the Specific Plan
would result in traffic noise levels that exceed the significance
thresholds for traffic noise (see Table 5-2). Per the City's
significance thresholds, if the proposed project is currently at or
exceeds the significance thresholds for traffic noise, then an
increase of more than 3 decibels (dB) is considered significant. If
an area is currently exposed to noise levels that do not exceed the
land use compatibility guidelines and noise levels were to result in
greater than a 5 dB(A) increase, then the impact would be
considered significant.”
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L-26 (cont.)

L-27

As shown in PEIR Table 6.3-4, the increase in ambient noise due to
implementation of the Specific Plan would be less than 3 dB for all
roadway segments except the segment of Friars Road west of
Napa Street. The PEIR analysis shows that as future noise levels
relative to land uses along this roadway are compatible with City
standards and the increase in noise would be less than 5 dB,
impacts along this segment would be less than significant. This
analysis considers both discretionary and ministerial projects and
shows that implementation of the Specific Plan would not result in
significant ambient noise impacts. See also response to comment
L-27.

As described in PEIR Section 2.3.3.2.c., under controlled conditions
in an acoustics laboratory, the trained, healthy human ear is able
to discern changes in sound levels of 1.5dB(A) under certain
conditions. Outside such controlled conditions, the average
healthy ear can barely perceive a change of 3 dB(A); a change of 5
dB(A) is readily perceptible; and an increase (decrease) of 10 dB(A)
sounds twice (half) as loud. The comment appears to indicate that
hearing damage can occur even where noise level increases are
imperceptible; however, the comment does not provide any
factual basis for the comment. Thus, a more detailed response
cannot be provided.
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L-28

L-29

L-30

L-31

L-32

L-33

L-34

George Henderson Comments
Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

9.4 (Construction) Noise & Vibration:
The analysis assumes that projects’ peak noise generation generally lasts one
year, and normally consists of pile driving plus cperation of any three major
pieces of power equipment. The Specific Plan’s large development parcels
would most likely have more than one project generating simultaneous noise.
New residents will take occupancy while their homes are surrounded by heavy
construction.
The exposure of sensitive auditary receptors to excessive noise levels is listed
as a “Significant and Unavcidable” impact of the Specific Plan. | find it hard te
accept that conclusion. Vague references to “feasible mitigation measures” are
obviously inadequate; buildout of this Specific Plan would likely reguire a
dedicated responsible noise “Czar’.

85 :
The obstruction of public views and alteration of neighborhood character that
would occur with adoption of TODEP (Transit Oriented Development
Enhancement Program) are correctly identified as “Significant”. The
document’s twisted logic also calls it “Unavoidable”.

| call it “Unacceptable and “Easily Avoidable”.

9.6 AirQuality:

The PEIR calculates and readily admits that significant increases of emissions

are unavoidable under this Specific Plan.

« Since density is increased, people move into the Plan area. They bring their

emissions with them; concentrating their impact in Linda Vista and Clairemont

as opposed to distributing it throughout the county.

No evidence is offered that alternative transportation will significantly impact

pollution; in fact the emissicns caused by operating the transit system seem

to have been ignored.

« Traffic pollutant analysis fails to incorporate increased emissions caused by
idling cars. Increased idling time is the direct result of failure to mitigate traffic
jams caused by this Specific Plan.

9.7 Enerqgy - Transportation Energy Use:
‘... per-capita vehicle fuel use is expected to decline when the proposed project
becomes operational.” This statement is misleading and irrelevant. Per-capita
measures are of no interest. Absolute total emissions are what we breathe, and
we will be breathing more pollution. Much of that pollution will come from
vehicles, and these vehicles will belong to the Specific Plan Area's residents.

Additional transportation energy will be wasted by motarists who are impacted
by unmitigated traffic congestion that results from this Specific Plan.

L-28

L-29

L-30

L-31

As detailed in the PEIR Section 6.3, construction activities related to
implementation of Specific Plan would potentially generate short-
term noise levels in excess of 75 dB(A) Leq at adjacent properties.
While the City regulates noise associated with construction
equipment and activities through enforcement of its noise
ordinance standards (e.g., days of the week and hours of
operation) and imposition of conditions of approval for building or
grading permits, there is a procedure in place that allows for
variance from the noise ordinance. Due to the highly developed
nature of the Specific Plan area with sensitive receivers potentially
located in proximity to construction sites, there is a potential for
construction of future projects to expose existing sensitive land
use to significant noise levels. While future development projects
would be required to incorporate feasible mitigation measures,
including mitigation measure 6.3-1, impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable due to the close proximity of sensitive
receivers to potential construction sites.

See response to comment L-28.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Air quality impacts are generally assessed at the air basin level and
not individual communities because air emissions do not stay
confined to a specific community due to air flow. For a discussion
of air quality impacts, see Section 6.4 of the PEIR.
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L-32

L-33

L-34

Emissions associated with the use of transit is not evaluated in this
PEIR as the project does not involve construction of transit
facilities; rather, it identifies appropriate land uses in proximity to
high-quality transit. However, it is widely recognized that a shift to
the use of alternative transportation over single occupancy
vehicles would reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and automobile
emissions. For trains and buses, the amount of energy used per
passenger is far less than fuel consumed by single-occupancy
vehicles. With respect to trolley-related emissions, it is noted that
the trolley is operated on electricity.

Section 6.4.3 of the PEIR includes an analysis of impacts related to
sensitive receptors due to localized carbon monoxide hot spots
associated with idling traffic. Carbon monoxide hot spots occur
nearly exclusively at signalized intersections operating at LOS E or
F. Based on the Transportation Impact Analysis prepared for the
Specific Plan, the only signalized intersection that would operate at
a LOS E or F is the intersection of Denver Street and Clairemont
Drive, which is projected to operate at LOS F during the morning
and evening peak hours. However, the traffic volume at this
intersection would be less than 31,600 vehicles per hour, which is
below the screening threshold for a potential CO hotspot.
Therefore, the Specific Plan is not anticipated to result in a CO hot
spot.

Per capita evaluation of energy use and vehicle fuel is an
appropriate measurement of energy consumption because it can
measure per capita reductions in energy consumption associated
with the use of transit or implementation of energy-efficiency
measures, rather than providing a mass emission evaluation that
would primarily show increases in energy consumption associated
with population growth. A mass emission evaluation would not
allow energy efficiency improvements to be measured. Refer also
to response to comment L-33.
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George Henderson Comments
Meorena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

9.8
L-35

99
L-36

L-37 10

10.1

10.2

10.3

10.4

Public Services:

Palice, Park & Recreation, Fire Protection, Libraries, and Schools are not
analyzed. Facilities, services, and capabilities are deemed adequate per
Section 2.3.13.3; with decisions and facilities planning deferred to others. This
seems to simply push an impending issue down the road.

Population milestones should be created that will automatically trigger facility
and staffing decisians.

Public Utilities:

Water supply projections are based upon manageable, relatively shart,
droughts. Few California residents, outside of our Public Utilities Department,
believe that dry conditions will only rarely persist beyond three years.

Our PUD has perhaps the worst reputation of all City services. Just last month
a scathing audit resulted in the hiring of a new deputy chisf operating officer.

| recommend that the water availability report contained in this PEIR should be
reviewed and approved by the new deputy chief.

Suspicious Accuracy of All Numerical Data In This PEIR

Numbers are presented in a way that implies impossibly extreme accuracy.
There is a high likelihood that conclusions are derived in a statistically irrelevant
manner. Examples follow:

(ref §2.3.8.1) Transportation emissions for 2015: Exactly 169.4 Million Metric
Tons (MMT). This number implies accuracy to four significant digits. Whoever
created this table of data is guaranteeing accuracy within 0.01%

(ref §2.3.8.2) Electricity [generation?] created exactly 3,116,398 MMT of
emissions in 2010. Whoeever created this table of data is guaranteeing
accuracy within 0.000001%

(ref §2.3.8.3) Exactly 100,093 MMT of emissions will be created in the Specific
Plan area during 2018. Whoever created this table of data is guaranteeing
accuracy within 0.0001%

In the above examples, the data is likely accurate within about +/- 5%. That
level of confidence would be better presented as: 170 MMT,; 3,100,000 MMT;
and 100,000 MMT respectively.

Conclusions of this PEIR may be flawed if the data is presented with
exaggerated accuracy. There is a good chance that impacts of significant
changes to emissions and traffic are being understated due to rounding errors.

L-35

L-36

L-37

Analysis of impacts to public services (police protection, fire
protection, schools, libraries, and parks and recreation) are
assessed in Chapter 6.13 of the PEIR. The analysis is adequate for a
program-level evaluation as there are mechanisms in place for
future development to fund necessary services through
Development Impact Fees.

PEIR Section 6.14.3 evaluates water supply. Appendix H of the PEIR
includes a Water Supply Assessment for the Linda Vista portion of
the Specific Plan area where density changes are proposed that
could result in additional water demand. The Water Supply
Assessment evaluates water supplies that are, or will be, available
during a normal, single-dry year, and multiple-dry year (20-year)
period, to meet the estimated demands of the build-out. The water
supply is adequate as it considers multiple-dry year scenarios and
includes projections over a 25-year period, consistent with water
supply planning requirements.

The PEIR has been prepared consistent with the rules and
requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. Data is
presented in a way to provide an understandable and objective
assessment of project impacts. In the manner of presenting GHG
emissions, Tables2-4, 2-5, and 2-6 summarize quantities of
emissions for statewide, City, and the project area. Because CARB
and City sources utilize different mathematical rounding, it does
not negate the ability to compare overall emissions for each sector
(i.e., transportation, residential). The overall discussion allows the
reader and decision maker alike to evaluate GHG emissions at the
state, City, and local (project area) levels.
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L-38

L-39

L-40

George Henderson Comments
Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

10.5 Appendix D1, which predicts Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), seems to
purposely make light of the need for statistically relevant numerical accuracy.
Conclusions are presented with numbers such as “158,367,079" while some of
the data input is presented as "3.68", "43.52", “0.20", "0.001871", and my
favorite “3%" ... Many calculated values involve an estimated number [of
vehicles, square feet, etc] multiplied by some percentage factor.

It is unlikely that the bottom line calculations for VMT are accurate within 10%.
All of the inputs appear to be gross estimates. Thus, this analysis would be
better described as a “guesstimate”.

Use of Vehicle Miles Traveled is a deeply flawed methodology for predicting air
pellutants when the project results in unmitigated damage to the smocth flow of
traffic.

The methodology for predicting VMT is no better than the accuracy of input to
the computer model. In this case, we don't know if the unmitigated delays were
accounted for, but we do know that the accuracy of input data is inconsistent.
Evidence suggests that Appendix D1, the VMT report, should not be used as a
decision-making tool.

1 PEIR 2.3.11.2 Flooding
The Specific Plan area seems to partially fall in the 100-year flood plain and
fully under dam inundation area. Climatologists predict frequent events that
exceed the intensity of even 100-year storms. Does this stress the retention
capabilities of our dams? Maps of flood plains seem to be included without
comment in the PEIR.

12 PEIR 3.3.7.2 “Amendment to the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan”
{Reference my comment #6 above. Removal of Morena Boulevard traffic lanes
may be recommended, but not implemented, by this Specific Plan.)

Change the text of Paragraph 3.3.7.2 as follows:
Amendmentteo Recommendation for the Clairemont Community Plan
Update
“The proposed project includes an-amendmentto a recommendation for the
Clairemont Mesa Community Plan Update to implement proposed mobility
changes along Morena Boulevard. Specifically, Figure 22 and the
Recommendations for Street Improvements Section of the Transportation
Element weuld-be-amended-to reflect the reclassification of Morena Boulevard
as a 3-lane collector.

Change the text in Table 3-2 to be consistent with the above.

L-38

L-39

L-40

Data rounding in Appendix D is presented appropriately based on
the values presented. Appendix D-1 describes the methodology for
determining a projection of VMT with plan build-out. The analysis
does not intend to provide a definite number of future VMT, rather
is an estimate based on a number of factors. Additionally, the air
emission estimates do take into account LOS of roadways due to
the effect of congestion on emissions.

A discussion of impacts related to flooding and dam inundation is
located in Section 6.11.3 of the PEIR. Impacts related to flooding
and dam inundation were determined to be less than significant.

The proposed project includes the processing of an amendment to
the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan to reflect the proposed
mobility network presented in the Specific Plan. No revisions to the
PEIR are necessary.
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L-41

L-42

L-43

L-44

George Henderson Comments
Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

13

14

15

16

PEIR 3.3.8 Amendment to [Linda Vista] Land Development Code

| object to the removal of Linda Vista’s 30-foot height overlay zone unless that
change is specifically recommended by a vote of their Morena Corridor Specific
Plan Ad-Hoc Sub-Committee, and all signhificant impacts are effectively
mitigated.

PEIR 3.3.9 Impact Fee Study

{Reference my comment #7 above.)

This paragraph refers to the nearly indecipherable mystery of developer fees
and Public Facilities Financing Plans. A private citizen can hardly be expected
to navigate that very specialized world of municipal finance. But it is
appropriate to re-state a citizens expectation of those who created this Specific
Plan: Find a a way to mitigate the significant impacts before you cause them.
Do No Harm!

PEIR 5.1.6 San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan

In 2004 the Regional Plan identified “Urban Sprawl” as an issue that needed to
be managed. Those involved were certainly thinking of horizental sprawl ...
citizens who make their residences in the suburbs.

Today we see a different type of sprawl — skyward! San Diego’s downtown
skyline hardly resembles what existed in 2004. This is great for those residents
who crave the big city atmosphere, but that skyward momentum is now
sprawling outward.

Hillcrest, North Park, UTC, etc. Where will the sprawl end? Like it or not, this
Specific Plan is advocating an extension of the downtown-like environment.
Approval of this Specific Plan would further endanger a disappearing species ...
San Diego's single family neighborhoods.

PEIR 5.2.2.1 SANDAG Regional Bike Plan

This paragraph refers one of several reports that have been generated to
espouse the vision for safe bicycle mokhility. It is notable that prior
recommendations for Class | or Class |l bicycle paths along Morena Boulevard
have now somehow escalated to a recommendation to decommission an
already heavily used traffic lane.

L-41

L-42

L-43

L-44

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

The referenced section of the PEIR describes the Impact Fee Study
being prepared for the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area
that would provide a facility analysis to identify potential funding
sources for public facilities financing. Part of this analysis results in
the establishment of updated development impact fees that are
paid at the time development is proposed. See also response to
comment J-10.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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George Henderson Comments
Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

17 PEIR 5.8.3.2 City of Villages Streategy
A logical flaw found can be found in many parts of the PEIR document. The
author uses an indefinite premise to arrive at a certain conclusion. One
example is found in the second paragraph of this section:
“Locating different land uses lypes near one another can decrease mobile
emissions. Thus, the development of dense urban “villages” would generate
less GHG emissions.”
Somehow the potential of decreasing mobile emissions assures victory in the
fight to reduce greenhouse gases.

L-45

18 PEIR 6.1.e San Diego River Park Master Plan

L-46 This specific plan does very little to provide improved access to Mission Bay
Park. The route to and from Morena/Linda Vista Transit Station is tortured for
casual bicyclists and inconvenient for pedestrians.
There was much discussion at public meetings regarding improved access at
the Clairemont Drive Station. The existing Clairemont Drive bridge over -5 is
clearly intended for motor vehicles. This Specific Plan proposes to define
bicycle lanes with delineators. That is not compatible with freeway ramps and
unmitigated miles-long queues caused by this plan’s density.
The Clairemont community expressed clear preference for a dedicated
pedestrian/bicycle bridge. This Specific Plan’s authors did not deem it
necessary to acknowledge the bridge idea.

19 PEIR 6.2 Transportation and Circulation

L-47 19.1 Morena Boulevard Traffic Study: The traffic counts were taken in February,
2014 and October, 2015, but the traffic study was not completed until June,
2018. Arguably, much has changed during the intervening four years. In
particular, thanks to SANDAG's trolley construction detour on Morena
Boulevard, we now have real time visualization of the impacts caused by
closure of one southbound lane.
The community has repeatedly asked that traffic counts be taken during the

detour. Those requests have been ignored, as the plan’s authors have chosen

to use calculated conjecture rather than real data.
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L-45

L-46

L-47

The referenced PEIR section is not a part of the environmental
analysis, rather is a discussion of the regulatory framework
applicable to greenhouse gas emissions. Trip generation
assumptions for land uses in proximity to transit do take
advantage of trip reductions to account for a share of trips that
would use transit instead of single-occupancy vehicles. To make
the referenced citation more consistent with its intended purpose,
a revision to the language in Section 5.8.3.2 of the PEIR has been
made to reflect the word could instead of would.

See response to comment L-7.

The comment calls into question the validity of the traffic count
data. The analysis utilized counts from the initial Morena
Boulevard Station Area Plan Final Report (2014). These counts
were validated with additional counts in October 2015 conducted
in support of the Morena Corridor Specific Plan and accompanying
Transportation Impact Analysis (provided as Appendix B of the
Draft PEIR), and included in Appendix A of the Transportation
Impact Analysis. City of San Diego standards require traffic counts
be conducted within two years from the NOP of the environmental
document to be deemed valid. The NOP was issued on October 7,
2016; therefore, the counts are valid. Refer also to response to
comment L-14.
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L-48

L-49

L-50

George Henderson Comments
Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

19.2 Additive Traffic Impact of Adjacent Specific Plans: The traffic study for this
Morena Corridor Specific Plan is dated June, 2018.
The traffic study for the Balboa Station Area Specific Plan is dated December,
2017.
The twe plan areas are immediately adjacent, their individual specific plans
underwent concurrent development and are now under concurrent review.
Significant traffic impacts are caused by both projects at overlapping
intersections and roadway segments,
It is inexcusable that both traffic studies ignere their additive impact upon the
community. This Specific Plan offers four alternatives, while the Balboa Specific
Plan has three. Twelve new iterations of existing data by the traffic engineers
could help the decision makers avoid a critical mistake.

19.3 2 ice: Several rows of data would
appear to indicate a significant Level-Of-Service degradation. However, this
table says “Not Significant” with a footnote.

“2 Intersections at the ends of the segment and peak hour arterial analysis for the same
segment are calculated to operate at an acceplable LOS with the proposed project.
Therefore, Impacts are less than sighificant.”

It is difficult to accept that, theoretically, the impact upon these roadway
segments are insignificant. (e.g. Morena Boulevard from Tecolote Road to
Buenos will deteriorate from LOS “F’ with 16,000 daily trips, to an even worse
LOS “F" with 25,100 daily trips.”

20 Page 6.3-14 Noise Mitigation
(Refer to my comment #9.3 above)
| was surprised to read this text:
“... noise levels up to 65 CNEL [Community Noise Equivalent Level — a type of
weighted average] for single-family residential and up to 70 CNEL for mufti-family
residential are considered conditionally compatible, since interior noise levels can be
reduced to 45CNEL through simple means, such as closing/sealing windows and
providing mechanical ventilation. Additionally, as stated in Section B of the General
Plan Noise Element, although not generally considered compatible, the General Plan
conditionally allows multi-family and mixed-use residential uses up to 75 CNEL in
areas affected by motor vehicle traffic noise with existing residential uses.”
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L-48

L-49

L-50

As stated in Appendix G of the Transportation Impact Analysis,
"The calibration and model run for the Morena Corridor Specific
Plan Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) was performed in
conjunction with the adjacent Balboa Station Area Plan project."
Refer also to response to comment L-3.

For roadway segments that are forecasted to operate at LOS E or F
with the project, the allowable increase in V/C ratio is 0.02 at LOS E
and 0.01 at LOS F. If vehicle trips from a project cause the V/C ratio
to increase by more than the allowable threshold, this would be
considered a significant project traffic impact. Also, if the project
causes a street segment that was operating at an acceptable LOS
to operate at LOS E or F, this would be considered a significant
impact. In addition to this general methodology, the PEIR further
evaluated potential impacts using the Highway Capacity Manual
arterial analysis to provide a more accurate indication of LOS. With
respect to the roadway segments of Morena Boulevard from
Knoxville Street to Linda Vista Road (the roadways indicated in
Table 6.2-2 with footnote 2), the peak hour arterial analysis shows
an overall acceptable LOS (see peak hour arterial analysis
worksheets in Appendix H of the Transportation Impact Analysis,
Appendix B of the PEIR). Therefore, the five study segments of
Morena Boulevard from Knoxville Street to Linda Vista Road would
operate acceptably and result in less than significant impacts.

This comment restates existing General Plan noise compatibility
standards and does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR.
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L-51 20.1 To put this in the context of Table 2-1, 45 dB(A) is relatively quiet. (Imagine a
dishwasher running in the next room.)
65 dB(A) would be like someone shouting at you, or running a vacuum cleaner
about 12 feet away.
75 dB(A) is like standing five feet from a blender.

Clearly, not many of these new residents will be able to enjoy the outdoors.
Imagine this difficult choice:

Free ventilation with open windows, but risk long-term hearing loss.

—or-

Use those “simple means” ... mechanical ventilation/air conditioning with its
high electrical bills.

L-52 20.2 Other pollutants Caused By Excessive Noise
High outdoor noise levels in residential areas create airborne pollutants and
greenhouse gases! Electricity must be generated to power air conditioning
systems. The authors of this document failed to connect that dot.
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L-51

L-52

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Excessive noise does not create airborne pollutants and
greenhouse gases. GHG emissions associated with building energy
use, which include air conditioning, is addressed in Section 6.8 of
the PEIR. Specifically, the methodology used to estimate building
energy emissions is discussed on Page 6.8-2 and the emissions are
summarized in Table 6.8-2 on page 6.8-5.
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L-54

George Henderson Comments
Morena Corridor Area Specific Plan — Draft PEIR

21 5,700 JOBS LOST IF THIS SPECIFIC PLAN IS IMPLEMENTED
Page 8-2, 2nd Paragraph: Lwas surprised and shocked to read this bit of data
that was buried within & page of text near the end of this PEIR:

"The current population within the Specific Plan area is estimated to be 2,659
residents and 10,155 employees. Under the adopted Clairemont Mesa and
Linda Vista community plans, build-out within the Specific Plan area is
estimated to result in a population of approximately 3,930 residents and 10,922
employees. With the proposed project, the population would increase within the
Linda Vista Community Plan area to an estimated 14,000 residents and 4,181
employees at full build-out.”

This was the first place | noticed any mention of empleyment impacts. If |
understand that data correctly, “Employment” should have been It should have
been highlighted in at least one of the many summaries of “Significant and
Unmitigated” impacts.

This important information seemed to be hidden as a sort of “word
puzzle”, while other, less significant data, was more clearly presented ina
tabular format. Therefore, | created this one:

EMPLOYMENT FACTS:

Existing | Already Specific | Net Added

Today | Approved Plan (Lost)
Population 2,659 3,930 14,000 10,070
Residences 996 1,380 5458 4,072
Employees 10,155 10,922 4,181 (6,741)

In plain English, the net result of this Specific Plan will be to build 4,000
new residences and demolish 6,700 jobs!

Obviously, this version of “Mixed Use” is not an effective means to create
employment in this Specific Plan area.

“Transit Oriented Development” will not improve our environment or
reduce traffic; thousands of people would need to find work and commute
to jobs outside of the neighborhood

This data raises significant questions about the entire premise of the
M Corridor Specific Pl Tl jraft should | - A
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L-54

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15126.2(d), the PEIR addresses
whether the project would accelerate growth that could
significantly affect the environment. As discussed in Chapter 8,
implementation of the proposed project would create employment
opportunities throughout the districts intending to “facilitate the
economic well-being of locally owned and operated businesses
and create ample job opportunities for residents in the Specific
Plan area. These policies serve to facilitate expansion and new
growth of high-quality employment opportunities with access to
transit” (PEIR Chapter 8). The table provided in this comment is a
misinterpretation of information presented in the Specific Plan.
The Specific Plan is estimated to result in an increase in 4,181
employees, not a loss of employees.

These concluding remarks are noted.
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August 27, 2018 Letter M

To: Rebecca Maione, Environmental Planner, City of SD Planning Dept.
Michael Prinz, Senicr Planner, City of SD Planning Dept.

From: Martin Habel, Extremely Concerned Resident of Bay Park

cC James LaMattery
Raise The Balloon

Subject: Comments to PEIR, Morena Corridor Specific Plan

I initial Comments
M-1 | have reviewed the Draft PEIR for the Mcrena Corridor Specific Plan, Project # 582608 released Aug 1, M-1 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
2018 and the final Morena Corridor Specific Plan dated Aug 2018 and have grave concerns on both the analysis of the PEIR

documents. Since the PEIR is reviewing the impact of the Morena Corridor Specific Plan, they are closely
coupled together and therefore | am commenting on both documents in this letter.

Most people will agree that San Diego needs additional housing for all incomes, While the City of San

Diego General Plan adopted in 2008 incorporates the City of Villages strategy, and while the City must
comply with the Climate Action Plan, CAP, The Morena Corridor Specific Plan and the PEIR ignore and

trample the Vision and Guiding Principles of the Morena Corridor Specific Plan shown below.

M-2 1.2. VISION M-2  The PEIR provides an analysis of potential impacts associated with
_ the Specific Plan as required under CEQA. While not a CEQA issue,
Qﬂmm the Morena Corridor as a mixed-use illage that has a viorant communiy core with the Specific Plan would provide a range of housing as detailed in
Q d:::iz f;::t:::z:‘:#:;ﬁl “;2:;;:;':{‘;’:jb::"dﬂgf*:ipﬁ';ﬁz's:]":z::::';:f:; Specific Plan Table 2-2, Land Use Designations. The density ranges
k‘rljﬂdes.employmen:csppur\:unities,suppnrtinginfraslructure.aﬂd public amenities, allow an assortment of housing products to meet many housing
budgets. With respect to the other bullet points in this comment,

I've attended many of the Clairemont Planning Sub-Committee meetings and was there when this Vision please refer to the fO”OWing PEIR sections:

and the Guiding Principles were developed jointly with the Sub-Committee, residents and the City
Planner. They are in direct contrast to the Project Objectives of the PEIR on pages S-2 and 5-3, also
copied below.

e Mode of travel (includes pedestrian and bicycle access): Section

6.2
It appears the Vision and Guiding Principles developed by the residents were ignored by the City. Nearly . .
everything in the Specific Plan and PEIR are in direct conflict with the wishes of the Residents. The e Police and Fire: 6.13
Bppalfie R And PEIR: e Neighborhood Character/Public Views: 6.7
* do notin any way provide balanced residential density that includes affordable housing [ looks
like all development will be luxury appts/condos)
* provide safe and accessible travel for all modes [a lot more on this later)
* provide supporting infrastructure such as police and fire
e “Protect and enhance Marena Corridor’s unique neighborhood character”
MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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M-3 s "Ensure that new development respects general mass, volume and scale of the existing built
environment”
s “Reserve public views of Mission Bay”, “Provide a range of housing options”
e “Ensure safe and efficient travel for pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles”
e “Improve access to Mission Bay Park” {the averpass designs for biking and walking are a disaster
waiting to happen)

This has me very concerned that any new comments from the residents and Clairemont & Linda Vista
Planning Sub-Committees will be ignored as well and that the current project proposed is a foregone
conclusion. So much for community input. What a sham.

M-4 1.3, GUIDING PRINCIPLES

¢ )

» Protect and enhance Morena Corridor’s unique neighborhood character,

« Ensure that new development respects general mass, volume, and scale of the
existing built environment.

« Improve visual quality along Morena Boulevard.
« Preserve public views of Mission Bay.
« Establish a varied and balanced mix of uses.

« Encourage the preservation of existing restaurants and the development of new
restaurants along the Morena Corridor.

+ Provide a range of housing options.
* Integrate new uses that complement the existing neighborhood character,

* Improve Morena Corridor as a place of services, shopping, and small business with a
design district theme.

« Create additional gathering and recreational open space opportunities.
= Improve mobility for all modes of transportation.
- Ensure safe and efficient travel for pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles.

= Improve access to Mission Bay Park.

M-3

M-4

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

The commenter restates the Guiding Principles as stated in the
Specific Plan. No further response in required.
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Project Objectives of the PEIR on pages 5-2 and 5-3:

s Creae a focused long-range plan for the Linda Vista Community Plan area intended to
promote high-density residential and employment oppertunities consistent with the City of
Villages strategy and the Climate Action Plan (CAP), while deferring such land use planning
efforts within the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan area to the Claremont Mesa
Comrmunity Plan Comprehensive Updace.

*  Within the Linda Vista Community Plan area:

o Establish land uses that facilitate transit-oriented mixed-use development in transit
priority areas.

o Leverage regional transit investment and provide critically needed housing by
designating high-density residential and mixed-use development within close proximity
to the transit stations.

Morena Corridor Specific Plan PEIR
Page 5-2

.

+ Enhance multi-modal connectivity between neighborhoods, Mission Bay Park; and the
Clairemont Drive, Tecolote Road, and Morena/Linda Vista trolley stations.

+ Create a complete mobiliy system that promotes access and increases safety for
pedestrians, bicycles, and transit
*  |dentify areas for accessible public gathering spaces and passive recreation opportunities.
Areas of Controversy

On page 5 of the Specific Plan, 1.6 Planning Process, the last bullet point reads

Engage the diversity of people, perspectives, and priorities in the Clairemont Mesa and Linda
Vista communities.

Well it appears you heard us but did not listen. Comments to Table $-1 of the PEIR:

Tahle 5-1 Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts:

Environmental jssue
Land Uise
‘Would the propesed project
conflict with the environmental
goals, objectives, or guidelines of
a General Plan or Community
Plan or other applicable land use
plan or regulation and a5 & result,
cause an indirect or secondary
environmental impact?

While the project may fit with the City’s General Plan, which doesn’t
consider the wishes of residents, | disagree with “Non Requirad” on mitigation and “No Impact” with
regards to our Community Plan. It disregards current height limits, adds traffic, air pollution and affects
our quality of life.

M-5

M-6

The commenter restates the Guiding Principles as stated in the
Specific Plan. No further response in required.

Table S-1 provides a summary of the findings discussed
throughout the PEIR. With respect to the project consistency with
the General Plan or Community Plan, see Section 6.1, which
provides a detail of the project's consistency with applicable land
use regulations, specifically those related to consistency with the
Clairemont Mesa and Linda Vista community plans. As discussed
therein, the proposed project would be consistent with applicable
environmental goals, objectives, and guidelines of the General Plan
and other applicable plans and regulations, with no indirect or
secondary environmental impact resulting. Impacts would be less
than significant.

Impacts related to traffic and air pollution are discussed in PEIR
Sections 6.2 and 6.4, respectively.

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 46

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
February 2019




LETTER

RESPONSE

M-10

M-11

M-12

Transportation and Circulation, Roadway Segments & Intersections, page S-7: The mitigation identified
does not go far enough. We are left with “Significant and Unavoidable” Impacts after mitigation. There is
an easy way to mitigate this - don't increase the population density so ridiculously high!

Transportation and Circulation, Freeway Segments, page 5-8: It states that proposed “improvements are
anticipated to be implemented by the year 2050”. Wow, most of the residents here won't even get to
enjoy these improvements while riding in our funeral processions!

Transportation and Circulation, Ramp Meters, page 5-9: The mitigations listed do not qualify as a
“mitigation”, again leaving us with Significant impacts.

Everything listed in the Transportation and Circulation section results in Significant and Unavoidable
impact levels AFTER mitigation.

Vehicle & Rail Noise, pages 5-10 & 5-11: There are no mitigations listed leaving us with Significant
impacts! We can’t do anything about the trolley but there is an easy way to mitigate Vehicle Noise -
don’t increase the population density so ridiculously highl

Air Quality:

PRI I

Air Quality

Would the proposed project
conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable
air quality plan?

Future operational emissions associated with build-out of land
uses within the Specific Plan are would be greater than
anticipated future operational emissions associated with build-
out of existing land uses under the adopted community plans for
the same area. Therefore, emissions of 0zone precursors
(reactive organic gases and oxides of nitrogen) would be greater
than what is accounted for in the Regional Air Quality Strategy
{RAQS). Thus, the Specific Plan would conflict with
implementation of the RAQS, and could have a potentiaily
significant impact on regional air quality (Impact 6.4-1).

Would the proposed project When considering a worst-case canstruction emission scenario A

result in a violation of any air of 25 percent of all propesed multi-family, office, recail, and pi
quality standard or contribute industrial land uses and roadway surfaces being under er
substantially to an existing or construction at the same time, construction emissions would not | of
projected air quality violation? result in air emissions that would exceed the applicable in
thresholds, resulting in a less than significant impact. re

m

Operational emissions assodated with build-out of the proposed | »
Specific Plan would be greater for all pollutants when compared
to the adopted land uses and the assumptions used to develop "
the RAQS; thus, overall bulld-out of the Specific Plan area would
result in a porendally significant operational emission impact .
(Impact 6.4-2).

Morena Carrider Specific Plan PEIR
Page 5-14

The mitigations listed are not really mitigations at all. By increasing the population density so high with
all these new people’s many vehicles, you leave the current residents to choke on unhealthy air.

M-7

M-8

M-9

M-10

M-11

The commenter provides a statement in which the transportation
impacts found in the PEIR could be mitigated through not
increasing density within the Specific Plan area. As required under
CEQA, alternatives to the proposed project were analyzed and
assessed, which included No Project, Mid-Density, and Low-Density
alternatives. Each of these alternatives would be feasible to
implement and would lessen the overall traffic impacts as
compared to the proposed project.

Community Plans are built out over time, with the year 2050 being
the generally accepted horizon, consistent with SANDAG and other
planning agencies.

The mitigation proposed for impacts to ramp meters (mitigation
measure TRANS 6.2-10) qualifies as feasible mitigation, consistent
with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.
However, because at the program level future improvements are
undefined, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
Candidate Findings would be required by the City upon adoption
of the Specific Plan.

The comment restates the findings of the PEIR. Due to the
Significant and Unavoidable impact findings associated with traffic
impacts, Candidate Findings would be required by the City upon
adoption of the Specific Plan.

The commenter provides a statement in which the noise impacts
found in the PEIR could be mitigated through not increasing
density within the Specific Plan area. As required under CEQA,
alternatives to the proposed project were analyzed and assessed,
which included No Project, Mid-Density, and Low-Density
alternatives. Each of these alternatives are feasible to implement
and would lessen the overall traffic and associated vehicle noise
impacts as compared to the proposed project.
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M-12

The mitigation proposed for impacts associated with the project's
conflicts with air quality plans and violations of air quality
standards (mitigation measures AQ 6.4-1 and AQ 6.4-2) qualify as
feasible mitigation, consistent with the requirements of CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.4. However, with respect to mitigation
measure AQ 6.4-1, because updates to SANDAG population and
employment projections would not occur prior to project approval,
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable until plans are
updated. With respect to mitigation AQ 6.4-2, while identified
regulations would reduce emissions and may preclude many
potential impacts, at the program level future emissions
information is not available, and impacts would remain significant
and unavoidable. Candidate Findings would be required by the City
upon adoption of the Specific Plan.
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M-13

M-14

M-15

M-16

i

[ Visisal Etfects and Nelghborhood Character

Would the proposed project Witnin ine Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area, height
Emits would be increased from 30 feet up to 45 feet without 8
discretlonary permit that wauld nave the pocential o alter visws
of the Frasidio, and Mission fay and the Pacific Ocesn
Additicnally, sdoption of the TODER couid result in significant

None Identifisd Significant and

result in 2 substantial epstruction Unavoldahle
of avista or scenic view froma
public viswing ares ac identfied
In the community plan?
Iimpacts related to public soenic views as the program would
fachitaie new deveiopment in certain areas that could schieve
heights Up £o €5 or 100 feet. Thus, potential Impacts related o
public views associsted with bulld-out of Specific Plan land uses
within the Lina Visia porsion of the Specific Plan ares iniduding
impiemencation of the TODEP would be significant

| The increase in allowe bie denczities and heighs wichin the Linda
izt portion of the Specific Plan area, specifically around sne

None |dentified significant and

Unavaldable

Would the proposed project
resuit in a substanclal alteratlon
(e £ bulk, scale materials or stybe]
0 the exi sting or planned
tadoated) charager of the area?

| existing and planned transit stations within the Morena Station

| and Tecoloze Village districrs, could aker tne existing
neighborheod cheracter of the ares and resuit In an inerease in
the bulk of bulldings compared to tne existing condition.
Additienally, future development under the TODEP could further
alter neighborhood character due to increased heights and

Environmenial Issue Results of Impact Analysis

density compared to the existing condition. Impacts would be

significant.

It's apparent that The Vision and Guiding Principles of the Specific Plan have been disregarded. You will
actually be blocking our Vision!

Public Services & Facilities, pages 5-26 & 27: The high density plan will have significant effects on
response times from Police and the Fire Department. The PEIR already identifies that Fire Station 25, the
only facility serving the corridor, has a response time of 8 min and 53 sec, well above the target of 7 min
and 30 sec (page 6.13-4). The PEIR alsc identifies that more schools will be needed. Every new
development MUST cover the costs to add these needed public services.

| will now address two main topics within the PEIR and Specific Plan, Land Use and Zoning, and
Mobility/Transportation/Safety.

. Land Use and Zoning:

Table 3-1
Existing and Future Resldentlal Dwelling Unlts and Non-Reside

Adopted Adopted
Dwelling Residential | Community Plan Community Plan Proposed Residential
Units 5 Dwelling Units Rion-Resi ial SF | Dwelling Unins SF
996 3,141,500 1,386 5,385,900 7,016 2,684,300

The first bullet of Section 3.2, Praoject Objectives, page 3-2 states the objective is “intended to promote
high residential density...”. Again, while this s in line with the City of San Diege General Plan it is not
what the residents or Clairemont & Linda Vista Planning Sub-Committees wanted or planned for. The
above table shows a 7-fold increase in the number of dwelling units proposed, almost 6,000 more than
the adopted community plan! While the city may think that these people will not own cars and ride
public transit, reality will be that each unit will have 2-3 cars, especially if the units are luxury as we've
been hearing. That's 12,000 to 18,000 additional vehicles that potentially (F'll use one of your words that
you often use), could be on the streets of our community. Where will they park all these vehicles?

M-13

M-14

M-15

M-16

The comment restates the findings of the PEIR. Due to the
Significant and Unavoidable Impact findings associated with
aesthetic impacts, Candidate Findings would be required by the
City upon adoption of the Specific Plan.

As discussed in Section 6.13.3 of the PEIR, as development occurs,
each project will be evaluated by emergency service personnel and
will be required to pay Developer Impact Fees. Fire suppression
will be required through compliance with City fire safety policy and
regulations regarding placement of fire hydrants and water lines,
and the requirements for fire sprinkler systems. Payment of these
fees would ensure impacts to fire/life safety protection are less
than significant.

As discussed in Section 6.13.3 of the PEIR, Future residential
development that occurs in accordance with the proposed Specific
Plan would be required to pay school fees as outlined in
Government Code Section 65995, Education Code Section 53080,
and Senate Bill 50 to mitigate any potential impact on district
schools.

As detailed in Chapter 3.0 of the PEIR, new and improved parking is
designated throughout the Specific Plan area. Additionally, the
Specific Plan includes policies to promote structured parking.
Additionally and with respect to adequate parking, planning for
high-density residential development near high-quality transit is a
focus of the City General Plan City of Villages Strategy, the City's
Climate Action Plan, and is consistent with SANDAG strategies
identified in the Regional Plan. The intention would be the
promotion of transit and the lessening of the need for individual
automobile use throughout the Specific Plan area.
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M-17

M-18

Table 3-3 below shows that the current height limit of 30 Feet for residential and commercial buildings
{45 for commercial with a permit) is being tossed out the window for a standard 45 foot height limit,
50% higher! Plus in the Morena station area it can go as high as 65 feet, over double, and at Tecolote
station it goes over 3 times as high to 100 feet!!! So much for protecting our views! | really get a kick out
of this statement on page 5-2 of the PEIR. Wow.

Community and Specific Plans are important because they contain specific policies that protect
community character. Future public and private projects will be evaluated for consistency with
policies in the community plans and applicable Specific Plans.

Existin Proposed
Density | Max Height ] ‘ Density I Max Height |
Land Lises (duacre £} FAR Land tises {du/acre) {feet) FAR

Resldentlal Uses

Resigentlal - Low 5-9 20 L Residensial - Low 5-59 45 L
Residenual - Medium 15-30 30 L Resigential - Medium 15-3G 45 3
Resideniial - Medlurn High 30-43 30 L Recident al - Medium High 30.43 45 L
Mobile Home Park L] 30 - Mobile Home Park . 43 s
N lal Uses.

Neighborhood fommercial & 30445 A Neighborhood Cammercial 13 45 #

MNeighbor hood Commercial
Residential Permited
Cornminity Commercial 4 3045 * Community Commercial 15- 54 45 4

1528 45 &

Community Commercial

; 15-29 45 "
Residendzl Permitted
Commurity ¥ill St 48 '
writy Willage =
4
e R {Upto73 ?up ta 65 (up to 4.5 wich
with TODEP) | with TODER) TODEP]
‘ e 0-54 45 L
ilage .
ommunley Vo Upto 109 | wpmite | prosowmn
Tecolote Statien g
with TODEP) | with TODEF} TODEP]
General Commercia h 30/45' ¥ Genera Commercia % 45 *
Office Comnmercial ¥ 30145 W Office Carnmercial . 45 4
Visitor Cornmercial i 30045 ﬁ Visitor Commercial ¥ 45 S
Indusirial M/A 30/45' " Light Industrial N/A 45 ‘\
Insrcution el o 45 A
Park th 45 A

Spurce: Cigy af 5an Diego, 20176

FAR = floar area ratio

TODEP » Transit Driented Development Enhancement Program
4 Estabfzhed in base zone.

" Up o 45 feet is allowed with & discretionary permit

Section 6.7.2 on page 6.7-1 of the PEIR states:

modified from the City's CEQA Significance Determination Thresholds to reflect the programmatic
analysis for the proposed project. A significant visual effect and neighborhood character impact
could occur if implementation of the proposed project would:

1) Result in a substantial obstruction of a vista or scenic view from a public viewing area as
identified in the commurity plan;

M-17 The comment summarizes information contained in the PEIR
(Table 3-3). This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the PEIR.

M-18 As discussed in Section 6.7.3, the PEIR determined that the
increased height limits would result in significant impacts to scenic
vistas and views for the public views of Mission Bay in the Linda
Vista portion of the Specific Plan area.
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The proposed height limits will definitely have a significant impact on people’s and public views.

M-19  Hemsticnrs.r.8 Impse: Ayl of the PEIR: M-19 The PEIR acknowledges that potential impacts at the program level

TUSUWaYS, o W ULEI ST ITIVETSELLILNS W Ue CONSILURTIL WILTE U LILY S DR LISLIEN IVidnual, s

improwements would support improved lines of sight through the community through use of a grid are unknown WithOUt detaiIEd ProjeCt'SPECifiC development
pattern roadway network. Similarly, the Specific Plan Urban Design Framework encourages : f " A

preservation of public view corridors that are oriented towards natural open spaces and Mission information. Therefore, the term “could” is used. However,
Bay, including views from Milton Streetand (liion Street notwithstanding the use of this term, the PEIR finds impacts
Future projects implemented in accordance with the Spedific Plan would be required to demonstrate related to public views associated with build-out of Specific Plan be

compliance with following relevant policies identified in the Specific Plan: sign ificant.

*  Guiding Principle: Preserve designated public views of Mission Bay.

*  Urban Design Framework: Public view corridors that are preserved and public view sheds
that are oriented towards natural open spaces and Mission Bay.

*  Policy 4.2.19: Utilize street trees to establish linkages bebween blocks and to frame public
Views.

In addition to compliance with Specific Plan policies, future development proposals within the
Spetific Plan area would be required to comply with the development regulations within the LDC
and community plan polices related to public spaces and neighborhood character.

No land use changes are propoesed within the Clairernont Mesa portion of the Specific Plan area, and
the existing 30-foot height limit within that area would remain, therefore, there wolld be no
potential obstruction to scenic vistas or views. Within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan
area, height limits would be increased from 30 feet up to 45 feet without a discretionary permit.
While there are a number of existing buildings of similar heights in the Linda Vista portion of the
Specific Plan area, an increase in the potential for development of buildings up to 45 feet would
have the potential to alter public views of Mission Bay and the Presidio, which are identified in the
Linda Vista Community Plan’s Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone (CPIOZ) and
commercial design standards. Land within the Specific Plan area is relatively fiat and existing views

Morena Corridor Specific Plan PEIR
Page 6.7-2

are generglly already obstructed from existing development and structures; however, areas
surrounding the Specific Plan area (particularly to the east) are located at a higher elevation which
affords views towards the bay and other surrounding viewpoints such as the San Diego River. An
increase in building heights within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area could obstruct
some existing views from these surrounding areas.

The last sentence should say WOULD instead of could.
M-20 districts with approval of a Planned Development Permit (PDP). Within the Communicy Village land
use designation of the Morena Statlon district of the Specific Plan, building heights would be allowed M-20 See response to comment M-19.
up to 65 feet with approval of a PDP and within the Community Village designation of the Tecolete
Village district, building heights up to 100 feet would be allowed with approval of a PDP, These taller
buildings could have the potential to obstruct views of Mission Bay and the Pacific Ocean, which are
identified in the Linda Vista Community Plan. Wnile future development under the TODEP program

Again change “could” to “WOULD",
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M-21

M-22

M-23

under CEQA te determine if scenic views or vistas could be substantially obstructed, it cannot be
known with certainty whether the potentially significant impacts of development under the TODEP
program can be fully mitigated a5 part of the subsequent environmental and permic process. Thus,
at a program level of analysis, adoption of the TODEP could result in signlficant Impacts related to
public scenic views as the program would facliitate new development in certain areas that could
achieve heights up to 65 or 100 feet Thus, potential impacts related to public views associated with
build-out of Specific Pian land uses within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area including
implementation of the TODEP would be significant.

In other words, the new height limits will definitely have a significant and negative impact on people’s
views.

Cumulative Impacts

Future growth within the Specific Plan area in combination with development within surrounding
community planning areas, Including Clairemont Mesa and Linda Vista, has the potential to
cumulatively Impact the visual environment through the design. height, and location of future
buildings. As discussed under Issues 1 and 2. implementation of the Specific Plan, specifically for the
Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area, would result in potentially significant impacts related to
scenic views and neighborhood character. As land uses within the surrounding communities are
developed, particularly the potential land use changes associated with the comprehensive update to
the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan, allowable development intensities and building heights could
be increased, similar to the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area. Considering the planned
transit stop within the Clairemont Mesa portion of the Specific Plan area and the overall goal of the
City to promote transit supportive densities within areas with high quality transit, it is likely that
additional density will be recommencded in this area that would contribute to a cumulative impact
related to scenic views and neighborhood character. Typically, to achieve higher residential
densities, additional height allowances are required, These potential land use changes within the
Specific Plan area and within the broader Clairemont Mesa Community Plan would result in a
cumulatively cansiderable impact related to scenic views and neighborhood character.

Note that in the middle of this paragraph it is stated that there will likely be high density and height limil
changes around the Claremant Drive Trolley Station! Bringing more traffic, more views ruined, more los
of neighborhood character.
WL Ul gl ITaluies  Lial siiiaive Ieigiiudun ool Liidialeel  di W e se  duviei e NTIPaELLS
associated with increase bulk, scale, and height. However, notwithstanding these requirements,
cumulative development within the Specific Plan area and surrounding community plans would
result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to scenic views and neighborhoed character.

significant impacts related to public scenic views as the program would facilitate new development
in certain areas that could achieve helghts up to 65 or 100 feet. Thus, potential impacts related to
public views associated with build-out of Specific Plan land uses within the Linda Vista portion of the
Specific Plan area induding implementation of the TODEP would be significant.

Morena Corridar Specific Plan PEIR
Page 6.7-7

M-21

M-22

M-23

As discussed in Section 6.7.3, the PEIR determined that the
increased height limits would result in significant impacts to scenic
vistas and views. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

A detailed analysis of the project's potential impacts to traffic,
visual quality and neighborhood character is discussed in PEIR
Sections 6.2 and 6.7 (Issue 1 and Issue 2).

The comment restates the findings of the PEIR. As discussed in
Section 6.7.3, the PEIR determined that the increased height limits
would result in significant impacts to scenic vistas and views as
well as neighborhood character.
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TODEP will definitely impact our views and neighborhood character.

6.0 Environmental Analysis 6.7 Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

M-24 Neighborhood Character
: e : : : M-24 The statement relating to the Clairemont Mesa portion of the

The increase in allowable densities and height within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan . . . . ] .
area, specifically around the existing and planned transit stations within the Morena Station and Specific Plan is correct. Traffic-related issues associated with the

Tecolote Village districts could alter the existing neighborhood character of the area and result in an : f . .
increase In the bulk of buildings compared to the existing condition. Additonally, future tOtaIIty of plan changes are discussed in Section 6.2 of the PEIR.
development under the TODEP could further alter neighborhood character due to increased heights

and density compared to the existing condition. Impacts would be significant.

Issue 2 Neighborhood Character

Would the proposed project result in a substantial aiteration (e.g. bulk, scale materials or style} to the
existing or plonned {adopred) character of the area?

No land use changes are propesed within the Clairemont Mesa portion of the Specific Plan ares, and
the existing 30-foot height limit and base zone regulations within that area would remain; therefore,
there would be no substantial alteration to the existing or planned character of the Clairemont Mesa
portion of the Specific Plan area_ |

How can you say this with a straight face? Are the thousands of people and cars from the proposed high
density growth not going to drive, eat, play or visit the Clairemont and Bay Park areas? How will they get
to the freeway? How will they get to Clairemont Drive? Wow.

On page 6.7-5, Linda Vista will have their neighborhoed character scarred forever.
M-25 The PEIR acknowledges that changes in density and development
M-25 Impact 6.7-2: A significant impact related to neighborhood character would occur as & result of

future development within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area due to allowances could result in significant impacts. The Specific Plan
e contains development design policies focused on reducing impacts

to neighborhood character (see Specific Plan Chapter 4.4). The
PEIR finds that at the program-level impacts to scenic vistas/views

6.7.5 Mitigation Framework
& and neighborhood characters are significant and unavoidable as

The Specific Plan identifies a robust policy framework to address potential adverse effects related to the Specific Plan would allow for development that would

scenic vistas/views and neighborhood character. Furthermore, the Specific Plan would require . R L

nrarecsing nf 2 BAS and additinnal FEOA raview far nmiects nranazer nnder tha TONFS nreram potentially block public views of Mission Bay and/or would be at a
Would you please explain this robust policy that is protecting our views and neighborhood character? significantly different bulk and scale as the current development. A

Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required by the
City upon adoption of the Specific Plan.
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M-26  Would you please explain your statement below? The whole objective of your plan is to promote high
density housing. This is written throughout the PEIR and Specific Plan. Chapter 8 of the PEIR is Titled M-26 The comment reiterates Section 7.4 of the PEIR. As discussed
"Growth Inducement” 1! . . . .
therein, the increased density proposed by the project would
. : accommodate growth already anticipated in the San Diego area.
7.4 Population and Housing & y anticp &

While population projections for the Specific Plan area indicate that population will increase over
time, population growth would not result from implementation of the Specific Plan. No land use

Morena Corridor Specific Plan PEIR
Page 7-2

7.0 Effects Found Not to be Significant

changes are proposed within the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan portion of the Specific Plan area
that would accommodate additional growth. While land use changes are proposed for the Linda
Vista Cornmunity Plan portion of the Specific Plan area, the increase in development potential in this
area would accommodate existing growth already projected to occur in the area and would occur as
redevelopment and infill. The proposed project would not displace people or existing housing, as
the Specific Plan would designate planned land uses and zeoning that would accommodate future
development and increase the potential for additional housing. Therefore, no impacts related to
population and housing would occur.

How can you make the statement in the last sentence? What do you mean by “growth already
projected”? What projections?

Chapter 8.0
Growth Inducement

M-27 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15126.2(d), the following M-27 A growth—inducing impaCt would occur If the prOJECt would resultin
growth inducement analysis is required: growth that could not be accommodated (i.e., development of new

Discuss ways in which the propased project could foster econamic or population roads through an otherwise unpopulated area). The proposed
growth, ar the construction of addiu‘onlai hogsing, eithef directly_or indirectly. in the pl’OjECt would allow higher-density residential development and
surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would remove

obstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant employment uses in areas near transit and anng commercial
might, for example, allow for more clonstrucnon in s:?.r\nce arelas). Increases in the corridors thereby fostering an accommodating relationship
population may tax existing community services facilities, requiring construction of

new facilities that could cause significant environmental effects. It must not be between population and facilities consistent with the City of

assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little P f R : [
s b ol v Villages strategy and implementing the policy goals of the City's

Climate Action Plan.
Again, this proposal is all about growing the population in this area,
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Table 10.1 on page 10-3 of the PEIR state that with TODEP, population will grow from 2,659 currently in
the plan area to 16,266 people. This is a huge increase that will have more than significant effects on the
plan area and neighboring areas under every criteria in the impact analysis,

M-28 Switching to the Specific Plan document, | have the following comments on Land Use and Zoning.

The section of the Specific Plan shown below was blank in previous versions, as well as the last draft
available, June 2017, that were provided to the Planning Sub-Cammittees and residents. Therefore, this
information was not available for decisions that were made by the Committees such as removing a lane
from Morena Blvd.

2.1, LAND USE DESIGNATIONS

Table 2-1 shows potential bulldatit within the Table 2-1 - Morera Corrvidar Patential Build-Our

Specific Plan area. Existing 2010 Build Out

I S 5 ities denial O
The land uses and residential intensities are Residential Jopment

illustrated on the Land Use Map (Figure 2-1). {Number of Dweliing Units)

The Land Use Map provides a general guide to Single-Family 27 18
land use discribution and illustrates allocation Multi-Famiry 963 6,898
of residential density, Total Residencial 995 016

Non-Residencial Development

Table 2-2 beginning on page 9 summarizes and {Finor Area Square Footage]

describes the Land Use Designations within the

Lommerdial, 2,990,000 2,535,000
Morena Corridor. Employment, Retail

8 Services

Insritu tianal 150,000 150,600

Total Non-Residential | 3,140,000 2685000

*Rquare foveapes affen rounded estinations.

sSDy

The section of the Specific Plan shown below did not include the height increase in previous versions, or
the last draft available, June 2017, that were provided to the Planning Sub-Committees and residents.
Therefare, this information was not available for decisions that were made by the Committees.

M-28

The Morena Corridor Specific Plan evaluated circulation element
roadways within the Specific Plan area. Study area roadway
segments and intersections analyzed in this transportation and
circulation section are shown on Figure 6.2-1. Chicago Street, Erie
Street, and Frankfort Street are all local roadways outside of the
Morena Corridor Specific Plan area and were not included in the
evaluation.
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Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement Program

The Transit-Oriented Development {TOD) Enhancement Program can be wtlized within the Tecolote
Village District, which is designated Community Village (54 DU/AC) as shown on Figure 2-1. The intent
of the TOD Enhancement Program is to allow for increased residential density to create transit-
criented development that supports the implementation of the CAP and implements the Mobility
and Urban Design policies of the Specific Plan., Tha TOD Enhancement Program allows for the density
range for this area to be increased up to 109 dwelling units per acre through a discretionary review
process. The Program also allows for structure heights up to 100 feer and a maximum floor area ratio
of 5.0 through & public review and decision processes oudined in the Implementation Chapter, A
project using the TOD Enhancement Program must be consistent with the Specific Plan Urban Design
and Mobility policies and conform with the supplemental development regulations outlined in the
Implementation Chapter.

e = sDy
4

On page 15 under Policies is

2.3.3.  Provide a range of housing opportunities, types, and affordability.

| hope affordable housing units will be included. | am hearing that many of the developments in
Tecolote will be luxury units.

In previous versions/drafts of the Morena Specific Plan, in section 2.7, a pocket park was planned
between Ashton and Napier streets, paragraph 2.7.4 of the August 2017 version. It is not in the latest
version. What happened to the park?

1. Mobility, Transportation & Safety

Besides the issues regarding mobility in the Environmental Impact Analysis section above, Section 3.2,
Project Objectives on page 3-2 of the PEIR has the following objectives.

s emp s s b e s remra s w—————

s Enhance multi-modal connectivity between neighborhoods; Mission Bay Park: and the
Clairemont Drive, Tecolote Road, and Morena/Linda Vista transit stations.

e Create a complete mobility system that promotes access and increases safety for
pedestrians, bicycles, and transit.

Connectivity between the Specific Plan area and Mission Bay is not enhanced. The proposed pedestrian
and hicycle modifications to the Clairemont Drive overpass shown below from the Specific Plan are
unacceptable.
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This is completely unsafe. The rubber pylons will not protect anyhady. All you need to do is drive down
Balboa Avenue east of Clairemont Drive to see how many pylons have been taken out by vehicles. The
residents and Planning Sub-Committee have been calling Tor a pedestrian bridge over I-5 for bicycles and
pedestrians to safely travel to and enjoy one of San Diego's greatest treasures, Mission Bay Park. This is
a perfect example of where we were heard but not listened to. | don’t think this is a lot to ask. Peaple,
children will be killed and maimed if they are forced to use the proposed “solution” above. If you drive
up I-5 you will see not 1, but 2 bridges where the new trolley crosses the freeway. In addition an entirely
new overpass is being built between Genesee and La Jolla Village Drive. Seems that La Jollans are worthy
of a new overpass, but not us.

Another location where the proposed mohility plan is unsafe, and not meeting the second objective
above Is the intersection/crossing for people to cross Morena Blvd from the parking lot to the new
Clairemont trolley station. All trolley passengers will be expected to cross Morena Blvd to catch their
trolley at the traffic signals. Inevitably, and probably quite frequently peaple in a hurry to catch the
leaving trolley will run across traffic on Morena Blvd and be killed or maimed. Not only will innocent
people be killed because of the lack of foresight in the City Planning office and SANDAG but the poor
innocents who hit and/or kill these people will be traumatized for life. How many other major trolley
stations in the County have this situation? | would guess very few, if any.

| have a better proposed solution to both problems above. The planned parking area for the Clairemont
station is already at a higher elevation than Morena Blvd. Build a pedestrian/bicycle bridge over Marena
Blvd that has stairs that will drop down to the trolley station. Continue this pedestrian/bicycle bridge
over I-5 to Mission Bay Park. Mission Bay Park is truly a popular destination for pecple from all over the
county. This could encourage people to take the trolley from other parts of San Diego, instead of driving
to the Park. Or they could park in the trolley lot and walk/bike over, alleviating parking issues in Mission
Bay Park. This would truly connect all of San Diego to the park and the beach communities.

Is it possible that the City could encourage the Hilton hotel to help pay for the pedestrian/bicycle
bridge? That way their patrons would be able to take the trolley all over San Diego! The Hilton or the
City could provide shuttles from the station to the hotel. The PEIR already talks about shuttle services an
page 6.2-21.
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The Specific Plan identifies a number of policies that would be supportive of enhanced transit
service, such as coordinating with MTS and SANDAG to provide bus stop shelters and shuttle service
to key destinations such as Mission Bay and Sea World and supporting & shuttle service between
Tecolote Station and the University of San Diego. Overall, the Specific Plan would support General
Plan, community plan, and SANDAG goals related to alternative transportation. Implementation of

T S b e idtl mem el eemmetisme te Ses wlsmmed S8 Cesss Taalias stesleme

| recommend another pedestrian/bicycle bridge be built from the new Tecolote trolley station over |-5
to the vacant lot on the other side for the same reasons listed above to get to Mission Bay Park and
Fiesta Island. This vacant lot is used for OMBAC parking, shuttles to Torrey Pines Golf tournament and
other events. Circus Vargas also sets up there, and races are held on Fiesta Island. Perhaps the City could
get Sea World, OMBAC, Torrey Pines, Circus Vargas and others to help with the cost.

Throughout both the PEIR and the Morena Specific plan there are numerous references to making
streets safe for all types of mobility, examples below. If it is repeated so many times, it must be
important. So please make us safe.

= Transportation Goal 4: Provide safe and pleasant pedestrian walkways and bikeways to
connect residential neighbarhaods, schoals, parks, and comrnercial areas.

5.2.2.5 City of San Diego Pedestrian Master Plan

The Ciy's Pedestrian Master Plan was approved in December 2006 anc
unified citywide guidance to identify high-priority pedestrian improvement:
are to improve safety, accessibllity, connectivity, and walkability. Commu
nrinrity arpas The linda Visra cnmmunity was ranked a< a serond nriar

Regarding the proposed changes to Morena Blvd, eliminating 1 southbound lane, this agreement from
the residents and the Planning Sub-Committee was done before we were made aware of the high
density being pushed upon us.

ob Dve

#* Location Existing Condition Proposed Congiticn

1 | Morena Boulevard from | 4-lane roadway with a 1 lane southbound and 2 lanes
Ingulf Street to Knoxville | bike lane along the west northbound with left-furn pockes at
Street’ side and on-street parking | intersections, a 2-way cycle track

along the east side with along me west side of the roadway,
some areas of on-street and on-street parking along the east
parking along the west side and some areas along the west
side side
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Figure 3-3 - Proposed Cross Section for improvement 1
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Picture above from the Specific Plan. Also note in the picture and many of the other ones in the Plan
shows a concrete buffer between the cars and bikes. Yet you plan to put rubber pylons on the most

dangerous areas, the overpasses!

Due to the extremely high density being proposed | am now totally against removing any lanes from all

of Morena Blvd. Reducing lanes and adding thousands of cars makes absolutely no sense.

In section 6.2.3 Impact Analysis, b. Roadway Segments, the proposed project will increase the number of

unacceptable segments from 8 to 10.
b. Roadway Segments

Under existing conditions, eight roadway segments operate at unacceptable LOS E or F as shown in
Table 6.2-2. With implementation of the proposed project, 10 rcadway segments would operate at
unacceptable LOS E or F(Table 6.2-2). As indicated above in Section 6.2.2, readway segment impacts

Unfertunately, the PEIR does not take into account streets and roads that are out of the Specific Plan
Corridor hut are affected by the Specific Plan. A year or twa ago Clairemont Drive was reduced from 2
lanes to one from Denver Street to Burgener Street to add & bike lane for the 2 or 3 pecple a month who
use it. Not a hill | would ride up! 1 don’t even like walking up it! This has created a major traffic jam and
every intersection between Denver and Burgener now has extremely long waits to get on/off Clairemont
Dr. The increased high density will make Clairemont Drive unusable. The PEIR also doesn’t cover all of
the residential streets Just outside the Specific Plan Corridor like Chicago, Erie, Frankfort that will see
significantly more traffic as people avoid Morena Blvd. This will have a dangerous impact on the families

that live in these areas.
Switching to the Morena Specific Plan on this topic:

Many of the Mobility Goals below are not being met.
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3 | Mobility
(MOBILITY GOALS \

«  Promote community connection, access, and ease of travel by

prioritization of multi madal roadways designed and operated to
enable safe, attractive, and comtortable travel for all users.

Improve mobility for all modes of transportation.

+ Implement long term roadway improvements including restoration of
a grid network through new roadways.

Provide adequate parking for all new development.

+ Ensure safe and efficient travel for pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles.

K Improve access to Mission Bay Park. )

Previously, I've addressed all but the parking. | see nothing in either the PEIR or the Specific Plan that
truly addresses parking. It's bad now, so it will only get worse.

Finally, | recommend that the PEIR and Specific Plan be updated to include a ban on dockless scooters
and bikes. With the trolley and the high density, our neighborhood will be littered with these. Bicycle
docking stations like the “Discover” models are certainly recommended to help with mobility.

V. Plan Alternatives

Table 10.1 of the PEIR compares the density and population of the proposed High Density plan and
the Middle and Low Density Plans.
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Table 10-1 provides a summary of the build-out assumptions for each alternative.

Table 10-1
Auild-out Assumptions by Alternative

Proposed Mo Project/ Mid-Density Low Density
Projec: Adopted Plan | Land Use Plan | Land Uss Plan
Bxisting iwith TODER) Alterniative Alearnative Alternative

Dwwelling Lnies 99 7,016 1,386 4,734 3780
Popu iation’ 2659 16,266 3930 11.153 10,857
Mon Residential Square Feat 3,141,600 2.684.300 3,385,900 2,126,900 3,125,900
Same occupancy as proposed praject

“Total build out numbers incorporate the existing 996 residential units that currently occur within the Specific
Plan area.

TODEP = Transit Oriented Development Enhancement Program

While | don’t like any additional density as any of the 3 options above will significantly impact our
views, neighbornood character, health and probably home values, it would be naive to think
additional density won't be forced upon us. Therefore if we have to make a choice, | recommend
going with the Low Density Plan Alternative as it eliminates TODEP and the height and high density
issues. The Low Density alternative lessens the impact on us and San Diego does need more housing
including affordable housing. Hopefully, the Specific Plan and PE!R will insist on adding affordable
housing.

V. Conclusion

_ M-29 These concluding remarks are noted.
M-29 The City Planners did not listen to the input of the community and instead drove the San Diego General Plan

down sur throats. They did not listen before and I'm not too hopeful they will listen now. | just wish they
and the City Council would truly look at this through the eyes of the current residents here and see what
tragically will happen to our way of life. Many of us grew up here, our whale lives, or moved here many
years ago because of the spectacular views and the family friendly character of this neighborhoed. it
saddens me to see it ruined by people who don’t live here nor understand why we truly love itasitis.

Sincerely,

/ . ) ".'
dn I (
"f?m'f'\:f;—\ 7929
Martin Habel

2047 Galveston Street
Beautiful Bay Park

San Diego, Ca 92110
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Letter N
From: Karen Friedrichs
To: PLY PlanningCEQA
Subject: Morena Corridor Spedfic Plan 582608/5CH No. 2016101021
Date: Wednasday, August 29, 2018 11:18:40 AM

Dear Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner,
N-1 |was at the meeting at USD last night for the discussien of the Morena Corridor N-1 This introductory comment is noted.
Specific Plan. It was stated that comments on the draft PEIR will only be accepted up
to Qctober 1, so | am writing now. I've lived in the Overlook Heights neighborhood
just west of USD and just east of Morena Blvd. for 29 years. | have watched the
N-2  traffic on Morena Blvd. get worse and worse through the years with all of the N-2  For a discussion of traffic-related impacts, see Section 6.2.3 of the
residential, commercial and college traffic. Our neighborhood would be ruined if 6,000 PEIR
more people were living in this small community. The plan shows a couple of streets '
opening up and one lane removed from Morena. This minor road configuration will
not make a dent in the proposed traffic increase. The vast majority of my neighbors N-3 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.
N-3 are vehemently against this glut of humanity and hope the planning commission and
city council will veto this plan.
Thank you,
Karen Friedrichs
1545 Everview Road
San Diego, CA 92110
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Joseph and Sara Bell _
o e Letter O 0-1 Introductory comment noted.
San Diego, CA92110-1556
August 31, 2018 . . X . .
0-2 For a discussion of traffic-related impacts, see Section 6.2.3 of the
Ms. Rebecca Malone PEIR.
Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department . . . . .
5605 hire Drive, MS 413 0-3  With respect to adequate parking, planning for high-density
P e S residential development near high-quality transit is a focus of the
Ms. Malone: City General Plan City of Villages Strategy, the City’s Climate Action
Subject: Written Comments RE: PROJECT NAME: Morena Corridor Specific Plan; PROJECT No.; Plan, and is consistent with SANDAG strategies identified in the
582608 / SCH No.: 2016101021 Regional Plan. The intention would be the promotion of transit and
0-1 1 along with many residents of Bay Ho, Bay Park, Overlook Heights and Clairemont attended the Iessening of the need for individual automobile use throughout
Tuesday's Ad Hoc Subcommittee for the Morena Corridor Specific Plan at USD. the Specific Plan area
0-2 After a lengthy presentation by the two City Planning representatives, the overall
impression/consensus appeared to be the plan doesn’t accurately reflect the potential impact it will . . . . . .
have on our infrastructure and roads. 0-4 For a discussion of traffic-related impacts associated with the
0-3 The high rise building(s) proposed at Tecolate Village, we're told, have automobile usage factored at SpeC|f|c Pla n, see Section 6.2.3 of the PEIR.
less than one automobile per unit. Given the serious lack of mass transit options in San Diego among
many California cities (it's widely known that San Diegans prefer to drive alone vs. car pool), it is , L. .
delusional to expect a sudden desire to ride a bike or take a Trolley to work or to pick up groceries. 0-5 The commenter's positive comment is noted.
04 A big concern is traffic flow onto Interstate 5 North from Tecolate Road. The presentation did not
show an increase in lanes (the female presenter had difficulty making her case) to handle the heavy 0-6 Comment noted, ThlS comment does not Suggest an inadeq Uacy in
demand 5,000+ units will place on our roads especially during morning and evening drive time. .
the analysis of the PEIR.
0-5 Much of the proposed modernization, albeit in illustrative form at this time, of our area appears to
be a major improvement over the seedy mix of commercial and industrial building designs of . . . .
yesteryear. What's more, the haphazard layout of Morena Blvd. and West Morena Blvd. most 0O-7 The comment questions the need for the densification associated
definitel d a do- . This is th itive, . . .
B S S DR S s g with the Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement Program
0-6 The.Plan as presented on August, 28%, at USD, does nc.)t incorporate much of the local’s input given and req uests a ridershi p StUdy be prepa red to show that future
during the past several years. The consensus was to either start over or actually encompass what . i . ) . .
matters most to those who have lived in the affected areas i.e, preserve current height limits, residents will use transit. The City recognizes that it cannot be
reduce the projected number of units to be built at Tecolate Village and Morena Station as well as . . .
install appropriate infrastructure to meet the demands to be placed upon the roadways. guara nteed that future residents will take adva ntage of tra nsit;
0-7 Furthermore, a Trolley ridership study should have been a part hOWGVGr, p|anning for high_density residential deve|opment near
of the planning process and its absence was vehemently denounced by a majority of the attendees. . . L. . .
high-quality transit is a focus of the City General Plan City of
0-8 Lastly, several attendees voiced their consternation at Lorie Zapf, our District 2 City Council member’s f [y : : f f
lack of personal visibility at our meetings. Her rep gave his boiler-plate reason she could not attend; V|Ilages Strategy' the Clty s Climate Action Pla n and is consistent
however, all believe she needs to make an appearance in show of support for our community. with SANDAG Strategies identified in The Regional Plan.
0-8  Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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Page 2

Her latest re-election campaign promotional cards delivered last week to my front door would seem
to contradict her stated support of the character of our community. Up to 100 tall is very much out
of character within our community.

At the conclusion of the meeting, the mood turned toward Ms. Zapf's re-election prospects due to
her absence and the overall belief that years of community input have resulted in the current,
developer-friendly Plan. It is doubtful any affordable units reserved to appease the City’s quest for
affordable housing will be actually set aside upon build-out. What's more, it is doubtful renters will
be given the opportunity to populate Tecolate Village given that the highest and best use for scarce
land is not rentals but owner-occupied units.

The communities affected by the impending modernization make up a sizeable portion of District 2,
Ms. Zapf's District. With elections in about three months, her constituents will not forget her
allegiance or lack thereof in representing the needs and wants of those residents in the path of
transformation.
1 agree with our Ad Hoc Subcommittee Board's decision to not approve the Plan as presented.
Sincerely,

Il /) 4 | - -

| Fopr . Ty s 00
// )f//L 1824 { ) ) Pr el

']oseph and Sara Bell
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P-3

Letter P

September 4, 2018

Project Name: Morena Corridor Specific Plan

Project No.: 582608 / SCH no. 2016101021
To Whom it May Concern:

My name is Abbie Hawkins and | own property in both of the Plan Areas of Claremont Mesa and Linda
Vista. 1 am in full support of this Draft Plan PEIR.

As a resident in this area and as a professional in land use and development, this plan is well thought out
and addresses many of the major issues that this neighborhood possesses. This area currently is an
underutilized wasteland where low density, and vagrancy thrive. | am scarred to ride my bike or go fora
run to the bay in this area due to traffic (and the lack of multiple routes because the streets don't
connect) and the homeless situation. This area needs a breath of fresh urbanism. This area is perfect for
high density, urban infill, mixed use with restaurants that you can walk to or access by public transit. We
need to seriously address the housing crisis in San Diego and higher density and public transit is going to
be the answer to that problem. | urge you to listen to the voices of the younger generations and the
progressives in San Diego instead of the voices who have had their chance to see things the way they
have wanted it for the last 30 years. It is time to address the problems of today instead of trying to keep
everything the way it is (it's not working). We need housing density next to public transit.

I am a little sad to see that the height limit is only 45" and there is no pedestrian access between Morena
Blvd and Mission Bay over I-5.

Thank you for your time.

A gl A Wl

Abbie Hawkins

P-1

P-3

This introductory comment and the commenter's support for the
project are noted.

The commenter’s support for the project is noted.

In regards to pedestrian access to Mission Bay over the I-5, as
noted in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the PEIR,
the Specific Plan identifies policies to coordinate with Caltrans to
provide bridge connections from the Specific Plan area to Mission
Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the Clairemont
Drive/East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road
Bridge. Ultimate construction of a bridge would require further
feasibility analysis including site-specific environmental analysis
and engagement with the community at the time a specific project
is proposed.
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Letter Q
From: WALTER DEAL
To: PLH PlanningCEQA
Ce: Prinz, Michael; Jim LaMattery; info@raisetheballoon.com
Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Camidor Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH Na. 2016101021
Date: Friday, September 07, 2018 1:10:08 PM
Attachments: MorenaPEIRComments(lofS).rtf
MorenaPEIRComments(2afS).rtf
Morena PFIRComments(3afS)tf
Morena PEIRComments(dafS).rtf
MorenaPEIRComments(5of5)
v
PROJECT NAME: Morena Corridor Specific Plan
PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021
RE: Draft PEIR for the Morena Corridor Specitic Plan
Q-1 This email, including five attachments, gives my comments on the Draft PEIR .
for the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. The attachments are in rtf format, Q-1 |ntr0dUCt0ry comment is noted.
which should open i any word-processing program.
The attachments are:
Comments (1of 5): Will the proposed housing in a Pollution Zone be fit for
human habitation? ) ‘
Comments (2 of 5):  Making a bad situation for private vehicles even worse
Comments (3 of 5): Afunny: San Diego has “sufficient water supplies”
Comments (4 of 5):  Pedestrian and bicycle safety — a criminally negligent Plan?
Comments k5 of 5): The Morena Specific Plan and the PEIR advocate increased
population, increased traffic and congestion, increased
demands on already-inadequate water supplies, and
decreased jobs. Thisiswhat City planners call “a
comprehensive long-term plan.’
Q-2 The thrust and the specifics of the Morena Specific Plan and the PEIR clearly Q-2 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
show that the goal of City planners e the analysis of the PEIR.
—is not to minimize energy use and greenhouse gas emissions; to
protect the environment; and to enhance the guality of life of San Diego
residents,
but rather . . :
—is to continue dumb growth; to give short shrift to the health, safety,
and quality of life of San Diego residents; and to maximize the profits of
developers and owners of developable properties,
Predictable, but sad.
Q-3 Note: The City makes much use of the term “smart growth.” The growth Q-3 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in

policies of the City, as exemplified by the Specific Plan and the PEIR, are in fact

“smart” if

éb They are from the perspective of and developed by people with 1Qs below

and/or

2. They are “smart” in the sense of maximizing profits for owners of

the analysis of the PEIR.

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR

66

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
February 2019




LETTER RESPONSE

developers and developable properties, and maximizing the opportunity for
corruption.

Feel free to contact me if T can provide any additional information.

Walter J. Deal
2252 Frankfort Street
San Diego, CA 92110

Note: This email, including attachments, is also available in pdf format at

2] Virus-free. wyww avast.com
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February 2019
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Q-5

Q-6

Q-7

Morena Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)

Comments (1ot 5 Will the proposed housing in a Pellution Zone be fit for human
habitation?

Walter J, Deal

2252 Frankfort Street
San Diego, CA 92110
wjdeal @san.rr.com

Backdrop: The climate in the area of the Morena Specific Plan is one of the most temperate in the
world., Residents typically leave windows open, make minimal use of HVAC svstems, encourage their
children to play outdoors. and spend much time outdoors themselves. The pollution and noise impacting
the housing proposed in the Specific Plan will preclude such a “green” lifestyle, and will require sealed
windows, constantly-running HVAC systems, and minimal time spent outdoors, especially by children
and other sensitive receptors. It would be an interesting exercise to calculate the net energy and
greenhouse gas expenditures from such constraints compared 1o what is saved by some [raction of the
residents using the trolley system instead of privale automobiles. The net savings may be minimal, or
even nepative. Of course, the goal of implementation of the Specific Plan appears not to be to save the
planet, it’s profits for property owners and developers; and whether or not the proposed development
saves energy and minimizes greenhouse gas emissions is irrelevant to the real goals of the Specific Plan.

The housing proposed in the Morena Specific Plan, most of which is close to I-3 and a major railroad
line (a “Pollution Zone™), will be subject to a number of health-related hazards: (1) seismic issues. (2)
air pollution from diesel rail traffic, (3) air pollution from vehicle traftic on I-5, and (4) excessive sound
levels from both rail traffic and vehicle traffic. Twill address each of these issues.

(1) Seismie issues. The proposed housing units will lie on, or within a few hundred vards of, the Rose
Canyon Fault. See especially PEIR sections 2.3.12 and 6.12. The strength and timing of an earthquake
on this fault are uncertain, to say the least; some have projected that a magnitude =7 earthquake is a real
possibility. City planners assure that proper building regulations will ensure the safety of the proposed
housing units. We'll see.

It is imperative that prospective residents be informed of the seismic hazards to which they may
be subjected.

(2) Air pollution from diesel rail traffic. The proposed housing will lie either within, or adjacent to
and downwind of the rail lines. which have been designated as requiring a Proposition 65 warning,
mainly because of diesel exhaust from railroad operations. Such warnings include the dangers of these
emissions causing cancers, and the dangers from other chemicals which cause birth defects or other
reproductive harm.

It is both astonishing and shameful that in its 433 (!!) pages the PETR makes no mention of this
Proposition 63 waming. Indeed, a scarch of the PEIR turned up absolutely no mention of the dangers
from diesel exhaust from railroad operations (the PEIR does discuss diesel exhaust from construction
equipment and vehicle traffic) or the existing Proposition 63 warming for the rail lines adjacent to the
proposed housing. It would be interesting to know who ordered the authors of the PEIR to ignore the
existing Proposition 63 warning, which is very relevant to the housing proposed in the Specific Plan and

Q-5

Q-6

Q-7

This comment is a general statement about the need to keep
windows closed to block out air/noise pollution. See responses to
comments Q-6 through Q-9, below, for more detailed answers.

This comment briefly states the points the commenter will raise
throughout the comment letter. See responses to comments Q-6
(seismic issues), Q-7 (air pollution from diesel rail), Q-8 (air
pollution from I-5), and Q-9 (excessive noise).

The PEIR assesses impacts associated with seismic hazards, the
analysis of which is contained within Section 6.12.3 of the PEIR. As
discussed in this section, impacts associated with seismic hazards
would be less than significant. Future construction occurring within
the Specific Plan area would be evaluated in accordance with the
CBC in effect at the time of development, in addition to standards
adopted by the City of San Diego, which would ensure a reduced
risk to future structures from strong seismic ground shaking. All
new development and redevelopment within the Specific Plan area
would be required to comply with the SDMC and the CBC, which
include design criteria for seismic loading and other geologic
hazards and require that a geotechnical investigation be
conducted for all new structures, additions to existing structures,
or whenever the occupancy classification of a building changes to a
higher relative hazard category (SDMC Section 145.1803).

While the PEIR does not specifically mention Proposition 65, the
health risk impacts due to sensitive receptors due to the exposure
to diesel particulate matter is addressed under Section 6.4, Issue 3,
Mobile Sources. The Specific Plan would not result in a change in
the existing emissions due to diesel train traffic, and these
emissions are currently a part of the existing background
concentrations of diesel particulate matter that existing within the
entire San Diego Air Basin. The policies provided in the Specific
Plan and discussed on pages 6.4-11 and 6.4-12 would reduce the
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of
diesel particulate matter.
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Q-8

Q-9

Q-10

the PEIR. [Note: 1would be very happy to be proven wrong, and would gladly apologize. if the PEIR
includes information about the relevant Proposition 63 warning, |

It is imperative that prospective residents be informed of the air pollution hazards from railroad
operations to which they will be subjected, hazards which include cancer, birth defects, and other
reproductive harm. They must be informed that children and other sensitive receptors should not
be outside the residences except when necessary.

(3) Air pollution from vehicle traffic on I-5. The proposed housing will lie very close to I-5, with
residents exposed to vehicle emissions, including diesel emissions. There will also be additional
particulate matter, including dust from tire tread wear, another presumed carcinogen.  The thrust of the
PEIR is that the priorities of increased density and development (and profits for property owners and
developers) outweigh the added risks to residents; see especially page 6.4-11. In earlier drafts of the
Specific Plan and in conversations, City planners suggested that sealed windows and constantly-running
HVAC systems in all residences would be emploved to minimize both pollution and noise.

It is imperative that prospective residents be informed of the air pollution hazards from vehicle
traffic to which they will be subjected, hazards which include cancer, asthma exacerbation, and
loss of lung capacity. It is imperative that they be instructed that windows are to be kept closed
and HVAC systems, with high-quality air filters, be kept running 24/7. They must also be
informed that children and other sensitive receptors should not be outside the residences except
when necessary.

(4) Excessive sound levels from both railroad traffic and vehicle traffic. The PEIR does an adequate
job of showing that the proposed housing will be subjected to excessive sound levels. (Parenthetically,
it is pleasing to me that the PEIR confirms, presumably at great expense, the results [ reported several
years ago using my personal dB meter.)

My onlv quibble is that the PEIR downplays the negative effects of train noise, since these are
intermittent. Their logic is that, if the ambient level is 70 dB, a nearby gunshot at 95-100 dB roughly
every 15 minutes would be only a small contribution to the negative effects of the ambient noise. A
laughable perspective.

As with air pollution, the solution of City planners is sealed windows and constantly-running HVAC
syslems (o minimize the noise inside residences.

It is imperative that prospective residents be informed of the excessive sound levels to which they
may be subjected. It is imperative that they be instructed that, to minimize the deleterious effects
of excessive sound levels, windows are to be kept closed and HVAC systems be kept running 24/7.
They must be informed that children and other sensitive receptors should not be outside the
residences except when necessary.

The best way to make sure potential residents are aware of the potential dangers is for them to be
provided with a written list of these hazards (similar to a disclosure form for prospective real estate
buyers). The next page gives a sample which could be provided to prospective renters and buyers. I
the City does not require distribution of such a list because it might scare off prospective renters and
buyers (lowering profits for property owners and developers). perhaps a civic-minded organization
could distribute and/or post such a list in a conspicuous place (a billboard?7).

Q-8

Q-9

Section 6.4.3 assesses anticipated air quality impacts from
construction, operation, and mobile emission sources. As
discussed in this section, it was determined that implementation of
the Specific Plan would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts. Project-level emissions information is not available at this
time and it cannot be guaranteed that operational air emissions
from the future developments within the planning area could be
fully mitigated to below a level of significance even with
implementation of mitigation measure AQ 6.4-2.

Noise impacts are discussed in Section 6.3 of the PEIR. Specifically,
the PEIR includes an analysis of potential impacts related to
exposure of residents to vehicular and rail noise. The PEIR
concludes, after a complete analysis, that all future projects
located in areas where exterior noise levels exceed the Land Use -
Noise Compatibility Guidelines as defined in the General Plan
Noise Element, Table N-3, site-specific interior noise analyses
demonstrating compliance with the interior noise compatibility
guidelines of the General Plan would be required. These
requirements for site-specific noise analyses would be
implemented through submission of a Title 24 Compliance Report
to demonstrate interior noise levels of 45 dB(A) CNEL. Through
implementation of this regulatory framework, exterior traffic noise
impacts associated with new development requiring discretionary
approvals and interior traffic noise impacts for both ministerial
and discretionary projects would be less than significant.

With respect to rail noise, the PEIR concludes that although noise-
sensitive receivers would be located in proximity to railroad
operations, PEIR Figure 6.3-3 shows that vehicle traffic noise from
I-5 would generate noise levels exceeding 70 CNEL, which far-
exceed the contribution of noise from railroad operations. In
addition, as discussed above, interior noise impacts for all projects,
including ministerial projects, would be less than significant
because applicants must demonstrate compliance with the
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Q-9 (cont.)
relevant interior noise standards through submission and approval
of a Title 24 Compliance Report. Therefore, noise level impacts
resulting from trolley and train operations would be less than
significant.

Q-10 Seeresponse to comment Q-9.

Q-11  Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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NOTICE TO PROSPECTIVE RESIDENTS

You should be aware of the following issues related to this residence:

1. This residence lies very close to the Rose Canvon Fault. Some scientists
have predicted that rupture of this fault could result in an earthquake of
magnitude 6.5-6.8; others believe the magnitude could be greater than 7.0.
Either might result in liquefaction of the ground under this residence. The
timing of such an earthquake is not known. Residents should take all
appropriate steps to mitigate the damage and danger from a nearby severe
earthquake: securely fastening to walls all appliances and furniture which can
topple. etc.

2. This residence will be subjected to high sound levels. The high ambient
sound level 1s mainly due to traffic on [-5. There are also mtermittent, even
higher sound levels because of street traffic (e.g.. motorcycles) and trains.
Windows should be kept closed and HVAC systems should run constantly to
minimize the deleterious effects of these sound levels.

3. This residence is in a “Pollution Zone™ and will be subjected to high levels
of particulates and other pollution, mainlv due to nearby I-3 traffic and
railroad operations. This residence is either in, or adjacent to and downwind
of, a Proposition 65 warning area because of railroad operations. The
pollutants to which this residence will be subjected include diesel emissions
and tire tread wear dust, both of which are presumed carcinogens. To
minimize the health effects of such pollution, windows should be kept closed
and HVAC systems, with high-quality filters, should run constantly. Sensitive
receptors (children, people with impaired lung capacity. etc.) should be
outdoors no more than necessary.
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Morena Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)

Q-12  Comments (2 of 5): Making a bad situation for private vehicles even worse Q-12 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
PEIR Section 6.2: Transportation and Circulation the analysis of the PEIR.
Appendix B: Transportation Impact Analysis

Walter J. Deal

2252 Frankfort Street
San Diego, CA 92110
wjdeal@san 1r.com

“The goal of modern public transit planning is not to make public transit rapid,
affordable and convenient. Rather, the goal is to make transit by private automobile so
unpleasant that people will turn to public transit as the least bad alternative.”

-Anonymous . . .
Q13 Q-13 This comment restates language from PEIR Appendix B. This
- From PEIR Appendix B, Pages 110-111: ) . .
o i comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the
9.6.4 Freeway Ramp Meters PEIR.

Metered ramp locations are anticipated to exceed the meter rate and result in a delay greater
than 15-minutes [emphasis added) at the following locations, resulling in a significant impact:

« I-5 NB On-Ramp / Clairemont Drive ( AM)

+ 1-5 SB On-Ramp / Sea World Drive / Tecolote Road (AM & PM)
Mid-Density Alternative

+1-5 NB On-Ramp / Clairemont Drive (AM)

+ 1-5 SB On-Ramp / Sea World Drive / Tecolote Road (AM & PM)

The City of San Diego shall coordinate with Caltrans to address ramp capacity at impacted on-
ramp locations. Improvements could include additional lanes, interchange reconfigurations,
Transportation Demand Measures (TDM), ete.; however, specific capacity improvements are
still undetermined, as these are future improvements that must be detfined more over time,
[emphasis added] Furthermore, implementation of freeway improvements in a timely manner is
bevond the full control of the City since Caltrans has approval authority over freeway
improvements. Additionally, the Preferred Plan and Mid-Density Alternative include a variety of
transit, pedestrian and bieycle facilitics that may [emphasis added] help to reduce single-
occupancy vehicle (SOV) travel which can help improve ramp capacity.

Q-1 4 The Morena Specific Plan, according to the PEIR, represents a significant step toward the goal of Q_1 4 The comment makes statements about freeway traffic in the

making a bad situation for private vehicles even worse. It is well established that I-5 in the Morena SPECiﬂC Plan area. For a discussion of traffic-related Impa cts, see
corridor (running roughly between CA-32 and 1-8) is one of the most congested freeway segments in the S :

o - - ection 6.2.3 of the PEIR.
San Diego region. The Morena Specific Plan adds about 10,000-14,000 additional residents to this
already-overcongested stretch of 1-5. Tt will also have a significant impact on congestion of I-8, another
overcongested freeway.
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Q-15

Q-16

Q-17

Q-18

Q-19

The thrust of the report is well exemplified by the discussion of Freeway Ramp Meters on pages 110-
111 of Appendix B (see above), where it is pointed out that the time to enter I-5 from the Clairemeont
and Tecolote on-ramps as a result of implementation of the Morena Specific Plan is projected to be
greater than 15 () minutes — a significant step toward making transit by private automobile unbearable.
Good work, planners!

The old saying is, “Alas, the shortages will be shared by the peasants.”

In the current context, the saying is, “Alas, the increased traffic congestion resulting from unmitigated
increased traffic, due in turn to continued dumb growth, will be shared by San Diego residents.”

I will not bother to deal with the details of the 25 pages in the PEIR, or in the 113 (!!) page Appendix B,
undoubtedly produced at considerable expense by grateful and generous consultants. However, a couple
of additional comments on specifics which exemplify the quality of the work of the consultants and the
thinking ol City planners:
1. PEIR Appendix B, pages 89-90 estimates that implementation of the Specitic Plan will add about
20,000 additional vehicle trips per day to the current number. And City planners pretend that a goal of
this Plan is to decrease vehicle use and decrease greenhouse gas emissions!!
2. Some of the numbers in the Trip Generation Comparison (Table 9-1) are suspect. Two examples:

- City planners assert that the number of daily trips associated with Nursery will go from 905 to

zero. One wonders if they have told Armstrong Nursery it will be going out of business.

- City planners assert that the number of daily trips associated with Restaurants will go from
1.369 to zero. Really?? [Note: they also project that the total number of trips associated with
Quality Restaurants and High Turnover Restaurants will stay about the same. |

Q-15

Q-16

Q-17

Q-18

Q-19

The comment restates conclusions reached in the PEIR. For a
discussion of traffic-related impacts, see Section 6.2.3 of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

The comment restates findings from the Draft PEIR Appendix B
and makes a statement regarding decreases in vehicular use and
GHG emissions. The new and increased residential density is
located in close proximity to new and existing Light Rail Trolley
lines, and will be supported by new roadway connections and
facilities that improve bicycle and pedestrian mobility. The mix of
land uses and new multimodal facilities planned in the Morena
Corridor Specific Plan will increase transportation options for
residents, employees, and visitors. While the additional
developments may lead to an increase in the overall total vehicular
trips and GHG emissions, the potential for shorter trips and the
provision of additional transportation options may contribute to a
reduction in vehicle miles travelled per capita; thus, reducing GHG
emissions per capita. The comment does not raise any specific
issues regarding the analysis provided in the Draft PEIR. The
comment will be included as part of the Final PEIR for review and
consideration by decision makers prior to the final determination
regarding the proposed project.

The comment questions the numbers provided in the Trip
Generation Comparison Table (Table 9-1 of the Transportation
Impact Analysis), specifically questioning trips associated with
nursery and restaurant land uses. The location where the
Armstrong Nursery is currently located will be designated as
Streetfront Commercial. New land use designations do not
preclude existing businesses from maintaining their operations.
The trip generation rate for a nursery is equal to that of Streetfront
Commercial (40 trips/1,000 square feet);, therefore, the traffic
generated by the nursery or any other allowed commercial
business that may go in are accurately captured in the analysis.
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Q-20

Q-21

Q-22

Morena Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)

Comments (3 of 5): A funnyv: San Diege has “sufficient water supplies™
PEIR Section 6.14: Public Ultililies
Appendix II: Water Supply Assessment for the Linda Vista Community Plan
Amendment

Walter J. Deal

2252 Frankfort Street
San Diego, CA 92110
wijdeal@@san.rr.com

The perspective of the City bureaucracy is well summarized by the statement on page 38 of Appendix
H:

In summary. this Report demonstrates that there are sufficient water supplies over a 23-vear
planning horizon to meet the projected demands of the Project as well as the existing and other
planned development projects within the PUD service area in normal [sic], drv vear, and
multiple-dry vear forecasts.

In a way, it’s nice that the San Dicgo Public Utilitics Department has a sense of humor and can give San
Diegans a good laugh as they say “there are sufficient water supplies.”

Presumably, the Public Utilities Department was told what answer they should come up with, and then
produce 40+ pages of assorted numbers to obscure the real fact of San Diego’s water supply. The fact is
that 8an Diego does not have enough water capacity to endure even a mild drought without pain, much
less a multi-vear drought. The recent short-term drought brought on water restrictions for San Dicgo
residents — does the City bureaucracy think our memories are that short? Adding 10.000-14,000 more
people, as envisioned in the Plan, can do nothing but exacerbate the situation.

The old saying is. “Alas, the shortages will be shared by the peasants.”

In the current context, the saving is, “Alag, the water shortages resulling from unmitigated increased
water demands, in tum due to continued dumb growth, will be shared by San Diego residents.”

Q-20

Q-21

Q-22

Continuation of comments noted.

As discussed in Section 6.14.3, a Water Supply Analysis was
prepared for the project to address build-out of the Linda Vista
Community Plan area, including proposed land use changes within
the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area, and is included as
Appendix F to the PEIR. As no land use changes are proposed
within the Clairemont Mesa portion of the Specific Plan area, there
would be no additional demand for water within that portion of
the Specific Plan area, and a Water Supply Assessment was not
prepared for this portion of the Specific Plan area. The Water
Supply Assessment determined that there is sufficient water
planned to supply the estimated annual average usage associated
with build-out of the Linda Vista Community Plan including land
use changes proposed with the Specific Plan. The projected water
demands were estimated to be 5,104,328 gpd or 5,717.7 acre-feet
per year. In the City's 2015 UWMP, the planned water demands
within the Linda Vista Community Plan were identified as 5,104,512
gpd or 5,717.8 acre-feet per year. Therefore, there would be no net
unanticipated water demand.

See response to comment Q-21.
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Q-23

Q-24

Q-25

Morena Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)

Comments (4 of 5): Pedestrian and bicyele safety — a eriminally negligent Plan?

Walter J. Deal

2252 Frankfort Street
San Diego. CA 92110
wjdeali@san.r.com

From the PEIR: Pages 8-2 to S-3

The primary objectives for the proposed project are:

+ Enhance multi-modal connectivity between neighborhoods; Mission Bay Park; and the
Clairemont Drive, Tecolote Road, and Morena/Linda Vista trolley stations.

 Create a complete mobility system that promotes access and increases safety for pedestrians,
bicveles, and transit.

Pedestrian and bicvele safety would normally not be a subject in an EIR for comment, However, since
the subject was mentioned in the PEIR, and increased safety was asserted to be a priority, the failure of
the PEIR and the Specific Plan to address what 1 and many others feel is the least-safe issue with respect
to pedestrian and bicycle safety cannot stand unchallenged.

The first draft of the Morena Specific Plan, developed by City staff and property owners along Morena
Blvd., became public in 2014. There have been many concerns and much uproar about the varied
incarnations ol this Plan, and its resolution in the usual direction ol the conflict between: (1) quality of
life of San Diego residents and (2) dumb growth and consequent profits for property owners and
developers.

There is a more important issue than money, campaign contributions, ete. relevant to the Morena
Specific Plan and the Mid-Coast Trolley Boondoggle: the life-and-death danger to trolley riders from
crossing (on foot or by bicvele) overpasses over 1-5 from the trolley stops at Clairemont Drive and
Tecolote Road to Mission Bay Park. There are also dangers to bievelists sharing the road with vehicles
on East Mission Bay Drive, which T have also addressed. and have noted the obvious and inexpensive
solutions (mainly, a bike path in the unused space between I-5 and East Mission Bay Drive).

Both I and many others have argued that these overpasses are dangerous for pedestrians and bicyclists.
Many people in the neighborhood will not cross these overpasses on foot or by bicyele, and will not
allow their children to cross these overpasses unless accompanied by an adult. Tknow personally of one
severe, life-changing bicvele-automobile accident on the Clairemont overpass; there may well have been
others.

As best 1 can tell, these concerns expressed by me and others have been given short shrift by City and
SANDAG planners, or at least not addressed in any of the planning documents. Copies of my
correspondence (which have received no replies) are available on request.

Q-23

Q-24

Q-25

Continuation of comments noted.

Bicycle and pedestrian safety is discussed in Section 6.2.3 of the
PEIR. Specifically, the PEIR addresses whether the project would
conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation. Inherent to this discussion is the
construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would support
improved pedestrian facilities and increased safety for pedestrians
and bicyclists.

The proposed plan includes a number of recommendations to
prioritize pedestrian travel and strengthen bicycle facility
connections throughout the project area. See PEIR Section 6.2.3
(Issue 2) for a detailed list of the project's component parts relating
to pedestrian and bicycle improvements (see also PEIR Figure 3-7).
Overall, policies in the proposed plan support coordination with
SANDAG on the planning and implementation of regional bicycle
facilities, support increased bicycle comfort and safety,
repurposing rights-of-way for bicycle facilities, and bike sharing.
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Q_26 A few additional comments (note: [ am not an attorney, but ...):
1. Normally, public officials are shielded from individual criminal responsibility and civil liability from Q'26 Comment noted. This comment does not SUggeSt an inadeq uacy in
their official actions. However, case law is changing, and public officials have even been charged with the analysis of the PEIR

manslaughter in the Flint cases. Reckless and callous disregard of and indifference to public salety may
well be the term that applies to the failure of public officials to take into account and mitigate the danger
these overpasses present to pedestrians and bicvelists who rode the trolley to these stops, danger of
which the public officials were aware.

2. When a criminal trial or civil suit resulting from such an accident begins, Fxhibit 1 is likely to be
page 40 from the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. The figure (labeled “Conceptual design of enhanced
Class II bicyele facility along Clairemont Drive at the I-5 Overpass bridge™) at the bottom of this page
deliberately deceptively shows peacefully coexisting pedestrians. bicyelists, and vehicles on an overpass
with no intersections. It does NOT show what happens at intersections (including two on-ramps and two
off-ramps) on or adjacent to the overpasses — that’s where the greatest danger is. The omission has
emphatically been pointed out to City planners, who have not responded.

On page 40 of the Specific Plan, the relevant Policies are stated to be

3.4.6. Coordinate with Caltrans to improve pedestrian and bicycle connections along the
Clairemont Drive freeway bridge to provide access from the Clairemont and Tinda Vista
community 1o Mission Bay Park. This could include ‘squaring-up’ the southbound Interstate-3
on- and offramps at Clairemont Drive/Fast Mission Bay Drive.

3.4.7. Coordinate with Caltrans and SANDAG to improve pedestrian and bicyelist mobility
along the Clairemont Drive/East Mission Bay Drive bridge and the Sea World Drive/Tecolote
Road bridge over I-3 to connect with existing bicycle facilities and to provide access to Fiesta
Island.

This “coordination” should have been an integral part of the development of the Specific Plan starting 4-
5 years ago. not an afterthought to (perhaps) be addressed later, most likely well after the trolley is
operational and pedestrians and bicyelists are put in danger. Also, mobility is obviously not the same as
safety, and salety should have been the lirst priority.

3. Separate pedestrian/bicyclist overpass bridges would have cost only a fraction of a percent of the cost
of the Mid-Coast Trolley Boondoggle. The cost to the City and SANDAG for just one accident (actual
and punitive damages plus the cost of litigation) may well be more than the cost of the overpasses. It
may be found to be criminally unconscionable that pedestrian/bicycle overpasses were not included in
plamning for the trolley.

The failure of City planning staff to address, acknowledge, or respond to these safety concerns can be
presumed to indicate that they have been given their marching orders. At this point, all we as citizens
can do is 1o have it in the public record that planners and public decision-making ofTicials were made
aware of the dangers, so that these ofTicials, as well as the City and SANDAG, will not have plausible
deniability and can individually be held accountable for both criminal and civil liability if our fears and
concerns become reality.

Q-27 A summary of my opinions follows: Q-27 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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Tt is my opinion that:

1. The current configurations of the overpasses over I-5 at Clairemont Drive and
Tecolote Road are unsafe for pedestrians and bicyclists. There will be
significantly increased pedestrian and bicyclist traffic over these overpasses
when the trolley is operational, as people take the trollev and go to Mission
Bay Park.

54

Implementation of increased, up-to-date, safety measures for these overpasses,
certified by traffic-safety experts, obviously should have been included in
planning for the trolley. Adequate safety is likely to have required new
pedestrian/bicyclist overpasses, which would have added a fraction of a
percent to the cost of the overall project. City and SANDAG planners have
been well aware of these issues for a number of vears. However, no increased,
up-to-date, safety measures for these overpasses were included in planning for
the trolley operations.

3. If no action, or inadequate action, with respect to the safety of these
overpasses is taken, it is likely there will be a severe accident involving a
vehicle and a pedestrian or bicyclist on one of these overpasses.

4. The City, SANDAG, and all individuals involved in the development and
approval of the Morena Specific Plan will have organizational and individual
moral responsibility, civil liability responsibility, and potentially even criminal
liability responsibility for such an accident. No individual involved in the
development and approval of this Plan, from the lowest-level planner to the
Mayor, can claim plausible deniability that they were unaware of the dangers
to the public of these overpasses.

Note: If the Specific Plan moves into the approval process, this page will be distributed
at appropriate public meetings to all decision-making officials (e.g., Planning
Commissioners, City Council members, and the Mayor).
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Q-28

Q-29

Q-30

Q-31

Q-32

Morena Specific Plan
Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)

Comments (3 of 3): The Morena Specific Plan and the PEIR advocate increased
population, increased congestion, increased demands on already-inadequate water
supplies, and — apparently — decreased jobs. This is what City planners call “a
comprehensive long-term plan.”

Walter J. Deal

2252 Frankfort Street
San Diego, CA 92110
wijdeal@san.rr.com

Morena Corridor Specific Plan PEIR, Page 8-2

The proposed project serves as a comprehensive long-term plan for the physical development of
the Specific Plan area, and is intended to manage and address future growth within the Specific
Plan area. The current population within the Specific Plan area is estimated to be 2,659 residents
and 10,155 employees.... With the proposed project, the population would increase within the
Linda Vista Community Plan area to an estimated 14.000 residents and 4,181 employees at full
build-out. [Note: the population within the entire Morena Specilic Plan arca is projected to be
about 16,300 (PEIR page 10-3). Also, it’s difficult to interpret the employee numbers since the
projected total for the Specific Plan area apparently isn’t given, nor is the current number of
employees in the area of the Linda Vista Community Plan (??). [ have no idea if the incoherence
of the numbers given is deliberate. |

That is. the project proposes to add 10.000 to 14,000 residents and appears to decrease the number of
jobs by about 6,000 employees (see note above for the difficulty in verifying this figure — in any case,
inereasing jobs in the arca of the Specific Plan is obviously not a priority to City planners).

The fact is that what San Diego needs is jobs, especially high-quality jobs for young people.
Demographic projections show that the only age cohort in San Diego County that is expected to grow in
the next 10-13 years is senior citizens. San Diego needs young people to increase its vitality, support its
cultural features, ete. Every vear, young people come to San Diego 1o attend ils colleges and
universities. I you ask them, about 90% would say they would like to stay in San Diego afier
graduation. But there just aren’t enough high-quality jobs available to meet their talents. So they either
stay in San Diego and become baristas, or go somewhere else: ¢.g., Texas.

To repeat: What San Diego needs is jobs. especially high-quality jobs for young people. San Diego
needs the next Qualcomm and the next Illumina. not more relatively low-paying and low-skills hotel,
retail, and restaurant jobs. However, the hospitality industry has a great deal of control over the City
government for all the obvious reasons. ‘The City government plays to the tune of who pays the piper.

The Morena Specific Plan will create lots of substandard level (almost unfit for habitation) housing, with
convenient trolley access for its residents to work in the hospitality industry downtown and the retail

Q-28

Q-29

Q-30

Q-31

Q-32

Continuation of comments noted.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR. Clarification has been added to the PEIR
that the estimated build-out population is approximately 14,000
for the Linda Vista portion, and approximately 16,300 for the
Specific Plan area as a whole.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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centers in the UTC area. It will do nothing to meet the needs of workers in the high-tech, high-wage job
centers. In fact, by increasing congestion, it will make life more difficult for workers in those fields.

Q-33 Instead of a housing-oriented plan, the Morena Specific Plan could have envisioned creation of a high- Q_33 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an Inadeq uacy In

tech jobs hub, with the area being a place workers would take the trolley fo instead of a place to the ana |ySiS of the PEIR.
commute from; City planners were well aware of such possibilities. With appropriate mitigation,
housing could be put at the top of Clairemont Mesa, not in the Pollution Zone adjacent to the rail lines
and [-3. However, City planners, working with developers and the owners of developable properties, 4-
5 years ago came up with a housing proposal focused on substandard housing. One has to give them
points for persisting with this plan, flawed and non-innovative as it is.

Q-34 The goal of City planners clearly is to develop San Diego on the model of Los Angeles: lots of Q-34 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
apartment buildings. with windows that never open, adjacent to freeways; lots of low-wage, low-skills H
jobs in legacy industries: and where people spend much of their mental energy trying to [igure out how the ana |ySIS of the PEIR.
Lo minimize their exposure to near-perpetual gridlock. That’s what City planners have as their vision for
“America’s Iinest City.”
For all sad words of tongue and pen,

The saddest are these, “It might have been.”
- John Greenleaf Whittier
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Letter R
From: Ted Yates
To: PLN PlanningCEOA
Subject: Morena Corridor Spedfic Plan Project number 582608 / SCH 2016101021
Date: Saturday, September 08, 2018 3:39:20 PM
Hi,
T y . _ R-1 Introductory comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
R-1 | am not sure why | am sending this since ne one in San Diego government cares in the least what . X K
residents think, but | must still cast a vote. madequacy in the anaIySIS of the PEIR.
R-2 This plan adds 6,000 dwelling units to one street. Maybe the residents of 100 of those will take the
trolley. The other 2900 will be jJammed into the one remaining traffic lane. They might as well be sitting in . f . f . f
traffic because San Diego is trying to reduce the number of parking spaces required for new R-2 For a dISCUSSIOn Of trafﬂc-related ImpaCtS assouated Wlth the
construction. 100 foot buildings, limited parking, one lane and 6,000 more units in one neighborhood. SpECiﬂC p|an see Section 6.2.3 Of the PEIR Wlth respect to bU|Id|ng
What could go wrong? ) ! e : . -
heights, this comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
R-3 This is a harrible plan. Growth is fine. Change is expected. This is just way, way too far. .
analysis of the PEIR.
Ted Yates
R-3 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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Letter S
From: Katherine Malchiodi
To: i
S:bjz:l: Marena Corridor Spedfic PMan number 582608/SCH Na. 2016101021
Date: Sunday, September 09, 2018 2:34:02 PM
S-1 We encourage the San Diego city planners to stand with the residents of the Morena Corridor S-1 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadeq uacy in
for both the Clairemont and Linda Vista neighborhoods in their development and land use the ana |ySiS of the PEIR.

projects. We do not support any structures built over 30ft. in height nor an increase of
densities unless agreed upon and recommended by the Clairemont/Linda Vista planning
boards/ad hoc committees. These groups have worked hard for 3 years and we are
disappointed that the city plaimers have ignored them and basically just "checked the box". It
seems to have fallen on deaf ears. We love our communities and know what is best! Please
pay attention! Do the right thing!

Paul and Katherine Malchiodi

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
81 February 2019
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T-1

T-3

Letter T

Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

Morena Corridor Specific Plan
Project number: 582608 / SCH number: 2016101021
Clairemont Mesa and Linda Vista

Council District 2/Zapf

Thank you for this opportunity to ask questions and to provide comments about the plan.

5.10.3.4

t am particularly concerned as te what the city intends to do with climate change situations such
as planning for coastal flooding, tsunamis, earthquakes on the Rose Canyon Fault, dam failures
impacting the San Diego River Basin etc. | am also concerned about the nuclear waste being
stored at San Qnofre which would impact all of San Diego County and the fact that the storage
bins being used haven’t passed tests to do what they are supposed to do (this is prior to them
being filled).

5.10.3.7

Brush management needs to be a priority in neighborhoods as well as in open spaces. If someone
has a yard thatis now all dried grasses, weeds, trash, etc. it is more than an anhnoyance, it is a fire
danger for the neighborhood. What happens in this situation?

Also, the dead skirts on the palm trees along the freeway and at Mission Bay are fire torches
waiting for a spark. | saw one of our neighborhood palms light up like a massive firecracker when
lightning struck during the fire of 2007. These palms haven't been trimmed for many, many
years,

5.11

Cantrol of runoff contaminants need to be a priority for action between San Diego and Tijuana,
The Tijuana River needs to be corrected because of coastat contaminants impacting San Diego

T-2

Potential impacts related to climate change is discussed in Section
6.8 of the PEIR. Additional discussions related to flooding,
tsunamis, earthquakes and dam failures are discussed in Sections
6.11, and 6.12. The conditions at San Onofre are outside the scope
of this project and PEIR.

The SDMC includes regulations pertaining to brush management
(Section 142.0412) and construction materials for development
near open space (Chapter 14, Article 5) to minimize fire risk. Brush
management is required in all base zones on publicly or privately
owned premises that are within 100 feet of a structure and contain
native or naturalized vegetation. The City requires submittal of
brush management plans for all new development, which are
intended to reduce the risk of significant loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires. Future development proposals within the
Specific Plan area would be reviewed for compliance with all City
and Fire Code requirements aimed at ensuring the protection of
people or structures from potential wildland fire hazards, including
brush management regulations.

Relationships between San Diego and Tijuana are outside the
scope of this project and PEIR. For a discussion of project-related
water quality impacts, see Section 6.11 of the PEIR.
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T-4

T-5

T-6

T-7

T-8

and Mexico’s water for humans and marine life. Itis not close ta Mission Bay but algae growth
and tides can spread from the area,

5.11.1.1

The proposed location for the routing of the Pure Water San Diego Program doesn’t make sense
to me for several reasons. Planning the route through the Rose Canyon Fault makes no sense for
moving untreated sewage through nelghborhood communities. Earth quakes, coastal water
rising etc. seem to suspend the first decision on routing to a more prudent route using the
Highway Alternative route up Highway 163 and then Highway 805. Should a malfunction of the
plant, earthquake, stc. cause a break in the system, 5.11.2.1 the Streambed Alteration Program
would be impacted.

5.11.3.2&3

Runoff Management Program requires the city to protect and improve the water quality of rivers,
bays and ocean water. The Tijuana River sewage, rising ocean temperatures as well as the Pure
Water Program and the San Onofre storage containers are all disasters waiting to happen.

As a lifelong San Diegan | recall when Mission Bay was wetlands. | read an article some time ago
about hazardous waste being put into barrels and buried at the south end of Mission Bay. What
was buried, are those barrels still intact? Does anyone care or monitor them? Have they rusted
out? Mission Bay and Imperial Beach consistently earn report card ratings of “F”. Is there some
way that Mission Bay can have an additional opening to circulate and flush through this water
park? The very warm waters in the summer turns the bay inte a bacterial Petri dish. This
recreational zone needs to be protected and improved.

51218 4

Earthquake Fault Zoning Act — Has a geclogic report, prepared by a State of California registered
geologist, been done in regards to the Pure Water planning?

Also, in this area of the plan, “PF-Q.2 maintain or improve the integrity of structures to protect
residents and preserve communities” — Beyond building permits when they were first built, does
anyone do follow-up studies due to erosion on the canyon rim apartments and condos above
Tecolote Canyon above Field and Mt Acadia streets?

6.1-1 Table

Item 2.3.8 Support the use of shared parking structure between users??? Not..shared structure
parking between uses.

Item 2.3.16 Provide a continuous transition that increases building scale (?) from West Morena
to ..... Is this about height, square footage, what?

T-4

T-6

T-7

T-8

The City's Pure Water program is outside the scope of this project
and PEIR. For a discussion of project-related water quality impacts,
see Section 6.11 of the PEIR.

See responses to comments T-3 and T-4.

Potential impacts associated with earthquakes are discussed in
Section 6.12 of the PEIR. A geotechnical and geologic
reconnaissance report was prepared by a state-registered
geologist and included as Appendix E to the PEIR.

The language of Policy 2.3.8 included in the PEIR is correct. No
revisions are necessary.

Building scale refers to building elements and details as they
proportionally relate to each other and to humans. Increased
building scale means building would get larger in mass from West
Morena Boulevard to the western portion of the Tecolote District.
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T-15

ttem 2.4.3 variety of housing types ... special needs, , etc? for example if a developer builds 30
units what percentage woud be available to non-monied parties — a percentage, number or
what.? Who regulates this?

Item 2.4.5 at one peint the Marena planning group was interested in opening up the end of
Knoxville Street for direct access to West Morena Blvd. Is the city interested in this
improvement?

ftem 2.4.6 term is misleading, would this be better worded as “Consider vacating and sale of
excess right-of-way ....... i

Item 3.1.1 In the intro to the item- ... “vacations” changed to vacancies. In a. ...  vacating” to
inform....

ltem 6.1.1 g. ... installing roundabouts where needed to reduce fuel consumption and traffic
speeds.

Chapter 3; Mobility - suggest making Knoxville Street open to West Morena Blvd with light. Also,
consider roundabouts on Milton Street. With cutting back the lanes on Clairemenot Drive, the
trolley station at Clairemont Drive impacting access to freeways and surrounding streets, more
people are turning to GPS to route them through neighborhood surface streets. Milton Street,
and the street that feed into it are all experiencing high speeds. Milton and Burgener are 30mph
but people are driving 45mph and up. The city would like people to bike everywhere including
kids going to school, for exercise, etc. | walk daily in the Bay Park area and it's not safe to try to
cross a street. People are jetting down Cowley Way, Deerpark, Grandview and Arnott. A woman
was stuck and died in 2017 as she was crossing Burgener to pick up her kindergartener, Many
more accidents are predicted,

Chapter 5; Recreation —In our planning meeting over the last several years the Morena Planning
Group stressed that access to Mission Bay Park is very precarious to people out walking, walking
dogs and kids, pushing strollers, walking with a walker or wheel chair or riding a bicycle. The
northbound 5 exit is the designated side for pedestrian access and the task of galng over to the
Mission Bay is truly life threatening. We suggested a more user friendly bridge from the area of
the trolley station or the “village” area of Bay Park at Ashton Street would be a much safer
solution with a ramp up and down (not stairs) for all users.

T-9

T-10

T-1

T-14

T-15

Housing would be provided to support all members of the
community as required by City regulations.

The Morena Corridor Specific Plan, consistent with Clairemont
Community Plan, recommends Knoxville Street to connect West
Morena Boulevard and Morena Boulevard. This connection will
improve circulation for all modes of travel and provide access to
the Tecolote Station. The Morena Corridor Specific Plan identifies
the extension of Knoxville Street as Improvement 3; a conceptual
rendering can be seen in Figure 3-5 of the Specific Plan.

The language of Policy 2.4.6 included in the PEIR is correct. No
revisions are necessary.

The language of Policy 3.1.1 included in the PEIR is correct. No
revisions are necessary.

The language of Policy 6.1.(g) included in the PEIR is correct. No
revisions are necessary.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

As noted in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the PEIR,
the Specific Plan identifies policies to coordinate with Caltrans to
provide bridge connections from the Specific Plan area to Mission
Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the Clairemont
Drive/East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road
Bridge. Ultimate construction of a bridge would require further
feasibility analysis including site-specific environmental analysis
and engagement with the community at the time a specific project
is proposed.
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Letter U
From: Serene Tan
To: ELN PlanningCEOA
Ce: V8 Haldings
Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Comdor Spedific Plan | PROJECT No.: 582608 [ SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Wednesday, September 12, 2018 3:39:24 PM

Dear Rebecca,
I hope this email finds you well.

My name is Serene Tan. | am writing to you on behalf of ¥8 Heldings LLC, which owns the buildings
located at 1102-1108 Morena Blvd, and City Cabinet Center (a division of Hammer-Lock Construct
Corp) which is the current business occupant of said buildings. | wauld like to send you our written
comments regarding the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. The page references indicated below are
with respect to the latest draft Specific Plan as of August 2018.

Mobility |

1. Improvement 7: Cushman Ave Extension towards West Marena Blvd (Page 33)

2. Improvement 16: Morena Blvd Vacation between West Marena Blvd and Morena Plc
[Page 38)

Currently, our back street, Naples Plc, is narrow for any delivery or pick-up trucks to enter or exit.
With the above improvements, Cushman Ave will become the street that intersects Naples Plc
(instead of Morena Blvd). Under Improvement 7, there is a proposal to add two bicycle lanes along
Cushman Ave (see figure 3-8 on Page 33). With the street design currently proposed in the Draft

Specific Plan, we are concerned about the turning radius for vehicles entering and exiting Naples Plc.

This is important especially for larger vehicles like delivery trucks, so that they can negotiate turns

when exiting Naples Plc onto Cushman Ave or entering Naples Plc from Cushman Ave. As a business,

we want to make sure that our 40 ft delivery trucks will be able to negotiate the turn when entering
or exiting Naples Plc from/to the main roads. This is a shared concern by our neighboring shops that
also rely on delivery trucks for their goods.

To help you visualize, | have attached ascreenshot of Imprevement 7 where we marked out the
route our truck would take under the proposed improvement. We want to make sure that the truck
will be able to enter or exit Maples Plc from/onto Cushman Ave before getting onto West Morena
Blvd.

Structure Height

We share the same views with many of the residents that the maximum structure height for the
Tecolote Village District should be reduced. Right now, the Draft Specific Plan proposes a maximum
structure height of 100 ft for the Tecolote Village District and 45 ft for the Design District (which is
where we are located). We would like to suggest that the maximum structure height for both
districts be comparable, so that the extreme 100 ft building height is reduced and the occupancy

U-1

uU-2

u-3

Introductory comment is noted.

Improvements 7 and 16 would maintain the existing width and
curved alignment of Naples Place. Previous consideration was
given to intersect Naples Place with Cushman Avenue; however,
there are concerns with introducing new conflicts with pedestrians
and cyclists. This does not align with the policy in the Morena
Corridor Specific Plan of providing safe and efficient travel of
people and goods. The Morena Corridor Specific Plan is a planning
document in which only circulation element roadways are
analyzed at a planning level. The proposal to intersect Naples Place
to Cushman Avenue would require design specifics and
operational improvements that can be considered at a later time
near the design and implementation phase. Furthermore, there is
nothing indicated in the Morena Corridor Specific Plan that would
preclude the extension of Naples Place; however analysis has not
been conducted to determine its feasibility as part of this plan.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.
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density is oread to the buildingsin the Desgn District by increasing the maximurm height limitation
of the buildings in the Design District. Perhaps the maximurm gructure height for the Tecolote village
and Design Districts could be set at 75 ft and 65 ft respectively.

We hope that the City of San Diego Planning Department will take our comments into consideration.
we would really appreciate it if you could keep usin the loop on any updates or changesto the
Morena Corridor Specific Plan—we would be happy to discuss with vou on the best way forward to
ensure that our concerns are received and addressed.

U-4

Thank you and we hope to hear from you.

Best regards,
Serene

Serene Tan

serenet@citycabinetcenter. com

cITY

‘@ CABINET

CENTER

CITY CABIMET CEMTER

Drviion of Hamwer-Lock Construct Carp.
1108 Morena Blwd

San Diego CA 92110-3509

tel 619.521.25875

weww, CityCabinetCenter.com

Your kitchen and bath specialist

U-4

Conclusions to comments noted.
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Letter V

STATEOF CALIFORMIA—CALIFORN)] A STATE TRAMSPORTATION AGENCY - EDMiND G. BROWN Jr., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT 11

4050 TAYLOR STREET, MS-240

SAN DIEGO, CA 92110

PHONE (619) 688-6960

TAX (619) 688-4299

TTY 711

www.dot.ca.gov

Making Conservaiion
a California Way of Life.

September 12, 2018
11-8D-5
PM VAR
Morena Corridor Specific Plan
DPEIR / SCH#2016101021
Ms. Rebecea Malone
City of San Dicgo
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413
_ 8an Diego, CA 92123

Dear Ms. Malone:

V-1 Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the
environmental review process for the Draft Program Ravironmental Impact Report for the
Morena Corridor Specific Plan located near Interstate 5 (I-5) and Interstate 8 (1-8). The mission
of Caltrans is to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient fransportation system to
enhance California’s economy and livability. The Local Development-Intergovernmental
Review (LD-IGR) Program reviews land use projects and plans to ensure consistency with our
mission and state planning priorities.

Caltrans has the following comments:

V-2 The proposed Morena Corridor Specific Plan would increase residential density in Linda Vista
by redesignating and rezoning land to allow for teansit-oriented development adjacent to the
future Tecolote Road Trolley Station and the existing Morena/Linda Vista Trolley Station.

V-3 The Morena Corridor Specific Plan traffic impact analysis (TIA) utilized HCM 2000 and
Synchro 9 software, HCM 2010 methodology was uiilized in the subject T1A at locations where
intersection geometrics were not compatible with HCM 2000 methodology. Caltrans
recommends future traffic analysis and evaluation for developments use the latest available
software, currently Highway Capacity Manual V6 and Software HCS 7,

V-4 Complete Streets and Mobility Netwerk
Caltrans views all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, access and
mobility for all travelers in Califernia and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian and transit modes as
integral clements of the transportation system. Caltrans appreciales the City’s efforts to support
improved transit accommodation through the provision of Park and Ride facilities, improved
bicyele and pedestrian access and safety improvements, ramp improvements, and other
enhancements that promotes 2 complete and integrated transportation system. Early coordination

“Provide a safe, susiuinable, integraied and efficient transperiation sypstem
to enhanee California’s cconomy and livabiliy ™

V-1

V-2

V-3

V-4

Introductory comment is noted.

The comment correctly summarizes the basic transit-oriented
proposal.

The comment "recommends future traffic analysis and evaluation
for developments use the latest available software, currently
Highway Capacity Manual V6 and Software HCS 7." Comment
noted. The comment does not raise any specific issues regarding
the analysis provided in the Draft PEIR. The comment will be
included as part of the Final PEIR for review and consideration by
decision makers prior to the final determination regarding the
proposed project.

Comment noted. Future development projects affecting Caltrans
facilities would include coordination with Caltrans.
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V-5

V-7

Ms. Rebecca Malone
September 12, 2018
Page 2

with Caltrans, in locations that may affect both Caltrans and the City of San Diego, is
encouraged,

Please consider incorporating enhanced visibility crosswalks as part of the mitigation plan for
thig project, where appropriate.

As part of the mitigation plan for this project, please consider incorporating bicycle-friendly train
track crossing improvements, where appropriate.

TRANS 6.2-1: Clairemont Drive, from I-5 NB ramps to Denver Street (Impact 6.2-1)- Widen
this roadway to a 6-Lane Prime Arterial. Lisied as significant and unavoidable. Please consider
incorporating the following improvements as part of the mitigation plan for impact TRANS 6.2-
1t (A) Short-term stripping improvements for bicycle accommodation, and/or (B} a longer-term
solution that would provide a bicycle and pedestrian facility on the south side of the Clairemont
Drive bridge structure. '

Land Use and Smart Growth

The City should continue to coordinate with Caltrans to implement necessary improvements at
intersections and interchanges where the agencies have joint jurisdiction, as well as coordinate
with Caltrans as development proceeds and funds become available to ensure that the capacity of
onfofflramps are adequate. !

P. 6.2-19: “The Specific Plan also identifies policies to coordinate with Caltrans to provide
bridge connections from the Specific Plan area to Mission Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility
over the Clairemont Drive/East Misston Bay Drive and Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road Bridge.”

Caltrans approvals will be needed for any encroachment work in State Right of Way. Please
continue to include the Caltrans in future discussions regarding potential desi £n improvements as
described in this section,

If you have any questions, please contact Roy Abboud, of the Caltrans Development Review
Branch, at (619) 688-6968 or by e-mail sent to roy.abboud@dot.ca. gov,

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficlent transportation sysiem
to ephance Collfornia’s economy and Kvability™

V-5

V-6

The comment recommends consideration for "incorporating
enhanced visibility crosswalks as part of the mitigation plan ... ."
Policy 3.3.2 of the Morena Corridor Specific Plan states,
"Incorporate high visibility continental crosswalks at signalized
intersections." Additionally, page 108 of the Transportation Impact
Analysis (provided as Appendix B of the Draft PEIR), identifies
interim implementation measures, including the following:
"Consider a mid-block pedestrian connection across West Morena
Boulevard, between Vega Street and Buenos Avenue, with a
continental crosswalk and pedestrian hybrid beacon. This location
should meet Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon (signal) warrants prior to
installation."

The comment recommends consideration for "incorporating
bicycle-friendly train track crossing improvements, where
appropriate." Comment noted. The comment does not raise any
specific issues regarding the analysis provided in the Draft PEIR.
The comment will be included as part of the Final PEIR for review
and consideration by decision makers prior to the final
determination regarding the proposed project.
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V-7

V-8

V-9

As mitigation to Impact 6.2-1, the comment recommends
consideration for "incorporating the following improvements as
part of the mitigation plan for impact TRANS 6.2-1: (A) Short-term
striping improvements for bicycle accommodation, and/or (B) a
longer-term solution that would provide a bicycle and pedestrian
facility on the south side of the Clairemont Drive bridge structure."
Both of these mitigation measures were evaluated and considered
as part of the planning process; however, they were deemed
inappropriate for the roadway due to the free right-turn
movements entering and exiting the I-5 on- and off-ramps. The
Morena Corridor Specific Plan includes Policy 3.4.6, "Coordinate
with Caltrans to improve pedestrian and bicycle connections along
the Clairemont Drive freeway bridge to provide access from the
Clairemont Drive and Linda Vista community to Mission Bay Park.
This could include 'squaring-up' the southbound Interstate-5 on-
and off-ramps at Clairemont Drive/East Mission Bay Drive."

Additionally, Morena Corridor Specific Plan Policy 3.4.7 reads,
"Coordinate with Caltrans and SANDAG to improve pedestrian and
bicyclist mobility along the Clairemont Drive/East Mission Bay
Drive bridge and the SeaWorld Drive/Tecolote Road bridge over I-5
to connect with existing bicycle facilities and to provide access to
Fiesta Island.” Considering the bridge is a Caltrans facility, and the
City does not have jurisdiction over the referenced locations, the
improvement was listed as policy language rather than a feature of
the plan.

Comment noted. Future development projects affecting Caltrans
facilities would include coordination with Caltrans.

This concluding remark is noted.
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Letter W
From: Patricia Rolla
To: ELM PlapningCEOA
Subject: 37 ft height on Morena Blvd.
Date: Thursday, September 13, 2018 2:37:08 PM

[live at 2320 Denver St. and currently

have a lovely view of the bay from my Westfacing second storey windows. An increase to 37
ft. from the 30 ft height limit will block

my view completely. There is not an increase of grade between Morena Blvd

and Denver St.

that helps when more height is added

for architectural purposes.

37 feet heights do not merit the loss of

our view and the effect it would have on our property value . One of the great things about
Bay Park is that vou can still have a view at the bottom the hill.

You will be destroving the reason we chose to buy our home here.

[ think multi family apartments or town homes within the 30 fi. height limit could be built in
the

2300 block of Morena and not block our view.

We are already suffering congestion in our neighborhood from people who work at Rescue
located on Morena Blvd., as thev do not provide parking for the 50 -100 people who work
there.

Please put yourself in our shoes. We have a large and long-time investment in the Bay Park
community.

Richard and Patti Rolla
2320 Denver St Bay Park 92110

W-2

No land use changes are proposed for the Clairemont Mesa
portion of the Specific Plan area, and the existing 30-foot height
limit within that area would remain.

As detailed in Chapter 3.0 of the PEIR, new and improved parking is
designated throughout the Specific Plan area. Additionally, the
Specific Plan includes policies to promote structured parking.
Additionally and with respect to adequate parking, planning for
high-density residential development near high-quality transit is a
focus of the City General Plan City of Villages Strategy, the City's
Climate Action Plan, and is consistent with SANDAG strategies
identified in The Regional Plan. The intention would be the
promotion of transit and the lessening of the need for individual
automobile use throughout the Specific Plan area.

Concluding comment is noted.
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Letter X
From: Bashant, Wendy
To: LM PlanningCROR
(]
Subject: The Moreno corridor 30 foot limit
Date: Thursday, Septernber 13, 2018 9:34:44 AM
Dear Council-woman Zapf:
X-1 I am concerned about the discussion to increase the 30 foot limit building height limit in Bay Park X-1 Comment noted. This comment does not SUggESt an Inadequacy n

and Bay Ho. | recently bought a house in Bay Ho and the view was reflected in the cost. To allow city
heights {100 feet) in single-home-owner areas s a deep concern. Any heightincreases must keep in
mind the area hames, the increased traffic and the local available resources. Please heed your
community property Owners concerns.

Sincerely,

Foendy Bashant, Ph.D.
PP/ Dean Student Lt
225 Cedar Street,

Sean Dige, CA 92101

CALIFORNIA WESTERN

SCHOOL OF LAW | $2n Diego

Like us on Facebook

the analysis of the PEIR.
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LetterY

September 17, 2018 File Number 3300300

Ms. Rebecca Malone

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

Dear Ms. Malone:

Morena Corridor Specific Plan (Project No. 582608) Draft Program
Environmental Impact Report

Subject:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Morena Corridor Specific
Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR). The San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) appreciates the City of San Diego's
efforts to implement the policies included in San Diego Forward: The Regional
Plan (2015 Regional Plan) that emphasize the need for better land use and
transpertation coordination. These policies will help provide people with more
travel and housing choices, protect the environment, create healthy
communities, and stimulate economic growth. SANDAG comments are based
on policies included in the 2015 Regional Plan and are submitted from a
regicnal perspective.

Smart Growth

This project is located in three Smart Growth Opportunity Areas (SGOAs)
identified on the Smart Growth Concept Map: an Existing/Planned Community
Center (SD CM-6}, Town Center (5D LV-1), and Mixed-Use Transit Corridor

(SD CM-7). SANDAG appreciates that the City of San Diego has prioritized
transit-oriented development and land use changes that support the

Smart Growth Concept Map and the 2015 Regional Plan. A key goal of the
2015 Regional Plan is to focus growth in SGOAs. Development in these areas
supports a sustainable and healthy region, a vibrant economy, and an
outstanding quality of life for all. Please continue facilitating access to
planned transit routes and services within the plan area.

Mobility Hub

SANDAG, in coordination with the City of San Diego and Metropolitan Transit
System, is developing a Mid-Coast Corridor Mobility Hub Implementation
Strategy that provides recommendations for improving mobility in the
Morena Corridor area. Consider developing policies, such as the following,
that support mobility hub implementation and improve connections to the
future Mid-Coast Trolley stations:

Y-1 This introductory comment is noted.

Y-2 Support for the project location is noted.

Y-3 The City appreciates SANDAG's input into mobility-related policies.
Many of these policies are already included in the Specific Plan.
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+ In addition te the provision of carshare and bikeshare programs, facilitate and promote the use
of other shared mobility services, such as on-demand rideshare, microtransit, and scootershare
within the Specific Plan area. Consider pursuing partnerships and pilot prejects with on-demand
rideshare {e.g.. Uber, Lyft, Waze Carpool) and microtransit or neighborhood electric vehicle
service providers that can enhance connections from the Tecolote Road and Clairemont Drive
stations to major universities and recreational destinations.

+ To reduce the demand for parking, expand upon shared parking strategies by developing a
comprehensive parking-management plan that considers parking-management strategies such
as priced parking and designated parking for carpeols, vanpools, and other shared mobility
options. Smart parking technelogies also can help manage parking demands.

» Insupport of the 2014 San Diege Traffic Signal Communication Master Plan, consider enhancing
pedestrian and street infrastructure investments by encouraging the use of smart signal and
smart intersection technalagies that can have multimedal benefits.

« Enhance wayfinding signage to facilitate connections to transportation services and other
destinations in the community.

e Electric, shared mobility services require fast charging points to support operations. Consider
siting publicly accessible electric vehicle charging infrastructure near transit and at key
community destinations to ensure a connected charging network.

» Where possible, explore the provision of flexible curb space to accommodate passenger pick-up
and drop-off for kiss-and-ride, taxi cabs, on-demand rideshare, and shuttle services. Ensure that
shared mobility services have designated space within the public right-of-way. This could
include dedicated curb space near major destinations in the community and near the
Tecolote Road and Clairemont Drive stations.

Additional information on the Mid-Coast Mobility Hub Implementation Strategy is available at
sdforward.com/mobility-planning/mcMobilityHub.

Other Considerations

Y-4 SANDAG has a number of resources that can be used for additional information or clarification on . R . .
topics discussed in this letter. The following resources can be found on our website, sandag.org: Y-4 The City appreciates SANDAG resources available for pIanmng and

future project use.
+ Designing for Smart Growth, Creating Great Places in the 5an Diego Region p J

« Parking Strategies for Smart Growth

« Trip Generation for Smart Growth

«  Mid-Coast Mobility Hub Implementation Strateqy
*» SANDAG Regional Parking Management Toolbox

s Riding to 2050, the San Diego Regional Bike Pian

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CiTY OF SAN DIEGO
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 94 February 2019




LETTER RESPONSE

When available, pl end any additional environmental documents related to this project to: .
Y-5 R Y-5  These concluding remarks are noted.
Intergovernmental Review
¢/o SANDAG

401 B Street, Suite 800

San Diego, CA 92101

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Marena Corridor Specific Plan Draft PEIR. If you
have any questions, ptease contact me at (619) 699-1943 or seth.litchney@sandag.org.

Sincerely,

SETH LITCHNEY
Senior Regional Planner

SLI/KHE/kwa
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Z-3

Z-4

Z-5

Letter Z

September 18, 2018

Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, MS413

San Diego, CA 92123

SUBJECT: COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO THE MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN DRAFT PROGRAM
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT(PEIR)

The Clairemant Community Planning Group (CCPG) respectfully submits the following comments
regarding the Marena Corridor Specific Plan draft PEIR.

We wish to concentrate our comments on our two greatest areas of concern identified in the PEIR:
Significant impacts identified to Transportation and Circulation {6.2.5), as well as significant impacts to
Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character {6.7-1 & 6.7-2).

Transportation and Circulation

Project Objectives as listed in the Morena Corridor Specific Plan (3.2) which include to “enhance multi-
modal connectivity between neighbarhoods {and} Mission Bay Park” and to “create a complete mobility
system that promotes access and increases safety for pedestrians (and) bicycles” are not adequately
addressed in the traffic study nor the Transportation & Circulation component of the PEIR. “Improve
access to Mission Bay Park” is also a guiding principle of the Specific Plan.

In the PEIR only vehicular traffic is thoroughly assessed and is identified as a significant and unavoidable
impact to all of the intersections and street segments which a pedestrian or bicycle must use to travel
from Clairemont area to Mission Bay Park over the Clairemont Drive overpass. Itis dangerous travel at
present with numerous vehicular intersections to cross. With increased daily vehicular trips (DVT)
added by the Specific Plan land use changes in Linda Vista area (which were assessed in the PEIR), as
well as DVT added by the Balboa Station Area Specific Plan increased density (which was not
incorparated into this PEIR) the Clairemont Drive overpass access to Mission Bay Park will become
significantly more dangerous and will definitely be problematic for residents and transit riders. This is
not in compliance with the project objectives.

The Clairemant community has from the outset of the Morena Corridor Specific Plan process voiced this
concern and has insisted that a separate pedestrian/bicycle bridge be identified because that is the only
way to truly mitigate for the danger of the numerous points of interaction with vehicles on the
Clairemont Dr. overpass. Yet this was glaringly absent from the current version of the Specific Plan and
the impacts were not addressed in the PEIR. We suppert item 1 of Planning Director Hansen’s memo to
Councilmember Zapf dated 9/17/18: “the plan will include language supporting a pedestrian and bicycle
bridge between Mission Bay Park and the Specific Plan area over the |-5 freeway.” We expect that
analysis of this feature will be included in the PEIR.

As an additional consideration, it is our understanding that our community’s adjacency to Mission Bay
Park is being considered for future park development credits through equivalencies. If a
pedestrian/bicycle bridge were identified and planned for in this Specific Plan, the idea of utilizing the
accessibility of Mission Bay Park as park equivalency for our park deficient community would seem more
logical. Without safe and convenient access to Mission Bay we would object to any consideration of park
equivalencies.

Pagelof3

Z-1

Z-2

Z-4

Z-5

Introductory comments are noted.

Multi-model  connectivity = and  promoting  safety  for
pedestrians/bicyclists are addressed in both the Transportation
Impact Analysis and PEIR. The Transportation Impact Analysis
discusses signal modifications, proposed crosswalk/sidewalk
improvements, and bicycle lanes that would enhance safety and
promote alternative modes of transportation throughout the
Specific Plan (see Transportation Impact Analysis Sections 4.2 and
4.3). Section 6.2 of the PEIR further analyzes the improved
pedestrian and bicycle facilities finding that implementation of the
project would support improved pedestrian facilities and increased
safety for pedestrians by strengthening pedestrian connections
and providing for improved pedestrian mobility throughout the
study area.

See response to comment Z-1.

As noted in Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the PEIR,
the Specific Plan identifies policies to coordinate with Caltrans to
provide bridge connections from the Specific Plan area to Mission
Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the Clairemont
Drive/East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road
Bridge. Ultimate construction of a bridge would require further
feasibility analysis including site-specific environmental analysis
and engagement with the community at the time a specific project
is proposed.

See response to comment Z-4.
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Z-9

Z-10

Z-11

Z-12

Z-13

Furthermore, none of the Transportation and Circulation mitigation measures (6.2.5) for the above
addressed roadways and intersections (Clairemont Dr and it's intersections from Denver St to West
Mission Bay Dr.) are presently incorporated into the draft Specific Plan. Mor are there any mitigation
measures identified for roadways that are presently failing (LOS F), specifically Morena Blvd from where
it splits from West Morena Blvd to where it rejoins Morena Blvd (including the Knoxville, Tecolote and
Buenos intersections). This area includes the high vehicular traffic associated with the Tecolote Rd/Sea
World Dr. overpass which is again a currently dangerous pathway for pedestrians and kicyclists to access
Mission Bay Park. The overpass was not assessed from the vantage point of pedestrians/bicyclists in
the PEIR and there are no safety improvemnents identified for these dangerous areas in the Specific Plan.

It is contradictory under the current version of the Specific Plan to advance Transit Oriented
Development plans with objectives stating goals of increasing pedestrian and bicycle travel without
realistically assessing and intervening for safety by those modes of travel to the pre-eminent destination
in the area, Mission Bay Park!

Just south of the above described area are new planned roadways which if constructed will open at LOS
of F. Such foreseeable and inappropriate planning for transportation is unconscionable.

The only significant transportation change recommended by the current draft Specific Plan and studied
in the PEIR in the Clairemont area is to change Morena Blvd from Gesner 5t south to the Linda Vista
community from a 4-lane Major Arterial to a 3-ane Collector. The principal reason for this is to provide
for a 2-way cycle track along the west side of the roadway. While the community is supportive of safe
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure there is great concern that that configuration will dramatically
impact vehicle travel (LOS A degraded to LOS C or D) and will not appropriately provide safe bicycle
transit because it would necessitate cyclists to cross the increased traffic of Morena Blvd to access the
residential and commercial areas along the east side of the roadway. This corridor includes very few
existing signalized intersections that would allow safe passage across Morena Blvd. Again the PEIR did
not take any steps to evaluate prospective use of this cycle track.

The above numerous objections regarding Transportation components of the draft Specific Plan and the
pedestrian/bicycle infrastructure assessments in the PEIR must be addressed prior to finalization. We
support item 2 of Planning Director Hansen's memo to Councilmember Zapf dated 9/17/18: “the plan
will be amended to retain 4 lanes in the segment of Morena Blvd from Ingulf St to Knoxville St including
2 northbound lanes, 2 southbound lanes, and left turn pockets at intersections.” We expect further
information and analysis of pedestrizn and bicycle safety measures in this area.

Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character

Regarding other “significant and unavoidable” impacts, the following comments relate to Visual Effects
and Neighborhood Character (Impact 6.7-1 & 6.7-2). The current draft Specific Plan identifies the
Tecolote Station area for dramatic increases in both density and height (with TODEP density of up to 102
du/acre and height up to 100 feet). This is most definitely significant, but it is not unavoidable. The
Tecolote Stationis adjacent to the freeway and less than a quarter mile away from the extensive single-
family neighborhoods of Bay Park and Overlook Heights. This is completely in conflict with several of
the Specific Plan Guiding Principles of ensuring “that new development respects general mass, vclume
and scale of the existing built environment,” to “improve visual quality”, and to “preserve public views”.
The Visual Effects and Neighborhood Character impacts would be significantly lessened in the Low-
Density Alternative. We recognize item 3 of Planning Director Hansen’s memo to Councilmember Zapf
dated 9/17/18: “The Transit Oriented Development Enhancement Program within the plan will be

Page 2 of 3

Z-6

Z-9

Z-10

Z-12

Z-13

The Specific Plan is not required to include the mitigation
measures proposed within the PEIR. The PEIR includes proposed
mitigation measures that would become part of the project's
conditions of approval (through the adopted MMRP).

CEQA does not require mitigation measures to be proposed for
existing conditions. The PEIR includes transportation-related
mitigation measures that aim to address significant direct and
cumulative impacts associated with implementation of the project.

The Specific Plan addresses land use and mobility changes within
the boundary of the Specific Plan area. See response to comment
Z-4.

One guiding principle of the Specific Plan is to improve access to
Mission Bay Park. New improvements within the Specific Plan area
would provide connections (including urban trail connections) to
Mission Bay Park. The Specific Plan also encourages coordination
with MTS and SANDAG to provide shuttle service to the park (Policy
3.4.10).

Traffic impacts are discussed in Section 6.2 of the PEIR. As the
bounding intersections of the proposed roadway segments would
operate at an acceptable LOS, it is expected that the roadway
segments would also operate at an acceptable LOS.

Refer to response Z-2.

See response to comments Z-1 through Z-11.

See response to comment Z-11.
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Z-14

Z-15

Z-16

amended to remave the ability to seek a maximum height of 100 feet in the Tecolote Village District and
to remove the ability to seek a maximum height of &5 feet in the Morena Station District through a
future Planned Development Permit process. The proposed ‘by-right’ height limit of 45 feet will
remain.” We insist that, besides limiting by-right heights, relative densities also be reduced.

Additional Issues

Another Project Objective (3.2) is to “promote high residential density and employment opportunities
consistent with the City of Villages strategy and the CAP”. It is clear the current draft Specific Plan will
promote the former by potentially adding 10,000 new residents, but it does so at the expense of more
than 6,000 jobs lost (see pages 8-2, paragraph 2). Again, this is an unconscionable contradiction.

Finally, we wish to reinforce that the current Draft Specific Plan, which would result in numerous
significant and unavoidable impacts, is not the environmentally superior alternative. The Low-Density
Land Use Plan alternative for the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan would still meet the Specific
Plan objectives {of creating higher-density residential in proximity to transit) with substantially less
significant impacts to the cammunities of Clairemaont and Linda Vista.

Conclusion

In summary, the Clairemont Community Planning Group acknowledges that some increased residential
density within walking distance of the new Mid-Coast Trolley stations is warranted. We appreciate and
support the modifications to the draft Morena Corridor Specific Plan delineated in the memo from
Planning Director Hansen to Councilmember Zapf dated 9/17/18 and we hope this signals a more
collaborative appr?ach to planning efforts with our community.

Sl!ncerely, \I |

R g i A
I\lw e 1.t e

\ | ol
Navean H. \A{.Jme'\}fm

C airpffl'airemor{t Community Planning Group

cc: Mike Hansen, Director, Planning Dept, City of San Diego
Michael Prinz, Senior City Planner, City of San Diego
Mavyor Kevin Faulconer
Councilwoman Lorie Zapf, District 2, City of San Diego
Councilwoman Barbara Bry, District 1, City of San Diego
Councilman Chris Ward, District 3, City of San Diego
Councilwoman Myrtle Cole, District 4, City of San Diego
Councilman Mark Kersey, District 5, City of San Diego
Councilman Chris Cate, District 6, City of San Diego
Councilman Scott Sherman, District 7, City of San Diego
Councilman David Alvarez, District 8, City of San Diego
Councilwoman Georgette Gomez, District 9, City of San Diego
City of San Diego Planning Commission
CCPG Morena Corridor Specific Plan Ad Hoc Subcommittee Members
CCPG Board Member

Page 30f3
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Z-15
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As discussed in Chapter 8, implementation of the proposed project
would create employment opportunities throughout the districts
intending to “facilitate the economic well-being of locally owned
and operated businesses and create ample job opportunities for
residents in the Specific Plan area. These policies serve to facilitate
expansion and new growth of high-quality employment
opportunities with access to transit.”

Chapter 10 of the PEIR provides a “reasonable range of
alternatives” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. The
alternatives included in the PEIR permit informed decision making
and public participation because there is enough variation
amongst the alternatives that provide a reasonable range. As
required under CEQA, the alternatives would avoid or minimize
significant impacts associated with the project while also meeting
the project objectives. The alternatives are compared to the
impacts of the project and are assessed relative to their ability to
meet the basic objectives of the project.

These concluding remarks are noted.
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Letter AA . - -
From Sessica Bowlin AA-1  The commenter’s opposition to the language of the PEIR pertaining
To: PLH PlanningCECA s .
ce: Simve B to character of the community is noted, as well as the opposition
bject: dor ific Plan: Proj . T .
e L L e e i to increased building height allowance of greater than 30 feet. As
: e e discussed in Sections 6.7.3 and 6.7.4, impacts associated with
orena Corridor Specific Plan: Project Number: . . . cr
pissEgpher. neighborhood character were determined to be significant and
unavoidable due to increased heights and development intensity
_ _ that could conflict with existing neighborhood character.
Dear Mayor and City Representatives,
_ _ AA-2  For a discussion of traffic-related impacts, see Section 6.2.3 of the
AA-1 As citizens, families, and advocates for Clairemont, we strongly oppose the language on p. 327 of the
PEIR that does not allow for the character of the community to be preserved. We specifically oppose PEIR.
the language that allows for higher building limits than 30 feet. This has verbally been promised by
Lori Zaph and other city officials, but this particular language allows a loophole to change the entire
Clairemont Mesa area without the consent of the citizens. AA-3 Refer to response AA-1.
AA-2 The increased traffic congestion impacts quality of life in the community for residents that already
AA-3 live here and those passing through the major through-fares on Genessee and Balboa. The citizens . .
want to maintain the 30 foot height limit and the character of our neighborhood. AA-4 The SpeCIfIC Plan does not propose any zoning changes to the
AA-4  In addition, my neighbors and our household appases the City's Planning Department “Height commercial prOperties associated with the commercial center
Concepts” proposal for rezoning of commercial property of the Home Depot on Balboa Avenue to | d he i . f b d
residential spaces. We are an older neighborhcod, and the need to access a majer hardware in ocated at the intersection of Balboa Avenue and Genesee Avenue.
proximity is a necessity in the neighborhood as something is always in need of replacement. While
there is an Ace Hardware in Clairemont Square, the store does notsupply the magnitude of the . .
items needed that Home Depot does. The other nearest major hardware stores are in other majorly AA-5 The SPECIfIC Plan does not propose any land use or zoning cha nges
congested areas in Mira Mesa and Mission Valley. Removal of this store will strongly impact the | b dditi h . f Clai .
quality of life for existing residents, not to mention the impact on lost jobs in the community. along Balboa Avenue. In a ition, the pOftIOﬂ of Clairemont Drive
AA-5 Far similar reasons, we also oppose the rezoning of commercial space to residential on Clairemont within the SpeC|f|C Plan area and adJacent Propertles would retain
Drive and Balboa Avenue. Itis the mayor’'s priority to handle homeless problems, and removing the icti H H H = -
Good Will is a job loss to those recovering from homelessness and addiction. In addition, Harvest the eXIStIng zoning deSIgnatlonS under the SpeCIﬁC Plan of RM-3 7'
Market is also located in that shopping Center, and it is one of the only locally owned grocery stores CN-1 -2, and CC-1-3.
left in the neighborhood. Not only will we be sitting in traffic for the additional proposed homes, the
loss of jobs will also impact our residents.
AA-6 As working parents, any additional time sitting in traffic is time that we cannot spend with our AA-6 The commenter’s concern with rega rds to additional time Sitting in
families, I'm sure we can all agree that healthy communities begin with healthy families. The last AP ; H P .
thing the residents of Clairemont want is another congested Rosecrans and University Town Center traffic is noted. For a discussion of antICIpated traffic-related
area. Please take into consideration the residents of Clairemont and prioritize growth in another impacts associated with traffic circulation within the Specific Plan
area of the city. .
area, see Section 6.2.3 of the PEIR.
Kindest Regards,
Stephen and Jessica Bowlin and residents of Clairemont
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AB-1  Introductory comment noted
Michael and Marissa Colburn Letter AB
1422 Everview Rd. ) L
San Diego, CA 92110 AB-2 The future year traffic volumes were developed utilizing the
anticipated land use quantities and standard industry practices
and are accurately reflective of the anticipated land use and
Rf:hcm‘:a Meﬂn.nc, En\lim.nm;:nlal Planner September 19, 2018 transportat]on network cha nges. Rega rding pa rk]ng’ the Speciﬁc
City of San Diego Planning Department P| d ide | h id ial
9485 Acro Drive, MS 413 an does not propose to provide less than one car per residentia
San Diego, CA 92123 unit. Parking requirements are dictated by the Municipal Code.
Re: Morena Corridor Specific Plan 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021 There are also policies supporting the use of shared parking to
efficiently meet parking needs in village areas.
Dear Ms. Malone. . . . .
AB-3  As discussed in Section 6.8 of the PEIR, greenhouse gas emissions

AB-1 I wish to register the following comments to this plan, and am doing so mn writing belore would be greater for proposed land uses identified within the

the 10/1/2018 deadline as stated in public documents. .o . s e
Specific Plan area when compared to build-out of the Specific Plan

AB-2 First and foremost, I find the assumptions for daily commuting and other transit nesds area based on the adopted community plan land uses. Emissions
rely excessively on the exclusive use of mass transit to suffice all needs, be they for work, .
shopping, school, medical, or other. Mass transit in the region remains in a nascent state, from all ) sources were found ) to mcre.ase from 'th.e adopted
unable to meet the real day-to-day needs for most. If a single route happens to pass community plan land uses. The increase in GHG emissions would
reasonably close to both your departure and arrival point. it is a very fortunate ; ;
arrangement. ‘Today’s reality is far different. and will likely be the case for decades. This be due tq the Incre_ased .denSIty .Of developmerllt. that would be
doesn’t mean that local planners should give up on the concept, but it also doesn’t give allowed within the Linda Vista portion of the SpeCIfIC Plan area and
license to ignore the health and well being of entire communities, some of which will associated GHG emissions. This increase in GHG would be a direct
bear the brunt of ill-conceived plans for excessive housing density, regardless of mcome . . . K K .
level, while ignoring the realities of our present, individual vehicle-centric system that result of the increased denSIty associated with |mpIementat|on of
requires careful provisioning ol roadway infrastructure, as well as parking. To write CAP Strategies and the General Plan’s City of Vi||ages Strategy‘
assumptions into a plan that call for anything less than one car per residential unit is | . idential d ial d it | t it
absurd. The implementation of such plans will, in the end game, cause far more gridlock ncreasing resiaenual  an commercia ensity along transi
and parking headaches for everyone, new residents as well as many of us who have lived corridors and Community ViIIages within a TPA would su pport the
in the area for decades. As for the achievement of the city’s greenhouse gas reduction PR o e ;

AB-3 goals, I have a hard time seeing how the achievement of such goals is promoted by Clty In aChIeV.mg the GHG ermssmns I"edUCtIOI’I ta rgejcs Of the CAP,
forcing people to sit in traffic twice a day for their necessary commute, for the privilege and thus, impacts associated with GHG emissions were
of aceessing the freeway which itsell is also likely gridlocked. Again, mass transit trolley determined to be less than significa nt.

- and bus routes are great, but likely applicable to less than 10% of the public’s routine

AB-4 b ikely applicabl Ft i
needs.

AB-4 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in

AB-5 As a long term owner/resident of the Overlook Heights Community, which I believe was th lvsis of the PEIR
initially subdivided almost 100 years ago, we have a vested interest in the area; i.¢. we € analysis 0 € :
have “skin in the game™. It is inconceivable to us how the introduction of thousands of
largely (or exclusively) rental housing units will be a net positive for our community, _ ; : :
regardless of income levels. There is a world of difference that is fully understandable, in AB-5 Comment .nOted' This comment does not suggest an madequacy n

the analysis of the PEIR.
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terms of pride of ownership; this is not to be misconstrued as a value judgment of renters
vs. owners as individuals; it just “is”. AB-6  As discussed in Section 6.2 and the Transportation Impact Analysis
AB-6 Overlook Heights, in contrast to other areas along the Morena Corridor, has very limited completed for the project, the project is anticipated to generate an
access to the major north/south and east/west corridors. We are permanently bounded on additional 22,528 ADT within the project study area. Circulation
two sides by land uses that cannot (and should not) be changed, namely Tecolote Park,
and the University of San Diego campus. Geography is also a factor, given the grades plans for the area referenced by the commenter would be
encountered that are likely a product of the Rose Canyon Fault Line. The third edge of modified under the Specific Plan. Refer to Specific Plan Figu re 3-1
our “triangle™ includes all the streets we use every day, namely Viola $t., Buenos Ave, : ; ; : ;
Dorcas St. (one way only), and Cushman Ave. And all four of these connect directly to for an illustrative concept of future streets in Linda Vista. As shown
Morena Blvd. THAT’S IT! We have no other routes we can use to access the [-5/1-8 in this graphic, an additional extension to West Morena Boulevard
freeways. It doesn’t take much imagination to visualize the gridlock that will materialize would be provided via the Sherman Avenue Extension.
every morning on Buenos Avenue, as drivers (ves, drivers) need to access I-5 . . . K o
northbound, as West Morena Bl. does not provide any direct access to the closest on Add|t|onally, as detailed in the PEIR Section 6.2.3, no Slgmﬂcant
ramp in that direction. The same can probably be said for West Morena southbound, as impact was identified with build-out of the Speciﬁc Plan at the
drivers access -8 eastbound, which I do every work day, to commute to my Kearny Mesa . .
office about seven miles away. The on ramp from Morena to I-8 east is already an intersections of Morena Boulevard and Buenos Street, Morena
engineering compromise, given the awkward jockeying that takes place as it combines Boulevard and Cushman Avenue, West Morena Boulevard and
drivers also attempting to depart the freeway for Morena northbound. ADDING
THOUSANDS OF VECHILES TO THIS MIX ON A DAILY BASIS IS A RECIPE Buenqs Street, .a.nd West Morena Bou!evard and (_jUShn_-]fan Avenue
FOR DISASTER. The minor road realignments/rearrangements in the plan will not Extension. Addltlona”y, no S'gr“ﬂca nt impact was identified for the
address this issue adequately. Of course, anything can be solved with enough money, I-5 northbound and southbound ramps at Tecolote Road. For a
AB-7 however, in my view, the infrastructure improvements to resolve these issues are likely . . . . .
not economic, and hence the responsible action to take is to abandon the plans for Complete discussion of traffic-related Impacts and associated
multiple thousands of units in the area of the corridor south of Tecolote Road, and north mitigation measures, refer to Section 6.2 of the PEIR.
of the river, which require incredible structure heights of 90 feet or more to achieve, in
favor of more modest density goals that can be attained with more modest structure
heights in the 30 to 45 ft range. Increased density around the transit lines makes sense, AB-7  As future development proceeds consistent with the Specific Plan,
but the plan in its current form goes far beyond what is reasonable and what the appropriate infrastructure improvements would either be required
infrastructure will support. without regards to the existence of the extended trolley line. . . . .
to be installed concurrent with project development, if warranted,
AB-8 There is another point I wish to make about the future. It is no secret that seniors are or development impact fees would be paid to ensure
choosing in greater numbers to “age in place”, as opposed to downsizing or moving into . .
multi-unit assisted care living. Or at least such moves are being deferred until a later age. infrastructure needs are funded commensurate with the demand
It would be expected that the needs for Emergency Medical Services (EMS) to access generated by development. Analysis of impacts to public services
homes in the Overlook Heights Community will increase, and of course when they ; ; + ; ; ;
respond, time is of the essence. Setting up a scenario where first responders are likely to (pO|IC€ protection, fire protection, schools, libraries, and parks and
be delayed significantly in daily commuting traffic is outright irresponsible, and recreation) are assessed in Cha pter 6.13 of the PEIR.
completely ignores the needs of older residents, many of whom have called Overlook
Heights home for decades, and can point to multiple generations of family in the same X . . . . .
community, if not the same home. AB-8 Fire and life safety protection impacts were analyzed in Section
6.13.3 of the PEIR. Implementation of the proposed project could
AB-9 The working class community of Overlook Heights has a unique character, even as It i . . I ble d | t which Id It
compared to what is colloquially known as “Bay Park™, to the north of Tecolote Creek. result in an increase In allowable development, which could resu
We have in front of us an opportunity to positively impact this character with mixed-use in additional residents and vehicles being added to the Specific
development, including businesses that the local and greater community will benefit Plan area and a change in response times. However, future
facilities would be planned based on adopted General Plan Public
Facilities Element standards detailed in Section 5.13.3 of this PEIR.
MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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AB-8 (cont.)

Moreover, as future development is proposed within the Specific
Plan area, individual projects would be subject to payment of
Development Impact Fees, which would provide facilities financing
in accordance with SDMC Section 142.0640. At the program level
the proposed increase in population would not require that the
SDFD construct new facilities. Any expansion of existing facilities or
the development of a new facility would be subject to separate
environmental review at the time design plans are available. Thus,
implementation of the proposed project would result in a less than
significant environmental impact associated with the construction
of new facilities in order to maintain service ratios, response times,
or other performance objectives related to fire/life safety
protection services.

AB-9 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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from, along with MODEST residential housing numbers in the area of the corridor. What
does “modest™ mean? 1 don’t know exactly, but it does NO'T mean multiple thousands off
new units wedged into the area with little to no provision for the reality that just about
every adult resident in the area will bring with them at least one private vehicle, with the
intent of using it for their daily needs. I doubt that future residents will be required to
promise to relinquish vehicle ownership/use in writing as a condition of their lease
agreements. At least [ hope not, as nobody will want to live under that type of
authoritarian rule.

AB-10 PLEASE, PLEASE do not move ahead with the plan it its current form. Instead, do AB-10 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
something smart, something that tomorrow’s residents, old and new, will he able to the analysis of the PEIR

comment, “Wow, they really did this project the right way™! The people making the
decisions may not live in the area, but we in the community have one shot at this; once it
is done, there is no going back.

Sincerely,

Michael J. Colburn, PE
San Diego native and Overlook Heights resident

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CiTY OF SAN DIEGO
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 103 February 2019



LETTER RESPONSE

Letter AC
From; Ed Greene
To: ELN PlanningCEQA
Subject: Morena Corridor Spedfic Flan) and Number { 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021}
Date: Thursclay, September 20, 2018 10:42;08 AM
Rebecca

AC-1  Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in

AC-1 Please keep the 20 foot height limit in place. .
the analysis of the PEIR.
Increasing density of the Clairemont Drive I'rolley stop only serves the

wealthy
thank you

With warmest regards,

Ed :>)

Ed Greene

ListOwner & Founder of www.edsjoblist.com since 1999 in San Diego

"E-Mail Blasts of LifeSci Sales/FAS/Mkty Jobs from >50 Biotech Recruiters and >1000 small
emerging companies”

my E-Mail: ed335333@Yahoo.com

My LINKEDIN:
hito: li ji i i fedsjobli

Going to Work at my office on "SEA DUTY" [a CALIFORNIAN 34 Long Range Cruiser]

EJL YouTube when | was living on BEANS:
http:/fwww.youtube.comiwatch?v=cg6QiuZFDbU
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Letter AD
From: Al & Peg Lisb
To: i
Subject: Bay Park / Morena
Date: Thursday, September 20, 2018 5:30:16 PM
AD-1 We do not want you to break the 30 foot height limit along the Morena corridor or to increase the density in the AD-1 Comment noted. This comment does not Suggest an inadequacy in
clairemont bay park communities. Your plan is the exactly opposite of what the majority of our residents have f
requested. The idea that more density lowers home prices has been disproved in LA, San Francisco, New York the anaIySIS Of the PEIR.
and every other city. Stop telling us what you think we want & listen to us.
AD-2 Our freeways & local roads are already over-crowded. The trolley only could be used by people exactly on the AD-2 For a discussion of traffic-related impaCtS, see Section 6.2.3 of the
path (not Mesa College, zoo, beach, airport or most places we need to go.) As proof, just look at the rush traffic
on I-8 which services the communities from Santee, El Cajon & La Mesa & on all the way to downtown & to the PEI R
border!
AD-3 High rise buildings along Morena only help the builders and developers make great profit at the loss of views from AD-3 Potential impaCtS related to pUb|IC views are addressed in PEIR
all of Bay Park, Bay Ho and Overlook Heights. The density furthermore will make our presently overstressed . . . .
AD-4 e vtinies. shoots § et Spport REieR Mo SHssses, Section 6.3.7, under Issue 1. As discussed in that section, the
AD-5 If you vote for buildings higher than 30' and/or increased density, you are voting for developers & builders and ana|y§|S COﬂC!UdES that pOtentlal |mpacts related to pUb.“C. VIEWS
voting against the affected residents. associated with build-out of Specific Plan land uses within the
Allan and Peggy Lieb Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area including
2232 Dunhaven St H H H -
Skl 08 implementation of the TODEP would be significant.
AD-4  For a discussion of associated traffic impacts, see Section 6.2 of the
PEIR. For a discussion of impacts to public utilities, see Section
6.14 of the PEIR. For a discussion of impacts to schools and other
public services, see Section 6.13 of the PEIR.
AD-5 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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Letter AE

ild
University
o San Diego

September 20, 2018

Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

Re: Comment on Morena Corridor Specific Plan, Project No. 582608

Dear Ms. Malone,

AE-1 The University of San Diego has carefully reviewed the Draft Program Environmental Impact AE-1 The requeSted revision haS been made to the table aSSOCIatEd Wlth
Report (DEIR) related to the Morena Corridor Specific Plan and respectfully requests that the the Morena Stat|0n DIStrICt Proposed Land Use in Sect|on 3.3.1 Of
following corrections be made to the DEIR:

the PEIR (Page 3-9).
@ The table on page 3-9 describing development for the Morena Station District
incorrectly lists the additional development increases for Tecolote Village, instead of
Morena Station. Figure 3-1 on page 8, summarizing the Morena Station development, is
correct. Page 3-9 should be corrected to be consistent with Figure 3-1.
_ The University agrees with the concept of improving the Morena Corridor area, is grateful to . .
AE 2 the City for its hard work on the Plan, and looks forward to working with its neighbors and the AE'Z The commenter’s Support for the proJeCt IS nOted-
City to implement the final version of the Plan.
Sincerely,
Ky Snyder
Vice President
University Operations
UNIVERSITY OPERATIONS
5998 Aleald Park, San Diego, CA 92110-2492
P: (619) 260-2930
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Letter AF
From: Jennifer Hunt
To: PLH PlanningCEOA
Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Comidor Specific Plan =--PROJECT Na.: 582608 f SCH Na. 2016101021
Date: Friday, September 21, 2018 4:42:17 PM
Greetings Rebecca,

AF-1 I realized that comments must be received by Septernber 17,2018 to be AF-1  Although past the September 17, 2018 review period, the
included in the final document considered by the decision-making comment is included in the record for the project.
authorities. | attended the Walk Bike Places conference last week, and this
deadline slipped under the radar.

AF-2 Do you have the date of when this plan will be presented to the City AF-2  The project will first go to Planning Commission, Land Use and
Council {decision makers) for adoption? | would like to include some Environment Committee, and then City Council. The project is
comments and concerns about not increasing height limits for buildings near timated t to City C ' i ing 2019
the trolley stops, the consideration of keeping Morena Blvd as 4 lanes of traffic and estimated 1o go to Lity Louncitin spring ’
eliminating the planned bike tacility. This will be detrimental for the region if this
moves forth.

AF-3 How do you recommend the best way to provide official input moving ) ) o . .
forward? Thank you for your help. AF-3  Information on the Morena Corridor Specific Plan is available on

) the City's website:

Sincerely.

Jennifer Hunt . i i i ifi

e sl https.//www.sand|ego.gov/plann|ng/commumty/speuﬂcplans/mor

San Diego County Bicycle Coalition ena-corridor

Eldbi —:nualiij 1]] Jl.g

[2] For questions or comments regarding the Morena Corridor

Specific Plan, please contact Michael Prinz, Project Manager at

Advocate. Educate. Celebrate. mprinz@sandiego.gov or at (619) 533-5931.

City of San Diego — Ranked Top 10 Best Places for Bikes by People for

Bikes!.
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Constance A. Biewer Letter AG
1904 lllion Street
San Diego, CA 92110

23 September 2018

Rebecca Malone,
Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Planning Dept.
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

Subject: Project Name: Morena Corridor Specific Plan
Project No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021

Dear Ms. Malone,

AG-1 | have been involved in many of the public discussions regarding the Marena Corridor Specific Plan and AG-1 Introd UCtOI’y comments noted.
read the Draft Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. In
addition, | noted the revisions to the PEIR in a September 17, 2018 letter from Mike Hansen, Director,
Planning Department to Councilwoman, Lorie Zapf.

| have been a resident in Bay Park since 2004. | purchased my home due to the 180 degree vistas from
shelter Island to Pacific Beach and the unobstructed views of Mission Bay and the Pacific Ocean—with a
30’ zoning height limit. | have a vested interest in the proposed plans mentioned in the PEIR and would
like to publicly comment, as follows:

AG-2  eros: N— N - | AG-2 Comments noted. These comments do not suggest an inadequacy
1. | am for the trolley line and the trolley stations located off Morena Boulevar at Tecolote, : .
Clairemont and Balboa Drives. San Diego needs to update its transportation options and the in the analySIS of the PEIR.
trolley is a good option.
2. | love my Bay Park community, my neighbors and the “vibe” that is in our water park.
3. | am for Affordable Housing but against any developers making “payment in lieu” fees to avoid
providing affordable housing.

CONS:
AG-3 1. |am against any and all changes to zoning restrictions—specifically, the 30 feet to 45 feet
affecting Bay Park residents and the 45 feet to 65 feet affecting Linda Vista residents. | AG-3 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
purchased my home knowing that there was a 30 foot zoning limit. Change of even 15 feet th .
e analysis of the PEIR.
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AG-4

AG-5

AG-6

AG-7

AG-8

AG-9

AG-10

AG-11

negatively affects current residents by reducing property values and limits the enjoyment of our
vistas. The change in zoning height is not a necessity for the trolley and is not a necessity for
affordable housing.

| am against the proposed 6-fold increase in density resulting from the zoning changes. Are you
kidding me? This will change the fabric of our neighborhoods and make it much more ofa
commuter, transient hub. This density increase is nota necessity for the trolley.

| am against the ensuing traffic and parking issues which will be a direct result of the zoning
height and density changes being proposed in the PEIR. The neighborhoods surrounding the
trolley stations and multi-unit residences will be full of parked cars due to the limited parking
spaces being offered by the stations and the developers. | worry about more cars traversing our
neighborhoods in a rat run to avoid traffic pinch points (which will occur due to the proposed
six-fold increase in density). | have a school directly across the street from me with lots of
children, parents and teachers crossing the street to attend schoal. School children and traffic
should never mix!

1. ‘When we first began public discussions regarding the Morena Corridor Specific Plan, the
success of Little Italy was touted. | have friends who lived in Little Italy before revitalization.
None of them live there anymore; they left! Their community was obliterated by
commercialization and high rises. | do not want to live in a “Little Italy Look-Alike”!

2. After a public outcry within Bay Park, we were told that the Planning Department would
“respect” our 30 foot zoning restrictions. What is being proposed in the PEIR is not respect!
An increase to 45 feet is a “bust” of our current 30 foot zoning height limit.

3. Removing Land Use from the Morena Corridor Specific Plan Ad Hoc Sub Committee and
placing it in the hands of the Clairemont Community Plan felt like a political ploy. Was it
because the Ad Hoc Committee were not as amenable to the Planning Department
proposals outlined in the PEIR while the Clairemont Community Plan had a more planning-
friendly group which is more amenable to busting our zoning height limits? | think this is
true.

4. The proposed high-rise condominium tower at the current Jerome’s location was initially
touted at 90 feet. It then rose to over 100 feet. Now, based on the September 17, 2018
letter from Mike Hansen to Lorie Zapf, is it now at 65 feet? | feel like the process contains
smoke and mirrors so that | do not know what is being proposed! Let me be clear: | do not
want any structures that exceed the 45 foot height zone in Linda Vista or the 30 foot height
zone in Bay Park.

5. My fear is that any breach of the zoning heights will lead to “development creep”. By thisl
mean, developers being granted height limit easements because another property just
down the road was granted an easement to exceed the height limits. Development creep
becomes a vicious cycle: greater heights, leading to increased densities resulting in worse
traffic and more parking problems!

Based on the above fears, is it any wonder that | feel as if | have been misled, mollified and manipulated
throughout the Morena Corridor Specific Plan process?

AG-4

AG-5

AG-6

AG-7

AG-8

AG-9

AG-10

AG-11

Comment notes. Refer to PEIR Section 6.7.3 for a discussion of
impacts to neighborhood character. As discussed in this section, a
significant impact related to neighborhood character would occur
as a result of future development within the Linda Vista portion of
the Specific Plan area due to increased heights and development
intensity that could conflict with existing neighborhood character.
The comment does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of
this analysis.

Comment noted. For a discussion of traffic related impacts, see
Section 6.2 of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR, but will be provided to decision makers for
their consideration.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR, but will be provided to decision makers for their
consideration.

The Spgcific Plan does not propose specific development projects.
The height limit allowances within the Specific Plan area will
ultimately be decided by City Council.

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR, but will be provided to decision makers for their
consideration.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.
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SUMMARY: .

AG-12 in weighing the pro’s and con’s and in consideration of my fears, | reject the Morena Corridor Specific AG-12 This comment will be provided to decision makers for their
Plan PE|3 becausF of the pr?posed changes to zoning height Iimi‘ts, the 6 times incr.ease in density, and consideration.
the ensuing traffic and parking problems. My property values will be devalued, enjoyment of my
property will be restricted—along with my view and my neighbor’s views--and my community will be
decimated by the increase in density, traffic and parking. | will continue to use my voice, my pen and my
vote to reject the PEIR regarding the Morena Corridor Specific Plan, Project No.: 582608 / SCH No.
2016101021 and all who support this travesty!

Sincerely yours,

@j«/f%ﬂo(&?%f&

Constance A. Biewer
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LETTER
From: Grant Kuhn Lette r AH
To: j
S:hjel’.l: Morena Corridor Project # 582608 [ SCH # 2016101021
Date: Monday, September 24, 2018 4:11:34 PM
N , B , - AH-1  Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
AH_,I ik e iting, this email to protest the Comridor Specific Plan’s provision for allowing structures to exceed the current .
30 rule. the analysis of the PEIR.
Grant Kuhn
2024 Frankfort St
Bay Park homeowner
MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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Letter Al Al-1 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
From: Janette Faust eter .
To: i the analysis of the PEIR.
ce: CouncilMember Lorie Zapf; Coundilmember Barbara Bry; Councilmember Christopher Ward; Councilmember
Myrtle Cole; Councilmember Mark Kersey; CouncilMermber Chris Cate; Gouncilmember Scott Sherman;
davidalvarex@sandiego.gov; Council er, Mayor
e e AR Al-2  The City recognizes that it cannot be guaranteed that future
i i residents will take advantage of transit; however, planning for
Septerber 24, 2018 high-density residential development near high-quality transit is a
focus of the City General Plan City of Villages Strategy, the City's
Climate Action Plan, and is consistent with SANDAG strategies
To Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner, City of San Diego Planning Department . . . .
S fierie e, B B i GOTTE identified in the Regional Plan. Refer also to response Al-1.
Regarding: Morena Corridor Specific Plan, 582608/SHO No. 2016101021
Al-3  Regarding affordable housing, future development will be required
Al-1 1. Plans to build over 2000 units at Jeromes/Toys R Us properties with less than one parking to be consistent W|th C'ty I’eCIUirementS related to aﬂ:ordable
space required per unit is too much density and too little parking far this neighborhoaod area. housing inClUding the prOViSion of adequate affordable housing
You should reduce the density of units and increase the amount of parking spaces for . . . .
residents and businesses. and/or payment of in lieu fees. The Specific Plan does not specifically
Al-2 2. The city assumes these 2000 unit residents will regularly use the trolley instead of their allow payment of fees instead of deve]opment of low-income units;
wehicles. The continued use of automobiles needs to be accommodated. The Morena th the Cit icinal d ts th . t
Corridor Specific Plan needs a ridership trolley study before supporting this extreme ratner, el y munICIpa coae sets ose reqUIremen S.
Al-3 densification.
- 3. This F_\.’Iorena. Corridor Specific P\.an allows th.e.deve\oper to l.avuyout of providing low cost Al-4 As discussed in Section 3.3.9 of the PElR, a number of pUb“C faCl“ty
housing. This buyout does nothing for providing a substantial amount of required affordable ) o . o )
housing for low Income and middle income families. updates have been identified in association with development of
Al-4 4. Who will finance the proposed infrastructure and community improvements? There should the SpeCiﬂC Plan The prOjeCt anticipates adoption Of an Impact Fee
be cost estimates for each of the proposed improvements: community library, roads, parks ) . . . .
and other public facilities. If the Jeromes/Taoys R Us area is developed without any other StUdy (IFS, forme”y known as a PUbIlC FaClIltleS FlnanCIng Plan) for
changes to the Morena area traffic infrastructure, then traffic congestion will increase. the Linda Vista community that addresses the need for pUbllC
Al-5 5. Itis the duty of San Diego Mayor and City Council members to act upon the current Morena . . . . . r
Blvd. property owner’s concerns and suggested compromises in order to achieve a truly faCIlItleS aSSOCIated Wlth bUIld_OUt Of the Specrﬁc Plan' The updated
cellaborative Morena Corridor Cemmunity Plan. IFS for Linda Vista would incorporate identified facility
T —— improvements within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan
area, based on facility analysis completed as part of the Specific
ﬁ”;;;i::‘tjmoad Plan. The IFS would include potential funding sources for public
San Diege, CA 92110 facilities financing, particularly development impact fees. Future
Jensitefaust@hiatmall com improvements to be identified in the IFS would vary widely in the
PEIR range and scope; some could be implemented incrementally
as scheduled street maintenance occurs, and others would require
significant capital funding from city, state, regional, and federal
agencies, or are not feasible until significant new development
occurs. Adoption of an IFS for the Clairemont Mesa portion of the
Specific Plan area would occur concurrent with the comprehensive
update to the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan, and was,
therefore, not considered as part of the Specific Plan project.
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Al-5  The commenter's opposition to the project is noted.
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Letter Al

From; llebmit@aol.com

To: i

Subject: Morena Corridor Speafic Man

Date: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 12:46:51 PM

PROJECT NAME: Morena Corridor Specific Plan
PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021

Al-1 As Bay Park residents (44years), We're totally against the city breaking the 30 ft zone
limit.

Tim Bell and wife Linda Krueger
1-619-276-8011

A1

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in

the analysis of the PEIR.
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Letter AK
From: Douglas Wetzel
To: PLI PlanningCEOA
ce: CouncilMember Lore Zapf; Counalmember Barbara Bry; Councilmember Chrstopher Ward; Councilmember
Myrtle Cole; Gouncilmember Mark Kersey; GouncilMember Chiis Cate; Councilmember Scott Sherman
il Ge: ; CouncilMerber David Alvarez; Faulconer, Mavor Kevin:
Subject: Morena Corridor Specific Plan Mo. 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021 AK-1 Introducto ry comment noted.
Date: Wednesday, September 26, 2018 6:44:56 PM
September 26, 3018 AK-2  Regarding parking, the Specific Plan does not propose to provide
To Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner, City of San Diego Planning Department less than one car per residential unit. Parking reqUirements are
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413, San Diego, CA 92123 dictated by the Municipal Code. There are also policies supporting
Regarding: Morena Corridor Specific Plan, 582608/5SHO No. 2016101021 the use of shared parking to efﬁciently meet parking needs in
village areas.
AK-1 | am a 30+ year resident of Overlook Heights. | have reviewed the subject plan and have the
impression that not a lot has changed as a result of the community input previously provided to
Michael Prinz in August 2017. The most important changes that | see are needed to the current plan AK 3 The Clty recognizes that it cannot be guaranteed that future
are as follows:
residents will take advantage of transit; however, planning for
AK-2 1. Inadequate Parking. The Tecolote Village District {Jeromes/ToysRus site) density is inadequately . . . . . . .
supported by enough parking for residents, as well as for trolley riders. Futurist wishful thinking will hlgh'den5|ty residential development near hlgh-quallty transit is a
not keep even trolley riders from needing automobiles for all those trips that cannot be focus of the C|ty General Plan C|ty of Vi”ages Strategy the Cltyls
accomplished by public/bike means. Less than one parking space per unit is unrealistic. . ] . ! ) ! -
AK-3 Additionally, the trolley parking will be impacted from the parking needs of residents without Climate Action Plan, and is consistent with SANDAG Strateg|es
enough spaces. What may appear toc you as providing excess capacity now has a way of easily being . = . .
filled out in the future (e.g., look at crowded parking at the Old Town Station now!). Further, let me identified in the Reglonal Plan.
remind you of a similar lack of foresight that caused an uproar back in 2014 concerning insufficient
resident parking in the Spectrum/Centrum development that occupies the former General Dynamics . .
land. Do the right thing for this Morena project and provide excess parking for both the trolley AK4  The closure of Napa Street was analyzed and Impacts are disclosed
station and the residents of Tecolote Village. The lack of realistic ridership studies on this topic just within the Draft PEIR and su ortin Transportation Impact
indicates to me that trendy belief systems are instead guiding this development. Fewer new . . . Pp 3 p P .
residents would also lessen the problem. Analysis (provided as Appendix B of the Draft PEIR). As shown in
AK-4 2. Traffic Flow. Two traffic congestion sites seem obvious. Table 6.2-2 and Table 6.2-3 of the Draft PEIR, the roadway
{2A) Do Not Close North Mapa St. The closure of north Napa St. will likely cause congestion, Segments and intersections in thIS area are forecaSt to Operate at
particularly for those seeking to take afrequent route to Friars Rd. on south Napa. The plan provides acceptable levels of service with the rea“gnment The comment
two new longer alternative dog-leg routes to Friars Rd., (1) one is a turn from Morena onto a very . . . ’ . .
short section of Linda Vista Rd. [often backed up now) & then right to Napa to Friars, (2) the other is does not raise any specific issues regarding the analysis provided
frem Morena via a proposed extension of Cushman/Maorena Place to Linda Vista Rd, then right to : . f :
Napa and left to Friars. Both of these dog-leg routes can be plagued by backed up traffic caused by a in the Draft PEIR. The comment will be included as part of the Final
short approach to the intersection of Napa St. south at Linda Vista Rd. (this intersection is site of PEIR for review and consideration by decision makers prior to the
Rose Donuts, Starbucks, 7/11 stare, & US Bank). Although | am sure the symmetry of the new grid . . . . .
design appeals to planners, the fact remains that the straight-through route of Napa St. from final determination regard|ng the prOPOSEd prOJECt-
Morena Blvd to Friars road should be preserved to avoid these traffic tie-ups with the added turns in
either proposed route. Closing the north section of Napa 5t. causes more problems that it is worth, . . .
pedestrians can still use it and bikes will use the alternative bike routes provided in the plan. AK 5 As shown in Table 5-2 of the Transportatlon Impact AnaIySIS, no
AK-5 {2B) Plan for Freeway 5 Access. The plan opens the flow of traffic from W. Marena to Knaxville St. to Sigﬂifica nt impaCtS were identified along the referenced segment
already clogged intersections. | recommend additional attention to major traffic choke points that f ; H
should be seriously adjusted to handle the increased traffic to access the 5 Freeway at Morena as the adjacent Intersectlons .Operate at an acceptable level of
Blvd/Tecolote Rd./SeaWorld Drive. Again, the increased number of residents at Tecolote Village will service and an arterial analySIS for the same Segment was also
found to operate at acceptable levels of service.
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AK-6

AK-7

AK-8

not all be riding the trolley no matter how hard we wish it. The traffic path from the Tecolote Village
to SeaWorld Drive & Rte 5 is a maze of small streets that will likely swell with the traffic load of
1,700+ new housing units, and these streets themselves will need attention (this includes the very
short lead-up distances between traffic lights over the bridge north on Morena to the new
Armstrong Garden Center at Knoxville St. - this bridge should at the least be widened). The plan
does very little to address this choke point when accessing the 5 Freeway at Morena Blvd/Tecolote
Rd. /SeaWarld Drive. This choke point is a difficult problem to solve, but it should be addressed

now, even in a stage two plan for the future, rather than leaving it for eternal grumbling by motorists
in the future.

3. Affordable Housing. Many have come to suspect that our city will bend to the desires of
developers, e.g., on issues like inadequate parking. Butin this case | cannot see why the city would
not enforce a hefty percentage of lower cost housing, particular in this presumably more affordable
less desirable location adjacent to the railroad.

4. Planning & Funding Asynchrony. Are we to assume this is just a plan for an indefinite future since
no funding has really been identified. But if Tecolote Village is to be privately developed scon, then
how will all those extra residents impact the existing area when a future plan for this adjacent area is
unfunded and years away from being acted upon.

5. Recommend Further Revision of Morena Corridor Specific Plan. | recommend further work to
revise the plan based on new community input.

Resident of Overlook Heights

C. Douglas Wetzel

1520 Monitor Road

San Diego, CA92110
douglaswetzel@hotmail.com

AK 6

AK'7

AK 8

Future development within the Specific Plan area would be
required to demonstrate consistency with City regulations relating
to the provision of adequate affordable housing and/or payment
of in lieu fees.

The project includes adoption of an IFS for the Linda Vista
community that addresses the need for public facilities associated
with build-out of the Specific Plan. The updated IFS for Linda Vista
would incorporate identified facility improvements within the
Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area, based on facility
analysis completed as part of the Specific Plan. The IFS would
include potential funding sources for public facilities financing,
particularly development impact fees. Future improvements to be
identified in the IFS would vary widely in the PEIR range and scope;
some could be implemented incrementally as scheduled street
maintenance occurs, and others would require significant capital
funding from city, state, regional, and federal agencies, or are not
feasible until significant new development occurs. Adoption of an
IFS for the Clairemont Mesa portion of the Specific Plan area would
occur concurrent with the comprehensive update to the
Clairemont Mesa Community Plan, and was therefore not
considered as part of the Specific Plan project.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.
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Letter AL
From: Derek Someda
To: i
Subject: Fw: Marena Comidar Specific Flan, project 5826081 SCH 2016101021
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 12:14;17 AM

On Wednesday, September 26, 2018 11:51 PM, Derek Someda <someda@sbcglobal. net> wrote:

AL-1  All comments will be provided to decision makers for

AL-1 All openings should consider radius turns of tandems and mtn bikes w trailer
1.Linda Wista Plan Fig 3-13 Sherman to W Morena needs an opening In barrier consideration. The comment does not identify inadeq uacies
2.Figure 3-12 left turn w light? is there a manual way to activate light w cabon bike? contained within the PEIR; thus, additional response is not
3. Figure 3-9 Ift turn Cushman to W Morena barrier is in the way. Warranted'

Cushman rt to W Morena sidewalk is in the way
They need openings

4 W Morena Ift to Cushman staging area next to traffic on W Morena. Either green markings next to
traffic or green circles in frant of traffic as per Morth Park bike paths that are planned

3. Figure3-8 slim island so tandem can radius a turn
6.Fig 3-5 Ift turn from Knoxville needs bike staging area
Thanks

Derek Someda

Bay Park
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From: WALTER DEAL Letter AM
::; Prinz, Michael; Jim LaMattery
Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Comidar Specific Plan, PROJECT No.; 582608 / SCH Na, 2016101021
Date: Thursclay, September 27, 2018 10:09:30 AM
TO: PlanningCEOA /@ sandiego.gov
PROJECT NAME: Morena Corridor Specific Plan h | he Final ] T
PROTECT No - 582608 / SCTT No. 2016101021 AM-1 T e. I?EIR ana yz.es.t e F!na Morena Corridor Specific Plan. No
additional analysis is required.
AM-1 Please regard this email as an update to my email of September 7, 2018. As AM-2 Comment noted. The policy is intended to support one bridge that
you know, the City Planning Department intends to make substantive changes ) ] ) )
to the Morena Specific Plan (see Mr. Hansen’s September 17 letter to could accommodate both pedestrian and bicycles. This comment
Councilmember Zapl). I presume these significant changes will does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.
trigger a revision of the PEIR and reset the clock for public comments.
I’s obviously not reasonable (and may be illegal) to expect timely public } i ; i ; ;
comments on aspects of the PEIR that are clearly affected by last-minute (or AM-3 Blcy,de and pedestrlan mprovements are discussed in
even after-the-last-minute) changes to the Specific Plan. Section 6.2.3 of the PEIR. Specifically, the PEIR addresses whether
AM-2  The comments in this email are based on Mr. Hansen’s statement, “The plan the project would ' conflict W|th' adopted p0||C|.eS, plans, ' 'OI’
will include language supporting a pedestrian and bicycle bridge |emphasis programs supporting alternative transportation. Mobility
?gdzd‘ ﬂ??.t 11*°;lappare“ﬂ3’ i blm.i%e’ not two] between Mission Bay Parl and improvements identified in the Specific Plan are overall intended
e Specific Plan area over the I-5 freeway.” . . . . .-
3 i B i s 1 5 bl’ 3] ; i B8 to increase safety for pedestrians and bicyclists by providing
AM- s [ said previously, pedestrian and bicycle safety might not ordinarily be . e .
addressed in an EIR. However, the PEIR states that a goal of the Speeitic Plan improved facilities. The PEIR ev.aluates 'these che.mges ata pIann.l.ng
is to “create a complete mobility system that promotes access and increases level as there are no site-specific, project-level mobility
safety for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit.” This statement indicates that improvements proposed as part of the Specific Plan. At the time
safety is a factor that the PEIR did and should continue to address, even if ific improvements are pr d. th fotv of pedestrian
1nadcquﬂtcl} ZPGCIl.IC imp (;)VG e .S are pl((j)pt())sef , \ e Sa el y O dpe ES 1a hS,
AM-4  For the last 4+ years, City planners and SANDAG have given short shrift to Icyc ISFS' and motorists W(.)u N urt er evaluated. Thus, the
communily concerns about dangers to pedestrians and bicyclists (and, now, evaluation related to safety in the PEIR is adequate.
rent-a-scooler riders) who will Lake the trolley Lo the Tecolote or Clairemont
stations, and wallk or bicyele over the T-5 overpasses to Mission Bay Park. AM-4 The conditions referenced bv the commenter are part of the
Both of these overpasses are, in the view of many community members, O . ) y i o P
dangerous for pedestrians and bicyclists. [ personally know of one severe, life- existing condition associated with access to Mission Bay. The
changing bicycle-aulomobile accident on the Clairemont overpass. See my Specific Plan recognizes this deficiency in adequate access to
Comments (4 of 5) in my email of September 7 for more information. Mission Bay for pedestrians and bicyclists and has incorporated
AM-5  Lastweek (!!), Mr. Hansen said City planners will now include a lici rting improv nnection
pedestrian/bicycle overpass (one, not two??) in planning. 1 like to think my policies supporting improved connections.
raising the possibility that SANDAG and City officials may face individual
civil and criminal liability when the inevitable accident occurs had at least a AM-5 Refer to responses AM-3 and AM-4. This comment does not
little to do with their abrupt reversal, even though the reversal is likely to be too suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR
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lttle, too late. Their stonewalling for 4+ years most likely means that the
trolley will be operational well before there are safety upgrades for pedestrians
and bicyclists — safety for pedestrians and bicyclists on these overpasses was
not a priority in planning. 1 hope our fears and concerns are not realized. If
they are realized, I hope the City official who instructed planners to disregard
safety in planning gets fitted with an orange jumpsuit.

AM-6 Even before bridge construction begins, I believe it is imperative that City and AM-6 The Specific Plan provides a policy framework supporting

SANDAG planners consult with trafTic safety experts to make the current identified bility i ithin th ific Pl
overpasses meet up-to-date safety standards by the time the trolley becomes Identified mobility improvements within the SpeC| ic Plan area. As

operational. This should have been done four years ago; it certainly should be future mobility improvements are proposed, site-specific

done NOW. [ don’t know if the current overpasses can be reconfigured to meet ; - ; ;

up-to-date salely standards. The PEIR should address this issue, and issues engineering-level studies would be completed that would consider
AM-7 that arise from the new inclusion of a pedestrian/bicyclist bridge in the safety for all users.

Morena Specific Plan as well as the other changes discussed in Mr.

Hansen’s letter of September 17.

SEELER TEIRERIR SEEE s AM-7  See response AM-1 and AM-6.
Feel [tee to contact me 1l [ can provide any additional information.
Walter ). Deal

2252 Frankfort Street
san Liego, CA 92110

Virus-free. www avast com

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CiTY OF SAN DIEGO
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 119 February 2019



LETTER RESPONSE

From: Janet th{ Letter AN
-Sr:i:jer.l: Morena CorridorSpecific Plan project No. 582608 /SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Thursday, September 27, 2018 5;38;36 PM

AN-1 I reject the Morena Corridor Specific Plan because it disregards AN-1  The comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the input and wishes of the majority of the citizens of the the PEIR; however, all comments will be forwarded to decision
neighborhoods directly affected. In my opinion it also does a makers for consideration

great disservice to the entire city of San Diego. The city planners
need to go back to the drawing board and keep the promises
made to us. Protect and preserve the integrity and character of
our neighborhoods.

Yours truly,

Janet Croft

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
February 2019
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Letter AO
Pusic Private
Real Elsate Develsfiment
Consiretion
Deary DeveELopMENT, INC.
September 27, 2018

3722 Ligpent Drive
Suire 101

San Diego, CA 92106
Phoae 619/696-9494
pdealyf@ideatyder.com
wwwdealydew com

Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123
Re: Morena Corridor Specific Plan No. 582608/SCH No. 2016101021

Comments on Program Environmental Impact Report {PEIR)

Dear Ms. Malone: AO-1 The comments in this letter do not suggest an inadequacy in the

- .h i i Tecolote Vill District TOD . f P
AO-1 Dea_ly Development, Inc. has been ret?med_by-rhe property owners in the Tecolote Village |s_r|c anaIyS|s of the PE|R; but will be forwarded to the decision maker
designated zone and the Morena Station District. Over the last 3+ years DDI has been attending . .
community meetings, talking to Stakeholders in the LV community, meeting with City Planning for consideration.

Department, regional stakeholders, climate action plan groups, professional planning groups, technical
traffic and development experts, urban planners and elected officials. We have conducted economic
market studies for land value and development programs for conceptual development options for both
of the two districts outlined in the PEIR.

The two TOD zones take advantage of the existing SD Trolley along with the current extension to UCSD
and UTC. We have discussed the regions significant housing shortage including workforce and
affordable.

Our concept plans for the Tecolote Village District included master planning for over a 16 acre gross site
that would allow for the development of a mixed use residential master plan that would include
neighborhood retail, restaurants, grocery store, drug store, outdoor cafés, dog park, pocket parks, open
space and neighborhood amenities that currently are not is the Western part of Linda Vista. The ability
to master plan a large parcel offers significant benefits that are not being considered by community
groups. A fixed rail transit location with a mixed use development is ideal for walkable, bikeable and
trolley mobility that has been successful in urban neighborhoods in Southern California locations.
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The Morena Blvd. district currently has evolved over the years with the STRIP mentality of small parcels
being developed with no community or neighborhood character. A large parcel and good urban design
offers significant opportunities for including amenities and good urban design for the district while
meeting the goals and objectives of City, Regional and State mandates for climate action, with density
on transit.

It is imperative to understand that the Tecolote Station (TS) site is not on MORENA Blvd, it is on WEST
MORENA. Nor is it immediately adjacent to residential zoning. It is buffered with the Train Tracks,
Industrial (Storage) and I-5 to the West, Community Commercial (Artisan) to the East and Industrial
(Employment) to the South.

Further that the site slopes down from East to West and becomes a deeper parcel of land at the
southern portion of the TS zone. The TS site is perfectly located to be developed as up to 109 DU/Acre
via a PDP that would require a Linda Vista review and vote before going to the City of San Diego
Planning Department. Without meeting the regions and City of SD needs for housing it is predicted that
the significant impact to the our care employment sectors including high tech and defense contractors
will be forced out of the local economy with significant economic impacts to our economy.,

The existing Tecolote property is set up as a big box retail, not neighborhood friendly and offers no
community amenities. Over time the property will continue to become non compatible with Urban and
neighborhoed character and could become blighted with homeless, crime and other negative impacts to
the community and residential neighborhoods further to the East.

Good urban planning allows for positive and compatible community solutions.  Any project proposed
for both the Tecolote and Morena Station that could achieve the higher density proposed in the PEIR
would be subject to a PDP with reviews at the community planning group and City Planning Department.
SANDAG, City of SD and State regulations are looking to the future of the City and these two TOD
Districts outlined in the Morena Corridor Specific Plan allow for all the key planning objectives to be
achieved.

To summarize:

1. City/County/SANDAG is in construction on a $2 Billion trolley extension from Mission Valley to
UTC and UCSD. This significant investment with a new station at the Tecolote Station District
connects residents, tourists and workers to the City.

2. TOD's are the best available locations for higher density quality development in the greater San
Diego region to help mitigate the significant shortage of workforce housing.

3. Proximity of USD to both Tecolote and Morena allow for adding shuttles at both stations
mitigating the through traffic from I-5 and I-8 to the campus

4. Tecolote will allow for a Linda Vista Village West that would create a sense of community with
parks, neighborhood retail, outdoor café’s, dog parks, bicycle facilities, grocery, etc.

5. Both high density TOD Districts address climate action mitigation,

6. The TOD mixed use residential Districts also have opportunities for traffic calming, TDM programs
including carpooling, van pooling, off peak programs, etc.
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7. The Tecolote mixed use residential can step up the height from WEST MORENA (45 feet) to the
West along the railroad and I-5 to the 100 feet creating both the ability to accommodate the
density but also have open space for pocket parks, dog parks, walkable trails and opportunities
for community events.

8. Llinda Vista Community Planning Group will have design review and input to improve any
development planning for both TOD Districts.

9. Scale, density, quality, and land uses that qualify for a TOD District give the Community, City and
Region the opportunities to meet the next generation of a better San Diego.

The proposed development concepts for both the MORENA Stations District and TECOLOTE Station
District has been carefully considered and planned and is reflective of numerous public feedback,
growth and Urban Design experts, public agencies and professional organizations to date. Our concepts
and vision are in compliance with density, height limits and land uses discussed and included in the draft
community planning documens.

Ownership of the two TOD Station Districts in the Linda Vista community are long standing San Diegans
who will continue to work to provide the City with their involvement in the community to make San
Diego the best City it can be as we continue to grow.

Sincerely

Perry M. Dealy
President CEO
Dealy Development, Inc.
619-977-7757

pdealy@dealydev.com

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 123 February 2019



LETTER RESPONSE
Letter AP AP-1  Trip generation comparisons are provided for the Low Density
Alternative and the Adopted Community Plan to demonstrate the
September 28, 2018 . . . .
SRS magnitude of trips generated by the respective scenarios and to
git:vofRSin Dieg; Iljlanni;g E_)ep:lﬂment enable those to be compared to the other scenarios. As stated in
n: Rebecca Malone, Senior Planner . . . .
1010 Second Avenue, Suite 1200, MS 413 the Transportation Impact Analysis (provided as Appendix B of the
SRR AR Draft PEIR), "the Low-Density Alternative will generate fewer trips
Re: Comments on PEIR for Morena Corridor Specific Plan than the Preferred Plan and Mid-Density Alternative, therefore, it is
Projecs ble: 282e0aiCH N 2016101021 assumed the Low-Density Alternative scenario would result in
B Mo impacts equal to or less than those scenarios."
The following are some areas of concerns that | believe should be more adequately addressed in the PEIR: AP-2 The |and uses ShOWﬂ in Table 9_1 Of the Transportation Impact
AP-1 1. The PEIR states “This chapter provides a summary of the trip generation, roadway, intersection, and Ana|y5is are based on allowable land uses within the p|anned land
freeway operating conditions under the Preferred Plan, Mid-Density Alternative, and Base Year . . . .
conditions.” It fails to provide the results of the Adopted Plan and Low-Density Alternative. The use categories in the respective scenarios. Many of the land use
AduFted Plan an_r.l.Lc\n\r-Densit\.r Alternative ?re reflfzcted in. T.able 9.-1, but no quantit.ative analysis is designations are intended to be ﬂexible' permlttlng residential
provided for decision makers to use for their decision. This is particularly relevant given the . X
September 17, 2018 memo from Mike Hansen which states that the height in Linda Vista portion will aﬂd/Or CommerCIa| uses. The |al’1d use deve|0pmeﬂt assumpt|ons
be limited to 45'. This makes the traffic impacts of the low-density alternative more relevant. . L :
AP-2 2. Please clarify the basis of the assumptions for changes in land uses shown in Table 9-1 that are prepa'red for the Morena CO.I'rldOI'. SpeC|f|c Plan . prO\{lded a
triggering the reduction of traffic. It appears that commercial is being reduced and replaced with plannlng estimate for total hOUSIng units and non-residential floor
residential. The underlying zoning in Clairemont is staying the same. Do the assumptions assume .
that retail will be reduced in Clairemont and converted to residential instead of simply maintaining area that COU|d occurin the fUture based on the proposed |and use
the retail and adding residential that is allowed by the zoning? For example: there is a proposed designations. Within Clairemont, all parce|5 with Commercial land
reduction in fast food no Drive Thru from 6,540 in the Base Year and 6,554 in the adopted plan to . . . .
2,514 in the Precise Plan. Does the PEIR assume that the community’s eating habits change to allow use des'gnat|0n5 WOUId a”OW for m|Xed'Use development Wlth
a 60% reduction in fast food spaces? Auto commercial, parts, repair and tire stores are being residential densities up to 29 dWe”|ng units per acre. Parcels W|th
reduced. Is that because there are fewer cars being driven so fewer auto related businesses are .
needed? That is contradicted by the fact that Table 9-1 shows traffic increasing with the Preferred CommerCIa| uses that haVe a FAR |eSS than or equal to 034 are
Precise Plan by over 22,000 ADTs when compared to the Base Year. R H H H
AP-3 3. Table 9-3, and 9-4 fails to identify the traffic that would be generated by the existing community assumed to redevelpp tO the I'T:IaXImeT] allowed reSIdent.lal denSIty
plan or the Low-Density Alternative. This doesn't provide decision makers with the information to of the land use deS|gnat|on, with ground floor commercial uses of
see the increase in land use or traffic over the existing community plan because of the proposed 0 25 FAR
changes. Interestingly, the significant impact @ Denver Street and Clairemont Drive doesn't exist in . :
AP-4 the Base Year. Would it exist in the Adopted Plan or the Low-Density Plan? The Existing Plan’s
impacts have been approved. Would the increased traffic delta between the Adopted Plan and the AP-3 Tr|p generation comparisons are provided for the Low-DenSity
Low-Density Alternative create a new significant impact? In Appendix B Figures 6-1 and 8-2 shows . .
AP'5 for example that the Adopted Community Plan would actually have more traffic than the Mid- Alternatlve and the AdOptEd Communlty Plan to demonStrate the
density Alternative on Denver between Ingulf and Clairemont Drive. Thus. the significant impact magnitude Of trips generated by the respective Scenarios and to
associated for this road segment with respect to the Mid-density Alternative has already been . .
approved as acceptable by the City Council. The council needs to easily be able to see the new enable those to be Compared to the Other scenarios. AS Stated n
Impgetsover those sat they haveiready appIayes the Transportation Impact Analysis, "the Low-Density Alternative
will generate fewer trips than the Preferred Plan and Mid-Density
€ 2900 Fourth Avenue #204. San Diego, CA92103 (@ 619.233.6450 (®) 619.233.6448 (&) www.zaap.biz Alternative; therefore, it is assumed the Low-Density Alternative
scenario would result in impacts equal to or less than those
scenarios." Additionally, the PEIR correctly evaluates impacts of the
project against existing conditions, not compared to an adopted
plan.
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AP-4

AP-5

As shown in Table 9-1 of the Transportation Impact Analysis, the
Low-Density Alternative is projected to generate fewer trips than
the Adopted Community Plan; therefore, it can be assumed that
any impacts created by the Low-Density Alternative would be equal
to or less than those identified in the Adopted Community Plan.
The Draft PEIR identifies the impact to the Denver
Street/Clairemont Drive intersection and finds the impact
significant and unavoidable; therefore, impacts under the Low-
Density Alternative would not be more severe than the impact
identified for the project.

The Draft PEIR confirms this impact would still exist with the
proposed land use changes.
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AP-6

AP-7
AP-8
AP-9

AP-10

AP-11

AP-12

AP-13

o

b

. In reviewing Figure 6-1 and 8-2, East Morena from West Morena to Linda Vista is LOS F even with

the new road geometrics. Yet, the length of LOS F in the Mid-Density Plan stops at Cushman in the
Adopted Plan. Does it make sense to change the geometrics if we are makingthe length of the road
segment failure longer. The Low-Density Plan doesn’t have a figure for us to compare.

. What are the assumptions that reduces the traffic on Napa between Friars Road and Linda Vista in

the Mid-Density Alternative to less than the Adopted Community Plan?

. In Section 10 regarding

Alternatives, the traffic for the Mid-Density Alternative is quantitatively analyzed in Tables 10-4 and
10-5. However, there are no equivalent tables quantitatively analyzing Low-Density Alternative.

. Traffic mitigation measures should be feasible to implement if it is being used to avoid a significant

unavoidable impact. There is not enough right of way at Clairemont and Denver on either the north
or south side of the intersection to achieve the mitigation measures. Condemnation of private
property will be required to implement this mitigation. If this condemnation is not acquired, how
much of the Plan's increased intensity/ density can be added without creating a significant impact?

. The purpose of the Specific Plan is to promote Transit Oriented Development (TOD) which

theoretically will reduce traffic. Yet the result of this plan according to the PEIR is that the Preferred
Plan would create significant unavoidable traffic impacts on the nearby freeway segments. Based
on the PEIR, is the Preferred Plan achieving the desired benefit in traffic reduction.

. Morena is part of the Transit Priority Area (TPA) which allows reduction in parking. Yet, the

Transportation Development Services Department has stated during discretionary projects being
processed this year that there is a no correlation between reduction in parking within the TPA and
reduction in traffic generated in the TPA. This seems illogical. Does the Mobility element assume
reduction in traffic because of the TPA? If so, how does the PEIR reconcile its assumptions with the
fact that Development Services Department is not accepting any reduction in traffic. If there is no
reduction in traffic because of a result of being in the TPA, then how does this plan meet the goals of
the Climate Action Plan.

. The mobility element provides traffic analysis tables generated because of the Medium Density. It

provides only a qualitative analysis for the low-density alternative. These is inadequate information
for decision makers, This is especially relevant based on the memo of September 17, 2018 by
Planning Directar Mike Hanson which states that the Planning Department is proposing to reduce
the height in Linda Vista to 45, This will reduce the density and intensity of development to more
like a low-density alternative, It is imperative that this alternative be more fully analyzed on a
quantitative basis.

. The Precise Plan proposes a network of new roadways in Linda Vista. These roadways will require

acquiring land from private properties which creates an unknown. As part of the Notice of
Preparation (NOP), | requested that the traffic analysis examine how much intensity/density can be
added based on phases of the development of the proposed new roadway system without creating
a significant impact. Forexample: How much of Tecolote Station can be built before East Morena is
extended to Linda Vista Road and the Cushman Street connection is added?

. The PEIR needs to look at the impact of the new circulation system and timing of implementation an

existing projects. Forexample: The triangular corner of Napa and Linda Vista: With the future
closure of Napa, customers coming southbound on Morena will need to turn left at Linda Vista and
then turn left at Napa. The result is that customers will drive all around the project to simply get
into the retail center which will discourage clientele. This could be relieved if there is a way to
access from the new Sherman Street extension, but this will require access through someone else’s
property.

() 2900 Fourth Avenue #204. San Diego, CA92103 (W) 619.233.6450 (®) 619.233.6449 (@) www.zaap.biz

Comment noted. The Transportation Impact Analysis found the
intersections along the realigned Morena Boulevard are projected
to operate at acceptable levels of service. As footnoted in Table 5-2
of the Transportation Impact Analysis, since intersections control
the flow of traffic along the roadway segment, they are typically a
better indicator of actual roadway operations than segment
analyses; therefore, even though the roadway segment level of
service is projected to operate at LOS F, the actual flow of the
roadway is projected to operate at acceptable conditions.

As stated in Chapter 6 of the Transportation Impact Analysis, the
Mid-Density Alternative assumes the Preferred Plan roadway
network and mobility improvements identified in Chapter 5 of
Transportation Impact Analysis, whereas the Adopted Community
Plan only assumes those improvements identified in the Adopted
Community Plans.

Trip generation comparisons are provided for the Low-Density
Alternative and the Adopted Community Plan to demonstrate the
magnitude of trips generated by the respective scenarios and to
enable those to be compared to the other scenarios. As stated on
page 81 of the Transportation Impact Analysis, "the Low-Density
Alternative will generate fewer trips than the Preferred Plan and
Mid-Density Alternative; therefore, it is assumed the Low-Density
Alternative scenario would result in impacts equal to or less than
those scenarios."

As noted in Section 6.2 of the PEIR, mitigation at this intersection
was not included within the Specific Plan, resulting in the impact
being significant and unavoidable. Therefore, no condemnation
will be required. Since the analysis was conducted at a program
level that does not include individual project phasing or
development patterns, the density in which the impact(s) occur
cannot be determined at a program level of analysis. This analysis
will need to be conducted at a project level.
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AP-10

AP-11

AP-12

AP-13

The Specific Plan includes the TODEP to foster higher density
development within transit oriented locations. The TODEP would
be expected to increase trolley ridership and reduce reliance on
individual automobiles making local trips. The PEIR does conclude
that notwithstanding the TODEP, the project would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts to freeway segment (Impact
6.2-8: -5 NB and SB, between Grand Avenue/Garnet Avenue and
Old Town Avenue and Impact 6.2-9: |-8 EB, between Morena
Boulevard and Hotel Circle). A Statement of Overriding
Considerations would be required by the City upon adoption of the
Specific Plan to identify benefits of the project that are outweigh
unavoidable project impacts.

The Mobility Element relies on SANDAG's Series 12 travel forecast
model which accounts for the interrelation between land uses as
well as access to alternative mobility options. Trips identified by
the travel forecast model include person trips associated with
transit, walking, biking, and vehicles. With regards to Development
Services, trip reductions utilizing the MXD method as well as transit
reductions are accepted by staff.

Refer to Response AP-8.

The Draft PEIR and supporting analyses were conducted at a
programmatic-level that does not include individual project
phasing as the individual projects and their timelines are unknown.
These analyses will be conducted at the project level as individual
projects are proposed.
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13. The PEIR needs to clarify that certain roadways such as the closure of the portion of Napa between
Linda Vista and Morena cannot happen without the extension of Sherman Street. The extension of
East Morena to Linda Vista can not happen without the connection at Cushman.

AP-14 14, The PEIR analyzed a three-lane roadway along Morena in Clairemont. The memo from Planning AP-14 The PEIR analyzes the Flﬂal Morena Corrldor SpeCIﬂC Plan' NO

Director Mike Hansen dated September 17, 2018 states that staff is supporting a four-lane add itional ana |ysis is required .
alternative. Does this need additional analysis in the PEIR?

AP-15 15. Visual Impacts: The PEIR 10.3.2.e. states that the Low-Density Alternative will result in significant

unavoidable impacts with a 45" height. Y.et, the current heigh.t overlay in Linda Vista allows . AP-15 The alternative aCknOW|edgeS that even in the existing Condition
development such as at the Morena Station to go up to 45° high. | would contend that the height of . . . . N
the Morena Station is not creating a significant unavoidable visual impact. The PEIR should prepare (45 feet) V|Sua| ImpaCtS COUId be S|gn|f|ca nt and UnaVO|dab|e. The

site sections or simulations through the impacted area to determine the actual visual impact looking
down from areas like Bay Park and Outlook.

purpose of the alternative is to compare impacts to the proposed
These are some of the issues that | believe should be more adequately addressed in the PEIR for the Morena prOJect As Shown In. Table 10_1' Whlle Vlsual Impacts WOUld be
Specific Plan. significant and unavoidable, they would be less than the proposed
Respectfully, project.

gt

lohn C. Ziebarth, AlA, LEED AP

Attachment:  Mike Hansen's memo of September 17, 2018
Mov. 4, 2016 NOP comments from lohn Ziebarth
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Letter AP
Attachment 1

THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO

MEMORANDUM

DATE: September 17, 2018

TO: Honorable Councilmember Lorie Zapf

FROM: Mike Hansen, Director, Planning Department s
SUBJECT: Revisions to the Morena Corridor Specific Plan

AP-16  Thank you for your recommendations regarding the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. The AP-16 The attachment prowded IS aCkn0W|edged'

Planning Department values and appreciates your input and that of residents of the
conununities you represent. We share your goal of improving the neighborhoods of Bay Park
and Marena and welcome feedback on how the plan can best accomplish that.

Based on your request, the following changes will be made to the draft Morena Corridor
Specific Plan. These changes will not affect the proposed land use designations, zones or
densities.

1. ‘The plan will include language supporting a pedestrian and bicycle bridge between
Mission Bay Park and the Specific Plan area over the 1-5 freeway.

2. The plan will be amended to retain four lanes in the segment of Morena Boulevard
from Ingulf Street to Knoxville Street including two northbound lanes, two
southbound lanes, and left-turn pockets at intersections.

3. The Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement Program within the plan will be
amended to remove the ability to seek a maximum height of 100 feet in the Tecolote
Vvillage District and to remove the ability to seek a maximum height of 65 feet in the
Morena Station District through a future Planned Development Permit process. The
proposed “by-right” height limit of 45 feet will remain.

We look forward to working closely with you and members of the Clairemont and Linda Vista
communities as we refine the Morena Corridor Specific Plan and present it to the City
Council for consideration.

Mike Hansen
Director, Planning Department

ce: Honorable Mayor Kevin L. Faulconer
Kris Michell, Chief Operating Officer
Hon Villa, Interim Assistant Chief Operating Officer
David Graham, Deputy Chief Operating Officer Smart & Sustainable Communities
Jessica Lawrence, Director of Finance Policy & Council Affairs, Office of the Mayor
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Letter AP
Attachment 2

November 4, 2016

City of San Diego Planning Department
Attn: Rebecca Malone, Senior Planner
1010 Second Avenue, Suite 1200, MS 413
San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Comments on Scoping for Notice of Preparation of EIR for
Morena Specific Plan

AP-17 This comment is a copy of the comment provided by the
_ _ o _ _ commenter during the Notice of Preparation process. No response
| strongly disagree with the concept of identifying the scope for the Notice of Preparation for the Morena i . - . K L
Specific Plan before a draft document is available for review. The draft Specific Plan is not available for IS reqUIred for thIS Ietter as |t doeS nOt raise SpeCIfIC CommentS
review. The following are some areas of corcerns that | believe should be addressed in the EIR: .
regarding the content of the PEIR.

AP-17

Dear Ms. Malone:

1. The 2008 General Plan sought to protect industrial land as an important economic driver in San
Diego. Grantville Amendment reduced industrial lands by 557% from 1,393,500 sf to 250,000 sf.
Encanto Community Plan converted industrial land to residential. What will be the cumulative
impact on the City of $an Diego by the continued conversion of industrial land to Urban Village or
other zones in the Morena Specific Plan?

2. The Morena Specific Plan within the Linda Vista community proposes to redirect roadways through
private property. The concepts appear to have merit, but how much increase density is supportable
without the roadway modifications? How much increased density is supportable if only certain
roadways are redirected? Should there be a phasing of increased density tied to certain roadway
maodifications?

3. Please identify what combination of roadway modifications must occur at the same time, For
example: the extension of East Morena to Linda Vista Road is not contingent on the extension of
Sherman. However it would seem that Sherman could not be extended if Napa between Morena
Boulevard and Linda Vista Road is rot closed. Similarly, it seems that Napa between Morena
Boulevard and Linda Vista Road could not be closed until the modification of the intersection of
Morena Boulevard and Linda Vista is completed.

4. At the scoping meeting, the new zone in Linda Vista might be an Urban Village with densities of 44
1o 109 dwelling units per acre rather than a community village of 44 to 73.

a. From a Visual & Aesthetic perspective what is an appropriate village classification for Linda
Vista? Urban vs Community Village?

b. ‘What density is to be assumed for the envi wental analysis? This is a large range. Pleas
analyze the potential impacts-specifically with respect to traffic and GHG. Even

c.  What is the height limit is being proposed? One Mission at 845 Fort Stockton is 5 stories with 47
dufacre. Park Laurel is 14 stories with 70 duf acre. Atlas on 5 is 5-6 stories with 90 du/ acre.
Deca is 6 stories with 72 dufacre. Doma is 9 stories with 91 duf acre. What is the impact of bulk
and scale?

5. Please identify and analyze the impact of the geological fault zone on the potertial redevelopment
of Morena Boulevard north of Ashton.

& 2500 Fourth Avenue #204. San Diego, CA92103 (@ 619.233.6450 ) 619.2326449 @ www.zaap.biz

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CiTY OF SAN DIEGO
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 130 February 2019



LETTER

RESPONSE

1. For the section of Morena in Bay Park, please analyze 3 alternative roadway configurations: 1.
Existing with two lanes both north and south; 2. two north bound lane and one south bound lane;
and 3. one north bound and one southbound. The level of analysis for the alternatives may vary
depending on the adequacy and appropriateness of the solution, but each should be addressed at
least cursory. For example: if the one lane both north and southbound handles only 75% of the
projected traffic volume, this should be identified so that the community understands why the

It tive is rejected. A detailed analysis is not required.

2, Please analyze an alt e land use desi ion for two | ions in Bay Park: 1. Coastal Trailer
Villa at Frankfort and Morena as RM2-5 zone and 2. Morena Mobile Village at Knoxville and Morena
as RM-2-5 zone, This will allow the community to understand the impacts of these two-alternative
land uses in these locations which have been subject to community discussion and a certain level of
support. The environmental information is very valuable to the community’s understanding of the
impacts of these alternatives.

3. Please analyze the alternative of maintaining current zoning commercial zoning which allows mix
use development at a density of 29 du/ acre.

These are some of the issues that | believe should be addressed in the EIR for the Morena Specific Plan.
Other issues might arise once a draft of the Specific Plan is available for review.

Respectfully,

gt

John C. Ziebarth, AlA, LEED AP

& 2500 Fourth Avenue #204. San Diego, CA 92103 (@ 619.233.6450 (™ 619.2326449 @ www.zaap.biz

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR

131

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
February 2019



LETTER RESPONSE
Letter AQ
September 28, 2018
Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
94835 Acro Drive, MS 413
San Dicgo, CA 92123
Re: Morena Corridor Specific Plan, No. 382608/SCII No. 2016101021
Comments on Program Environmental Impact Report (PLIR)
Dear Ms. Malone:
AQ-1 The Community of Linda Vista, by and through the Linda Vista Planning Group, by a AQ-1 Introductory comment noted.
unanimous vote, adopted the following comments regarding the PEIR for the Morena Corridor
Specific Plan (MCSP), as referenced above. . . .
i s AQ-2 This comment accurately reflects the language included in the
AQ-2 On September 17, 2018, during the comment preparation period the Planning September 17. 2018 memorandum issued by Mike Hansen
Department, issued a memorandum stating that three changes “will be made to the draft Morena . . ! . . . !
Corridor Specific Plan™ (1) language will be added supporting a pedestrian/bicycle bridge; (2) Planning Director, City of San Diego Planning Department.
the plan will be amended to retain four lanes on Morena Boulevard from Ingulf Street to
Knoxville Street; and (3) the Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement Program within the e
plan will be amended to remove the ability to seek a maximum height of 100 feet in the Tecolote AQ-3 A Change to the SpeCIfIC . Plan has bee.n pro.posed .tO remove the
Village District and 65 feet in the Morena District through Planned Development Permits, and allowance for a potent|al Increase In helght with a Planned
the height limit by right will be 45 feet. (Memo, attached to these Comments as I'xhibit 1.) Deve|0pment Permit within the Tecolote V|||age and Morena
AQ-3 The Memo, however, states that these changes *will not affect the proposed land use Station Districts. U|timate|yl the decision to remove the allowance
designations, zones or densities.” (Emphasis added.) Asthe changes are only promised, no . . . . .
representation is made regarding the ability to seek building heights between 45 and 100 feet for increased h.elght Wlth a Planned Development Permit will .be
near the Tecolote Station, and 45 and 63 feet near the Morena Station, and the PEIR and its made by the City Council after recommendation by the Planning
October 1, 2018 comment deadline still exist, these comments will address the MCSP and PEIR Commission.
as currently presented.
b ERERINIRN TR AQ-4 As a City project, the City identified the PEIR project objectives;
AQ-4 Al The MCSP and PEIR are fundamentally flawed, ab initio however, the PEIR project objectives genera”y a“gn with the
1. TheMCSP imposes a preconceived idea of high density without objectives of the Specific Plan, which were developed with
o o - ity ¢ TR, . . . . . . .
e L community input. The project objectives reiterated in the comment
The Summary to the PEIR states that “objectives were identified to outline the underlying are consistent with information presented in the PEIR
purpose for the proposed project.” (PEIR, p. S-2.) The passive voice does not identify who )
identified the objectives, but the objectives are to:
“Create a focused long-range plan for the Linda Vista Community Plan area intended to
promote high-density residential and emplovment opportunities . . . consistent with the City of
Villages strategy and the Climate Action Plan (CAP). .. .”
“Lstablish land uses that facilitate transit-oriented mixed use development . .. ."
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“[PJrovide critically needed [but not necessarily affordable] housing by designating high-
density residential and mixed-use development within close proximity to the transit station.”
(PFEIR, p. §-2, emphasis added) Those ohjectives were developed without community input.
AQ-5 The Linda Vista Community had the citizens” objectives in mind. On February 16, 2016 AQ-5 Comment noted. This comment does not Suggest an inadeq uacy in
the Ad Hoe Committee for the Morena Corridor Project unanimously adopted a “Vision :
Statement and Guiding Principles” that called for (1) retention of the current height limits; (2) no the ana |ySIS of the PEIR.
worsening of trattic; (3) density compatible with the existing neighborhoods; and (4)
infrastructure and parks for any increases in density. (See, Comments of Howard Wayne, on file
with the Planning Department and attached to these Comments as Exhibit 2, p. 1.) This
summary, in the form of a Comments letter, was provided to the Planning Department in August
2017. The Comments letter was never addressed by the Planning Department. nor were the large
number of community comments that were raised at July 2017 Ad Hoc Committee meeting and
provided in writing to the Planning Department.
- I travention to this Vision Stat t. the MCSP instead . . op
AQ-6 PR S SR AQ-6 Comment restates information from the Specific Plan; however,
(1) raises the height limit from 1ts current 30 feet by right and 45 feet by discretion, to the Specific Plan does not state that it “does not provide for the
45 feet by right and 100 feet by discretion near the Tecolote station, and to 45 feet by right and . . . M o .
65 feet by discretion near the Morena Station, (MCSP, pp. 83, 84): infrastructure the increased density would demand” as indicated in
(2) narrows Morena Boulevard southbound to one lane (MCSP, p. 37); item 4 of this comment. As future development proceeds
; ; : o . consistent with the Specific Plan, appropriate infrastructure
(3) increases density from its current 29 dwelling units to the acre to 109 units to the acre . . P . PP p
near the Tecolote station and to 73 units to the acre near the Morena station (MCSP, p. 84); and improvements would either be required to be installed concurrent
{4y does not provide for the infrastructure the increased density would demand (MCSP, with prOJeCt development, if warranted, or development ImpaCt
p. 77! fees would be paid to ensure infrastructure needs are funded
AQ-7 The PEIR attempts to rationalize the MCSP under the Climate Action Plan and the City commensurate with the demand generated by development.
of Villages. However, the true rationale is maximizing the land’s value for the benefit of the
current land owners. In December 2016 Perry Dealey, the architect for Doug Manchester, . . . . .
working for the Navarro family that owns the Jerome’s property at the Tecolote site, at a meeting AQ_7 The PEIR ObJECtlver analyzes prOJeCt ImpaCtS' See PEIR subsections
of the Ad Hoc Committee, submitted a draft project compelling similar to the MCSP, right down 6.1 and 6.8 for a discussion of the project’s potential impacts
to high rise buildings and restrictions for off-street parking. The MCSP appears designed to associated with land use and GHG respectively The remainder of
fulfill the Navarro family project and to maximize the value of their land. . . . ! " .
this comment is noted as it does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the PEIR.
1 The admission in the PEIR that from the beginning the “objectives were identified to outline the underlying
purposed for the propesed project” to promote high-density residential construction validates what was only an
assertion in the Wayne comments:
The Plan is so at odds with the community input as to strongly suggest that the Planning Department had
a predetermined outcome and the “collaborate process” was so much “checking the box” of public participation.
{Exhibit 2, p. 2.)
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AQ-8 The Specific Plan does not propose to provide less than one car
Z The MCSP and the PEIR are not mpporred b_jz‘ a rjder.s‘hip Si‘ud_}’. per resldentlal unlt‘ Pa rklng requlrements are dictated by the
AQ-8 The Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement (TODE) program is used by the MCSP Municipal Code. There are also policies suppo rting the use of
as the basis for the extreme densification in the vicinity of the two trolley stations. (MCSP. p h d Ki ffici l Ki ds i ill
84.) Unstated is the MCSP’s assumption that residents of the high-density arca will regularly use shared parking to efricient y meet parking needs In village areas.
the trolley instead of vehicles. Indeed, at the December 2016 Ad Hoe meeting, the Navarro Add|t|onally, planning for high-dens]ty residential development
development concept presented would allocate less than one parking space per dwelling unit. near hlgh quallty transit is a focus of the Clty General Plan Clty of
AQ-9 What is lacking, despite repeated requests made at Ad [loc Committee meetings, is any . e : . f :
study to show that residents of the TODE areas will rely on the trolley for basic transportation.? Vlllages Strategy’ the. Clty S Clll-nat.e Action Plan’ and is consistent
No ridership study is presented in the PEIR. If it is not shown that residents of high-density with SANDAG strategies identified in the Reglonal Plan.
areas will regularly use the nearby trolley. then there is no justification to concentrate housing at
the stations, Dendly sould be syeline AQ-9 The City recognizes that it cannot be guaranteed that future
AQ_’I 0 Two lucl..om suggest the MCSP :assmnpllo.n is false. l:'lrsl, I.hcr\.? is alrcanly dcns1ﬁcal.10n residents will take adva ntage of tra nsit; however, planning for
along nearby Friar’s Road where there is an existing trolley line. In this area of dense housing, . . . . . . =
the level of service of Friar's Road is deficient. Tt demonstrates that not only will extreme h|gh'den5|ty residential development near h|gh'qual|ty transit is a
densification n.nt ref.iuce vehicle use, but irlstead that it will Worsen. traﬁ"tc‘. A ‘second faclc?r is the fOCUS Of the Clty General Plan Clty Of Villages Strategy, the City’S
AQ-1 1 100 foot dwellings in the TODE area require steel frame construction, which is an expensive . . . ! . ;
type of building. Instead of affordable housing the extreme densification with 100 foot Cllmate Action Plan and Is consistent Wlth SANDAG Strategles
buildings will ereate high rise, high cost housing. People who can afford high rents typically will identified in the Regional Plan.
own two or more cars per dwelling unit. High rise housing will worsen traffic and not contribute
to the goals of the CAP. . . . . .
s AQ-10 Project traffic is discussed in Section 6.2 of the PEIR.
3 The MCSP does nothing to alleviate the shortage of affordable
e AQ-11 The economic feasibility of future development to accommodate
AQ-12 While the PEIR sanctimoniously invokes the need for housing, the MCSP does nothing . b P s
for alTordable housing. There is a plethora ol housing for the elite, and some subsidies Tor low- affordable units within prOXImIty' to trar']SIt. IS beyond .t.he SCope of
income individuals, but the middle class is being forced out of the housing market. The trolley the PEIR; however, all future projects within the Speuﬂc Plan area
l‘lezl':is;:egrlls)z:l?;l‘:(l‘z;(:llar investment of public funds and the public should have affordable will be required to be consistent with Clty regulations relatlng to
QU QS V “
i _ ) the provision of adequate affordable housing and/or payment of in
AQ—1 3 By way of example, a survey taken in 2017 showed that a one-bedroom apartment in the . . . K
transit oriented housing development at Napa and Linda Road rents for about 52,100 per month. lieu fees. With reSpeCt to traffic and GHG Impa cts, see PEIR
Using the HUD standard that a family should not pay more than 30% of its income for housing, Sections 6.2 and 6.8 reSpeCtively.
this requires an annual income of $84.000, well above the San Diego median. Notably, that !
development is not even the high-rise, high-cost units called for in the MCSP L . s . . . .
_ . o o _ S _ AQ-12 The Specific Plan identifies areas where increases in residential
AOQ-14 As previously discussed. high-rise housing is high-cost housing that is unaffordable for L. -

Q most San Diegans. The MCSP does not provide for affordable housing, but instead allows densities would be allowed near eXIStlng and planned trOlley
developers to buy out ol the already inadequate ten pereent they are required 1o provide. Where stations, but does not propose any SpeCiﬁC development prOjeCt or
there is such a large public investment as is going into the trolley, the affordability requirement affordable housing development Future development proposals
2 At the August 27, 2018 meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee, the request was met by the Planning Department’s Wlll Orlgi nate from prlvate dEVEIOpe rs. The SpEClﬂC Pla n lS intended
representative claim that those studies exist in national literature. Those studies were not produced, nor was . f il
there any assurance that San Diego-based ridership studies even exist. to prOVIde development at Intensities that WOUld allOW for a range

of housing affordability levels to be accommodated. This comment
does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.
AQ-13 See response to comment AQ-12.
AQ-14 See response to comment AQ-12.
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AQ-15

AQ-16

AQ-17

AQ-18

AQ-19

AQ-20

should be raised to at least forty percent. and policies should be established to prevent developers
from buying it out

4. The MCSP does not provide for needed infrastrichure.

It is a fiction that in-fill development can be done on the cheap without paying for the
improved infrastructure needs that it ereates. San Diego has already paid for this [allacy. In-[ill
was attempted in the 1960s and 1970s when single family units in North Park and Normal
[Ieights were demolished to make room for multi-family housing, but water capacity was not
increased. Tn 1985 a fire started in Mission Valley and raced up the canyon wall. Firefighters
responded to the inferno, but found water pressure was lacking for their hoses because of the
increased number of dwelling using the same water pipes that were designed for single family
homes. A significant part of Normal Ileights burned.

The MCSP acknowledges this need for increased water infrastrueture, but does not
resolve it. Instead, it savs that “[iJmplementation of the Specific Plan could require upgrades to
the existing water system infrastructure to ensure adequate capacity and sufficient fire flow.
(MCSP, p. 77, emphasis added.) 1t does not show how the city would pay for the upgrades to the
existing water system. nor does it impose a requirement that new development fund it.

The PEIR does no better. On page 1 of the Project Description, it states that an update to
the Impact Fee Study for the Linda Vista Community Plan is also proposed for adoption “as a
subsequent discretionary action.” (Emphasis added.) No, the Impact Fee study must be
conducted prior to approval of the MCSP or its variants to protect the public fiscally and
physically,

3 The TODFE program fails to provide adequate off-street parking.

What appears inherent in the TODL process in a strategy to lessen traffic by substantially
reducing off=street parking requirements. In turng, this assumes, again without a study, that
residents of TODE projects will rely on the trolley for basic transportation, and this will be
coerced by denying them adequate parking. What is more likely is that second vehicles will he
parked on the streets, particularly the streets of nearby communities such as Overlook Heights.

Multi-family units in North Park typically limit ofT-street parking to about one space per
unit, The result is great difficulty in finding parking there. Residents park their other vehicles
on the streets. Visitors have nowhere to park. Given that the high-rise/high cost housing the
MCSP fosters would attract more affluent individuals, the likelihood of multiple vehicle
ownership is high. As a Planning Department spokesperson at the August 27, 2018 Ad Hoc
Committee meeting said. the project cannot restrict the ownership of vehicles by tenants.

One other concept advanced is disaggregating parking spaces from the price of rent, thus
Toreing tenants to pay separately for parking and thus deterring them from owning multiple
vehicles, or even one car. First, of course, the Planning Department has not provided a study to
support this conclusion. Second, in a complex that would attract affluent individuals, the lost
opportunity costs of foregoing a vehicle would greatly exceed anv reasonable disaggregated
rental fee.

AQ-15

AQ-16

AQ-17

AQ-18

AQ-19

AQ-20

The PEIR includes discussions of utilities and services required to
support the proposed project. Specifically, a WSA was prepared to
address build-out of the Linda Vista Community Plan arega,
including proposed land use changes within the Linda Vista portion
of the Specific Plan area (see Appendix F of the PEIR). The WSA
determined that there is sufficient water planned to supply the
estimated annual average usage. For a detailed discussion of water
supply impacts, see Section 6.14.3 of the PEIR. Additionally, as
discussed in Section 6.13.3 of the PEIR, as development occurs,
each project will be evaluated by emergency service personnel and
will be required to pay development impact fees. Fire suppression
will be required through compliance with City fire safety policy and
regulations regarding placement of fire hydrants and water lines,
and the requirements for fire sprinkler systems. Payment of these
fees would ensure impacts to fire/life safety protection are less
than significant.

See response to comment AQ-15.

Page 3-1 of the PEIR identifies adoption of an Impact Fee Study for
the Linda Vista community planning area as a discretionary action
that would be implemented as part of the proposed project, not as
a subsequent discretionary action.

See response to comment AQ-8.

See response to comment AQ-8. Additionally, the City cannot
restrict vehicle ownership but can limit the amount of parking
provided as a disincentive for vehicle ownership.

The comment refers to the concept of decoupling the cost of
parking from rental costs, which is not discussed in the Specific
Plan or PEIR. See responses to comments AQ-8 and AQ-9.
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6. The City of Villages strategy is inapplicable to the Plan Area.

AQ'21 As noted in the discussion of page 8-2, the PEIR states the MCSP is designed to AQ_21 The comment summarizes the Concept of a Vlllage; no further
implement the City of Villages strategy. That is a concept of essentially creating pods where one response is required.
can live, shop, and work and not need to actually leave the “village™ to do any of these things.

Such autonomy requires employment sites, markets, theaters, gyms, and so forth in the project . . .
are. AQ-22 The City recognizes that the planned village areas may not

AQ-22 1lowever, neither transit station area offers more than a few types of jobs — primarily light Currently have a range of JObS' services, and retail opportumtleS;
industry in the Tecolote area. There is no space for a supermarket, let alone the types of services however, the purpose of the SpeCifiC Plan is to define allowable
people want to uuhu‘-.. The City of Villages strategy might work under other circumstances, but land uses that would allow the area to develop with a variety of
not here because the sites are too small. . . . :

) housing options, jobs and shopping.
% The PEIR fails to account for cumulative impacts of nearby
proposed development.

AQ-23 While purporting to investigate the environmental impacts of the MCSP, the PEIR does AQ-23 The Riverwalk PFOJeCt is outside the cumulative project area
not consider, or for that matter even acknowledge, the upcoming development of the River Walk defined for the prOJect. The cumulative settmg for the Morena
project in Missmnl Valley. The c.um.ulati\-‘e impaﬂ.s of'the appmximatel_y 4000 units propqs;ed in Corridor Specific Plan includes the Linda Vista and Clairemont
that area, along with the 7000 units in the MCSP, include traflic, water inlrastructure, police, . . . . L L.
fire, library and park costs. GHG emissions. toxic air emissions and others. These cannot be Mesa Commumty plans' The Riverwalk PrOJeCt is within the Mission
ignored in analyzing the Morena Corridor area. The PLIR needs to be re-done to address the Va||ey Community p|anning area.
cumulative impacts if both projects are approved.

S e AQ-24 The Specific Plan contains policies and supplemental development

AQ-24 1The wording throughout the MCSP needs to be revised to be enforceable. By way of regulations for development within the SpECiﬁC Plan area and is
example: . . s

P intended as an overall guidance document for development within

The MCSP s, but does not ire, the installati f sol 7 i .o . . . . .
g e encourages, but does not require, the installation of solar energy generation the SpeC|f|c Plan. Future dlscretlonary projects will be requwed to
o ‘ . , , demonstrate consistency with the overall goals and policies of the

The MCSP discourages, but does not prohibit, the use of turl in ornamental landscaping . . o . i i e
and strongly encourages, replacing ornamental turf with water-wise landscaping; Specrﬁc Plan; however, SPECIfIC p0|ICIES are written with ﬂEXIbI“ty n

The MCSP encourages, but does not require, the use of graywater reuse systems for consideration of the range of projects that could be developed
landscaping irrigation. under the Specific Plan.

(MCSP. pp. 67-68.)

The wording throughout the MCSP needs to be revised to be enloreeable. Policies that AQ'ZS Tribal consultation occurred early in the SpECiﬁC Plan process. The
state “support” should instead state “require,” “consider” should be “utilize,” “encourage” should NAHC has indicated that sacred lands have not been identified
be “prioritize™ or “require.” The: licies should be written to read as requirements, not z sl Lo . . . -
gzne"r’;{’i’;;gz“fqu're SRR RS DR SRS R s within the Specific Plan area. Consultation with tribal entities and

_ other interested parties was recommended and conducted in
0 The Planning Department must disclose the results of Tribal . . .

AQ-25  Authority Discussions. accordance with Senate Bill 18 and Assembly Bill 52 (see PEIR
Section 6.5.4, Issue 2). The mitigation framework ensures that all
future development projects with the potential to affect
archaeological or tribal cultural resources are subject to site-
specific review as detailed in mitigation measure HIST 6.5-2.
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The PEIR concludes that implementation of the PEIR could adversely impact a tribal
cultural resource. (PEIR, p. 6.5-8.) Tt notes that Native American consultation early in the
project review process i1s a portion of the mitigation framework. (fhid.) Before the PEIR can be
Tull evaluated it s necessary lor the Planning Department 1o disclose whether such consultation
has taken place and the results of such consultation.

B. The MCSP and PLIR Violate the Linda Vista Community Plan

AQ-26

AQ-27

The comment reiterates language from the Linda Vista Community
Plan is noted. No further response to this comment is required.

The project's consistency with the Linda Vista Community Plan is
analyzed in Section 6.1.3 (Issue 1). The placement of higher density
residential uses within the proposed TODEP areas is consistent with

AQ-26 The Linda Vista Community Plan (LVCP), adopted in 1998 and currently in force, sels the City of Vi||ageS strategy that requires hlgher density
out the community’s vision for Linda Vista. Tt provides, in pertinent part: deve|opment to be p|aced in proximity to existing and p|anned
“The Linda Vista community will experience moderate prowth over the next twenty facilities. Speciﬁca”y' as discussed in the Spec]ﬁc Plan Cha pter 6, the
years, Increases in residential density will occur primarily in the central area of the . . .
< i e e st N e Morena Corridor is well-positioned to reduce dependence on the
community. This increase will occur through the redevelopment of existing parcels ) . ) ) ]
rather than through the development of raw land. New residential development will be private automobile due to the communlty’s central location in the
accompanied by adeguate parking and landscaping, and by commensurate improvements region walkable size. and access to transit services. This allows the
in the community library, parks. roads and other public facilities.” (ILVCP, p. 11, o ! . . ’
emphasis added.) project to be consistent with and further the City's General Plan.
AQ—27 Instead of the moderate growth of the LVCP. the MCSP includes high density growth. Instead of . . . . . .
residential density in the central arca of Linda, the MCSP places it al the extreme western end of AQ_28 A discussion of ImpaCtS related to pUb|IC SErvices (p0|lce
AQ-28 the community. The MCSP fails to provide any assurances that financing will be provided for protection, fire protection, schools, libraries, and pa rks and
the community }}brar)-’, parks, roads or other public fagj]hties, an.d the PF,TR c!e.mgmtes t}'llen“ neead. recreation) are assessed in Chapter 6.13 of the PEIR. The analysis is
Instead of allowing for adequate parking, the MCSP violates this promise by incorporating . )
AQ-29 highly restricted parking under its Transit Oriented Development Enhancement (TODE) adeq uate for a progra m-level evaluation as there are mechanisms
PROMISIONS; in place for future development to fund necessary services
AQ_30 The LVCP further promises “[s]eenic resources, such as the slopes above Mission Valley, thro ugh construction of ]mprovements and/or Deve|opment
views Lo and [rom the Universily of San Dicgo, and views [rom the public streets to Mission Bay | tF
will be maintained. (LVCP, p. 11, emphasis added.) The MCSP violates this promise by mpact Fees.
imposing heights that would impede views from the public streets to Mission Bay. This could be
remedied by substantially reducing the building heights proposed by the plan. AQ-29 See response to comment AQ-8.
1. CHAPTER 2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING . . . . L.
AQ-30 The Specific Plan includes a policy to preserve views to Mission Bay
Al Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources, PEIR Section 2.3.5 . . . .
and as future projects are developed, protection of public view
AQ_31 Morena Boulevard has recently been recognized by the City of San Diego as part of the id Idb id di ite desi
route of Historic Highway 101, but there is no mention of this in the PEIR. Any construction corridors wou € considered in site design.
and road realignment will have an impact on this historical feature of the Linda Vista . .
community. There is nothing in the MCSP to address this potential loss of a significant cultural AQ-31 The mitigation framework ensures that all future development
FESQUECE: projects with the potential to affect historic resources would
B. Yisual Resources and Scenic Vistas/Corridors undergo site-specific review as detailed in HIST 6.5-1. The Specific
AQ'32 The PEIR acknowledges that visual assets in the plan arca includes its proximity to Plan does not include realignment of Morena Boulevard. MOblllty
Mission Bay and other sites, but states that the public views towards these scenic resources are improvements identified for Morena Boulevard would not affect
currently blocked by building. (PEIR, p. 2-27.) Public areas are those defined as open to all p - T o
the historic significance of the road as it is already a modern road.
AQ-32 For a discussion of impacts to scenic vistas and views, see Section
6.7.3 of the PEIR. As stated therein, increased height limits would
result in significant impacts to scenic vistas and views.
MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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AQ-33

AQ-34

AQ-35

AQ-36

AQ-37

persons, maintained at the public expense and under public control. That would include roads
and public rights of way. Any reasonable person traveling through the plan area can appreciate
the views offered from the roads and public rights of way and notice that most. such as views of
Mission Bay, are not blocked.

G Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The PEIR catalogs the Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) inventories of CARB and the
City of San Dicgo. (PLIR, pp. 2-28 — 2-29.) In the Summary of Significant Environmental
Impacts, Transport and Circulation, the PEIR acknowledges that implementation of the MCSP
would increase GHG emissions over the existing land use. (PEIR, p. 8-20.) It attempts to
rationalize these GHG increases as a direct result of the implementation of the CAP Strategies,
claims it would be less than significant and further asserts that that no mitigation is required. It
then apparently claims the MCSP would ameliorate GHG emissions through transit-supportive
development. (7hid.)

The PEIR is inadequate because it fails to address the increase in GHG emission resulting
from the greater number of vehicles that the increased density will bring. In addition, with the
proposed reduction in lanes on Morena Boulevard, there will be more idling of trafTic and
increases of GHG emissions. Even without the increased density, gridlock on Morena Boulevard
is present during morning and evening rush hours due to the temporary closing of a southbound
lane for trolley construction. We do not helieve the increase in GHG emissions is less than
significant, and further believe that it can be mitigated by providing for lesser density than set
forth in the MCSP.

Finally, the entire premise of the claim of transit-supportive development would be the
panacea is not supported by any ridership study. True mitigation of GHG can be accomplished
by lesser density than promoted by the MCSP.

D. Wildfire Hazards

The danger of Wildfire Hazards is summarily addressed in paragraph-long Section
2.3.10.2 of the PEIR. Tt acknowledges that the plan area contains approximately six acres on the
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone located at the southernmost boundary of the plan area
adjacent to Friars’s Road, but ignores that this same condition exists just south of Tecolote Road
in the Overlook Ieights community. (PEIR, Figure 2-8 at p. 2-34.)" The PEIR dismisses the risk
of Wildfire Hazards imposed by the MCSP at “Less than Significant.” (PEIR, p. 8-22.)

The PEIR is deficient because it fails to even discuss the impact of density on the roads
necessary to evacuate Overlook Heights in the event of a Wildfire. Overlook Heights is a cul-de-
sac community, surround by canyons and the University of San Diego on three sides. The only
vehicular exit is via Morena Boulevard, The added density imposed by the MCSP impairs the
vital need to evacuate an area that the California Department of orestry and Fire describes Very

* The PEIR acknowledge that areas of steep slopes, limited precipitation and plenty of available vegetative fuel
present potential wildfire risks. {PEIR, p. 2-32.) That exactly describas the canyon area on the south side of
Tecolote Road adjacent to Overlook Heights.

AQ-33

AQ-34

AQ-35
AQ-36

AQ-37

This comment summarizes the information included in the
Greenhouse Gas Emissions analysis section of the PEIR. No further
response is required.

While providing less density within the plan area may reduce
vehicle emissions, it would not be consistent with CAP goals of
focusing density near transit. The significance of the project
impacts related to GHG emissions are evaluated based on
consistency with the General Plan City of Villages Strategy and
Climate Action Plan. The purpose of increasing density near transit
is to affect an increase in transit use and a decrease in single
occupancy vehicles over time.

See response to comment AQ-9.

PEIR Section 6.10 addresses the potential impacts associated with
wildfire. This section identifies areas mapped as a Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire (see PEIR Figure 2-8). The area referenced in this
comment is located outside the boundaries of the Specific Plan
area. To ensure fire safety throughout the Specific Plan area,
future projects would be required to adhere to state and city
regulatory requirements related to fire hazards and prevention, as
well as specific fire prevention measures detailed in the Specific
Plan. The PEIR concludes that through regulatory compliance
impacts due to wildland fires would be less than significant. No
change to the PEIR would be required.

Whether the project would impair implementation of, or physically
interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan is discussed in PEIR Section 6.10 (Issue 3). As stated
therein, the land uses identified in the Specific Plan would not
physically interfere with adopted emergency plans. The mobility and
transportation modifications discussed in Section 6.2, Transportation
and Circulation, would directly help traffic flow and evacuation time.
Moreover, the City and the Office of Emergency Services of San Diego
County continue to coordinate to update emergency response plans
to ensure resident safety in the case of wildfire.
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AQ-38

AQ-39

AQ-40

AQ-41

AQ-42

AQ-43

AQ-44

High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and the 2018 fire season in California that shows the capacity of
wildfires to jump from wildlands into residential areas.

E. Seismic Faults

Figure 2-14 shows there are least three major earthquake faults running under the Morena
arca. At least hall the arca, including the Jerome’s site, would [eature development in Geologic
Hazard Category 31, “Liquefaction, High Potential-shallow groundwater, major drainage,
hydraulic fills.”

Instead of addressing these potential disasters, the PEIR concludes they are Less than
Significant” because new construction would be required to identify and address these hazards.
(PEIR, pp. 8-24 -25. The PEIR is inadequate because these challenges need to be addressed in
the MCSP and the PEIR. Additionally, the Planning Department needs to provide the full fault
zone studies.

E. Parks and Recreational Facilities

The PEIR acknowledges that the General Plan recommends a population based park of
2.8 acres for every 1,000 residents. (PEIR, p. 2-50.) The MCSP does not provide for parks to
meet that requirement, and the PEIR is complicit by instead relying on existing parks. (PEIR, p.
2-51.) The PEIR docs not address the demand for parks imposed by luture population, where
these parks would be build, when they would be built, or how they would be funded. It is simply
inadequate.

G. Water Supply

The MCSP would increase the density of the plan area and the need to provide water.
However, the PEIR simply states that the water lines that serve the arca are “primarily cast iron,
asbestos cement and polyvinyl chloride (PVC). . . [and the PUD] “will upgrade/replace some of
the older and undersized water lines in the Specific Plan arca.” (PEIR, p. 2-60.) Adding 6,000
dwelling units and not addressing the increased demand on water lines is chillingly reminiscent
of the Normal Teights fire, and poses the question, “when will they ever learn?”

The PEIR is inadequate because it fails to state how these upgrades will be tinanced and
how they would be phased in relation to construction in the Specific Plan area. The MCSP
should be redone to address these concerns.

H. Wastewater

The PEIR deseribes the existing sewer system serving the plan area, but doe not discuss
the impact that a sharp increase in the area’s population will have on those sewers. Instead, it
states the “major trunk sewers have been studied to properly convey sewer flows from the
proposed development.” (PEIR, p. 2-62.)

The PEIR is inadequate because it fails to disclose the results of those studies, whether
the exisling sewer system is capable of dealing with the increased densities, and il not. how it is
proposed Lo pay [or replacement sewers. [t mentions a new sewer pump station in the arca as

AQ-38 This comment identifies the location of local earthquake faults and

does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR. For a
discussion of impacts associated with geologic hazards, see
Section 6.12.3 of the PEIR.

AQ-39 As a program level document, the PEIR does not propose any

specific development projects, and thus cannot provide mitigation
for potential geologic hazard impacts associated with a particular
development project. As discussed in the PEIR, future development
occurring within the Specific Plan area would be required to
prepare site-specific geologic investigations to identify potential
geologic hazards that might pose obstacles to construction of site-
specific development projects. Geologic hazards or concerns
would need to be addressed during grading and/or construction of
a specific development project. Adherence to the San Diego
Municipal Code grading regulations and construction
requirements and implementation of the recommendations and
standards of the City's geotechnical study requirements would
preclude significant impacts related to geologic hazards. A copy of
the Geotechnical Report prepared for the Specific Plan area is
included as Appendix E of the PEIR.

AQ-40 The project's impacts related to parks and recreation is addressed

in PEIR Section 6.13.3(b). As detailed therein, the City's General
Plan allows park equivalencies to be used when vacant land is
limited, unavailable, or is cost-prohibitive. While the Specific Plan
would not meet the City's standard for population-based parks, it
includes policies that would support additional parks within the
Specific Plan area. Additionally, as population growth occurs and
the need for new facilities are identified and/or the construction of
the Tecolote Linear Park proceeds, future park development would
be subject to a separate environmental review at the time design
plans are available. Thus, implementation of the proposed project
would result in a less than significant impact associated with the
construction of new facilities in order to maintain performance
objectives for parks and recreation facilities.
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AQ-41 A Water Supply Assessment was prepared for the Linda Vista

portion of the Morena Corridor Specific Plan (the only area where
density increases are proposed), which determined there was
sufficient water planned to supply the estimated annual average
usage associated with build-out of the Specific Plan. Furthermore,
the PEIR for the Specific Plan analyzed potential impacts related to
water supply (Section 6.14) and concluded that impacts would be
less than significant.

AQ-42 As discussed in Section 6.14 of the PEIR, upgrades to water lines

are an ongoing process administered by the Public Works
Department and are handled on a project-by-project basis.
Because future development within the Specific Plan area would
likely increase demand, there may be a need to increase sizing of
existing pipelines and mains for water. As future development is
proposed, the necessary infrastructure improvements to water
infrastructure would be incorporated as part of standard practice
for new development to maintain or improve the existing system
to ensure adequate capacity. Additionally, future discretionary
projects would be required to undergo project-specific review
under CEQA, which would ensure that impacts associated with the
installation of sewer and water infrastructure would be avoided.

AQ-43 As discussed in Section 6.14 of the PEIR, upgrades to sewer and

water lines are an ongoing process administered by the Public
Works Department and are handled on a project-by-project basis.
Because future development within the Specific Plan area would
likely increase demand, there may be a need to increase sizing of
existing pipelines and mains for both wastewater and water. As
future development is proposed, the necessary infrastructure
improvements to sewer and water infrastructure would be
incorporated as part of standard practice for new development to
maintain or improve the existing system to ensure adequate
capacity. There is also a mechanism in place to require payment of
infrastructure financing fees by both ministerial and discretionary
projects to ensure infrastructure needs are funded commensurate
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AQ-43 (cont.)

AQ-44

with the demand generated by development. Additionally, future
discretionary projects would be required to undergo project-
specific review under CEQA, which would ensure that impacts
associated with the installation of sewer and water infrastructure
would be avoided.

A water, sewer, and storm drain assessment was prepared for the
project, and is included as Appendices F and G to the PEIR. The
results of these studies are discussed in Section 6.14.3 of the PEIR.
The analyses showed that with build-out of the Specific Plan, the
existing peak sewer wet weather flow would increase by 0.30 cubic
feet per second and 0.34 cubic feet per second within the Tecolote
Village District and Morena Station District, respectively. The effect
of a 0.30 cubic feet per second increase from the Tecolote Village
District and a small portion from Morena Station District would
occur within an existing 72-inch-diameter reinforced concrete pipe,
raising the existing normal depth from 50.41 inches to a maximum
of 50.50 inches. This increase would be within the allowable design
parameters of the 72-inch-diameter concrete pipe. The remaining
flow increase from Morena Station would enter an existing 66-inch
pipe. As determined in the analyses, given the minor increase in
flow relative to the capacity of a 66-inch-diameter pipe, it is not
anticipated that the increase would exceed the capacity of the

pipe.

In addition, in order to ensure that sufficient sewer capacity is
available to serve future development, individual projects within
the Specific Plan area may be required to perform a sewer study to
ensure sufficient sewer capacity is available, and to identify
necessary sewer infrastructure upgrades required for the
individual project. Additionally, as future projects within the
Specific Plan area are implemented, adherence to local and state
regulations during construction would ensure physical impacts
associated with construction of required infrastructure upgrades
are reduced to less than significant.
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AQ-45

AQ-46

AQ-47

AQ-48

AQ-49

part of the Pure Water program (PEIR p. 2-64). but does not state that it has any relationship to
the demands imposed on the sewer system due to increased density. Indeed. it states there is no
timeline or specified site for this phantom pump. (/bid.)

IL TRAFFIC, SECTION 6.2

A, The Data Uses to Perform the Traffic Analvsis Does Not Match Reality.

Table 3-1 in Appendix B of the PEIR, regarding trip generation, fails to disclose how the
Preferred Plan and Base Year trip generation rates were derived. To be adequate, it would
require information on how each of the land use trip rates were calculated. The trip generation
rates are used as inpul data for traflic analysis. Several environmental impacts, such as air
pollution and noise, depend on accurate results of the traffic analysis.

Appendix P. an e-mail from traffic analysis consultants Chen Ryan Associates to Claudia
Brizuela, City Traffic Engineer, states that trip generation rates were provided by the City of San
Diego to SANDAG.

The PEIR lacks transparency because the methods by which the trip generations rates
were calculated are not provided in the document. What was provided does not inspire
confidence. For example, Table 5-1, page 37 of Appendix B, states that multi-family high
density total trips will increase over ten times (10X) with the preferred plan as compared to the
existing conditions. This is indicative of the increase in the number of residents proposed by the
plan, vet the number of fire and police stations trips remain unchanged between the preferred
plan and the existing conditions. With about 6000 additional residential units to be added to the
plan area, one would expect a concomitant number of fire and police stations trips.

Another obvious inaccuracy is demonstrated by the Nursery Total Trips. The existing
conditions total trips for the Armstrong Garden Center was determined to be 905 trips, but with
the preferred plan the total trips was said to be zero. As the nursery only relocated to the north
side of Tecolote Road, within the transportation analysis zone, one would expect the preferred
plan nursery trips to be at least 905 trips.

If one were to scale the fire and police station trips and the nursery trips by the proposed
increased in multi-family high density trips (10X), there would be 10,160 fire and police stations
trips. not 1,016, and 9.050 nursery trips instead of 905. Adjusting the total change in trips for
with considering just the inaccuracies cited above discloses the following:

Increases in trips from base year to preferred plan 22,528
Additional Fire and Police station trips 9.144
Additional Nursery Trips 8,145

TOTAL ADDITIONAL TRIPS 39,817

This is a 77% increase in forecasted trips generated by the plan. There are 48 designated land
use trip counts that need to be thoroughly reviewed in order to determine the true impact of the
MCSP.

AQ-45

AQ-46

AQ-47

AQ-48

AQ-49

Trip generation rates are based on those provided in the City of
San Diego’s Trip Generation Manual (2003). The commenter is
correct that traffic data is utilized to analyze other environmental
issue areas such as air, noise, and GHG.

This comment summarizes the contents of PEIR Appendix P. No
further response to required.

See response to comment AQ-45. The trip generation rates for
multi-family housing and other land uses account for all trip types
associated with those uses; this includes anticipated fire and police
station trips.

The location where the Armstrong Nursery is currently located will
be designated as Streetfront Commercial. This designation does
not preclude existing businesses from maintaining their
operations. The trip generation rate for a nursery is equal to that
of Streetfront Commercial (40 trips/1,000 square feet); therefore,
the traffic generated by the nursery or any other allowed
commercial business that may be developed are accurately
captured in the analysis.

As previously noted, the trip generation rates for multi-family
housing and other land uses account for all trip types associated
with those uses; this includes anticipated fire and police station
trips. Further, the regional model accounts for anticipated
emergency vehicle trips throughout the region. These trips do not
scale proportionally with increased residential units. Trips are
accurately presented in the analysis.
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B. The Traffic Analysis Fails to Account for the Cumulative Impacts of the
Proposed River Walk Development

AQ'SO The Daily Traffic Volumes and the Levels of Service (1LOS) for Linda Vista Road AQ_SO The Transportatlon ImpaCt AnaIySIS (prOVIdEd as Appendlx B of the
between Napa Strect and Marian Way are essentially identical under the existing conditions and Draft PEIR) analyzed land uses that have been approved and those
the preferred plans. (PE]R, .-'\ppcnd{(\ B, Fl‘gurc 3-2,p. 14 and p. 43. Sllnl!arl)', _lh?']?"na{ s Road included in the Regional Model. The future Riverwalk Development
segment between Napa Street and Colusa Street shows an actual decrease in Daily Traffic . . .
Volume, from 19550 trips to 16,900 trips. has not been approved by City Council; therefore, the Regional

However, the River Walk development proposes approximately 4.300 dwelling units that Model assumptions for that site were included in the ana|ySiS- As
would utilize Friar’s Road. 'The failure to consider the cumulative impacts of these additional shown in Appendix G of the Transportation |mpaCt AnalySiS, this
units is a major inadequacy of the PEIR. . . . .

includes over 50,000 trips generated at the Riverwalk site.
C. The PEIR Fails to Account for the Number of Vehicular Irips Generated
by Each Additional Unit in the Project Area under the MCSP,

AQ-S'] At the August 28, 2018 meeting of the Ad Hoc Commnittee of the Linda Vista Planning AQ_51 The Tr?nsport‘?tlon lmpaCt AnalySIS dOGS' account fOf' the number
Group on the Morena Corridor Specific Plan, Claudia Brizuela, traffic engineer for the City of of vehicular trips generated by each unit. In addltlon, SANDAG's
Saﬂn Dlelg,o, stated: “We are not assuming th;j\t everyl[remdenual] unit is avehlculaﬂ.np. The Series 12 Travel Forecast Model accounts for person trips
PEIR fails 1o account for the number of vehicular trips generated by cach unit. It fails to diselose . X X . o .
how many occupants per unit were included in the traffic analysis and how many cars were associated with transit, Walkmg, blkmg, and vehicles. Model Output
asavmed balbesayn = by cacheofhesconeypadt. plots are included in the Appendices of the Traffic Impact Study.

AQ_52 ‘The project is talked of as attractive to Millennials According to a CNBC article, nearly
80% of millennials own cars and 75% of those who do not aspire to own one. (Accel I Qualtrics . . .
Millennial Study, 2017.) Additionally, the 2016 Demographics study conducted by the San AQ'52 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an Inadequacy In
Diego Health and Human Services Agency showed that in the region that includes the plan area, the ana|ysis of the PEIR.

75.9% drove alone to work, 7.9% carpooled, and only 2.7% used public transportation.

AQ-53 While we recognized the aspirational objectives of the MCSP regarding usc of public . . .
transportation, the PEIR must determine whether the forecast of vehicular trips is realistic. Until AQ-53 See res.ponse to comment AQ-45 rega rdmg calculation of trlp
that is done, the PEIR must be deemed inadequate. generatlon rates.

D. The PEIR Fails to Provide Feasible Plans to Implement the Mobility
Improvements Needed for the Proposed Project.

AQ-54 The timing and phasing of the infrastructure updates outlined in the MCSP is critical. AQ-54 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadeq uacy in
Planning Department representative Michael Prinz has told the Ad IHoc Committee on the MCSP .
that eminent domain will not be used to procure property needed to implement the mobility the ana IySIS of the PEIR.
improvements outlined in the MCSP.

AQ_55 The Impact Analysis outline in section 6.2.3 of the PEIR is flawed because it “assumes AQ-55 While fu nding for imp|ementati0n of all improvements and
all of the transportation improvements described in Table 3-2 are implemented.” (PEIR, p. 6.2- . _Af .

7.) However, the vast majority of the improvements in that table are infeasible because they 'neceS.S.ary . rlght of way may not be Currently av.allable for all
require funding that has not been provided, and/or property procurement that require either identified |mprovements, the anaIyS|s assumes all |mprovements
el et e would be implemented in order to provide adequate disclosure of
potential impacts under build-out of the plan. It is anticipated that
over time funding will be identified and right-of-way acquired as
specific improvements are proposed for development.
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AQ-56

AQ-57

AQ-58

AQ-59

AQ-60

Table 6.2-4 compares the existing and proposed project Level of Service results, It
shows the number of unacceptable Level of Service freeway segments (i.e.. LOS worse than D)
in the morning stays the same at two, but six freeway segments degrade by one Level of Service,
and four of them degrade from C to D. (PEIR, p. 6-2-15.) This does not even account for the
inaccurate forecasted traffic volume. as described in subsection A above. Indeed, the actual
number of additional unacceptable level of service freeway segments may by significantly

higher.

According to the same table, in the evening the number of unacceptable level of service
(worse than LOS D) freeway segments increases from two to six. In addition, ten segments
degrade by one level of service, five of which degrade from LOS C to LOS D. (PEIR. p. 6-2-
15.) Again, due to the inaccurate and underestimated traffic volume forecasts set forth above,
the actual number of unacceptable and degraded LOS freeway segments may be quite higher.

The PEIR fails to provide feasible mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate these
impacts, asserting instead that freeway improvements are not under the authority of the city.
Improvements have been identified within the SANDAG Regional Plan, but when the
improvements will be implemented and the effectiveness of the improvements is undetermined.
The unavoidable significant impacis to these freeway segments imposed under the MCSP will
exact a large toll not only on the residents of the plan area and the adjacent areas, but on
everyone traveling on these freeways.

The PEIR is faulty because there are available mitigation measures that would reduce the
adverse impacts. The mitigation measure is to recommend a reduction in the proposed density in
the project area.

E. The PEIR Fails to Provide Sufficient Mitigation Measures to Reduce or
Eliminate the Impacts that will be Generated by the MCSP.

The PEIR references three roadway segments and four intersections where mitigation
measures could potentially reduce significant impacts. These include

6.2-1 Segment on Clairemont Drive from I-5 n/b ramp to Denver Street:

6.2-2  Segment on Denver Street from Clairemont Drive to Ingulf Street:

6.2-3  Segment on Morena Boulevard south of Linda Vista Road;

6.2-5 Intersection of Denver Street and Clairemont Drive.

The PEIR does not propose any mitigation measures for these segments as part of the MCSP
(PEIR, p. 6.2-23.)

The PEIR states that while implementation of the improvements it identifies would reduce
impacts to less than significant, no mitigations are included in the MCSP and Impact Fee Study
(IFS) for 6.2.1 through 6.2-3 and 6.2-5 because no funding mechanism exists for them and the
mitigation measures would be inconsistent with the mobility goals. (PEIR, p. 6.2.24.)

AQ-56

AQ-57

AQ-58

AQ-59

AQ-60

The future year traffic volumes were developed utilizing the
anticipated land use quantities and standard industry practices
resulting in acceptable projections. Therefore, the impacts
disclosed within the Draft PEIR are accurately reflective of the
anticipated land use and transportation network changes. Also
refer to responses AQ-47 through AQ-51.

Please see response to comment AQ-56.

Impacts to freeway facilities are cumulative, which is why freeway-
related solutions are planned, funded, and implemented at the
regional level, through Caltrans and SANDAG and not at the
individual project level. Each individual project (and unit within) will
be responsible for paying a Regional Transportation Congestion
Improvement Program fee, which goes towards regional
improvement projects intended to alleviate congestion.

As noted in Section 6.2 of the PEIR, the identified mitigation
measures at these locations were not included in the Specific Plan;
therefore, the impacts are significant and unavoidable. Reducing
density in the project area would not achieve project objectives.

The PEIR discusses the rationale for why impacts would remain
significant and unavoidable (see Sections 6.2.5 and 6.2.6 of the
PEIR). The improvements listed would be contrary to the Mobility
Element goals of the Specific Plan, and thus, were not included in
the Specific Plan. Therefore, the adoption of the measures would
not be recommended for inclusion in the project's MMRP.
Candidate Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations,
pursuant to CEQA, would be required to be adopted.
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AQ-61 Refer to response to comment AQ-60. Prior to a decision on the

AQ-61 The PEIR fails to provide sufficient justification that the mitigation measures identified Q . P . L Q L
are infeasible and inconsistent with the mobility goals. Further study is required to provide cost prOJeCt, Candidate F|nd|ng5 and a Statement of Ove rr|d|ng
estimates for each of the proposed improvements and to clearly explain how there are no funding Considerations will be prOVided to decision makers to make a final
mechanisms available through cily, state and federal funding options.  All the identified .. . ey . . .
mitigation measures should be included within a revised MCSP and Impact Fee Study as a decision on mfeaSIbI“ty and will be available to the pUb“C that
project design feature rather than a proposed mitigation measure. If the Planning Department detail specific reasons Why each signiﬁca nt and unavoidable
continues to assert the mitigation is financially infeasible, the proposed project densities and . tis inf ibl
height limits should be reduced to limit the transportation impacts. Impactis inteasible.

Iv. NOISE. SECTION 6.3
_ o _ L AQ-62 The comment reiterates what is stated in the PEIR. This comment

AQ-62 The MCSP would increase the amount of density permitted “by right,” without regard to . . .
the TODE process. Such projects would be ministerial and the PEIR admits there is no does not suggest an madequacy in the ana|y5|5 of the PEIR.
procedure to ensure that exterior noise resulting from increased vehicular traffic would be
adequately attenuated. It states that implementation of the Specific Plan would result in changes
to the land uses resulting in the introduction of new noise-sensitive land uses in the form of
increased residential uses that would be potentially significant. (PEIR, p. 6.317.)

It makes a finding that a “significant impact related to exterior noise levels would oceur
for ministerial projects exposed to vehicular traffic noise levels in excess of the land use and
noise compatibility levels established in the General Plan Noise Element. . .. (/bid.)

AQ_63 The PEIR finds these impact to be “Significant and Unavoidable,” but identifies no . . .
mitigation measures. (PEIR, p. S-10.) There is mitigation in the form of lesser density imposing AQ-63 Alternatives are offered in order to present a range of options to
lesser noise impacts, The PEIR is deficient for failing to consider this mitigation. decision makers to consider whether feasible alternatives could be

V.  AIRQUALITY, SECTION 6.4 implemented to achieve the same result while lessening identified

AQ-64 ‘The PEIR, in discussing air quality, analyzes as Issue 1 whether the MCSP conflicts with signiﬂca nt impa cts. Two |0wer-den5ity alternatives (M]d-Density

or obstructs implementation of air quality plans, particularly in relation to the concerns of the . . .
Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) about reactive organic gas (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen and LOW_DenSIty aIternatlves) have been considered and analyZEd
(NOX), a precursor in the formation of Ozone. (PEIR, p. 6.4-3.) It concludes the MCSP would in the PEIR; however, noise impacts would be the same under each
conflict with implementation of the RAQS, resulting in a potentially significant impact on air of these alternatives in comparison to the proposed proiect. Refer
quality. (PEIR, p. 6.4-4.) 150 t0 response AQ.61 P prop project.

AQ-65 NOx is a highly reactive gas that is a major contributor to two other air pollutants, P ’
particulate matter and ozone. These are among the most regulated air pollutants in the United
State and California due to the large impacts these pollutants have on public health and the AQ_64 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
environment. NOx and particulate matter have been found by scientific studies to reduce lung . . L . .
function and exacerbate the symptom of asthma. Ozone is the prime precursor to smog, the analySIS of the PEIR. Rather it summarizes the information
Environmental Protection Agency analyses have found that short term exposure to ozone included in Section 6.4 of the PEIR related to conflicts with regiona|
induced or was associated with statistically signilicant declines in lung function. It increases . lit I
emergency room visits, hospital admissions for respiratory conditions, and is a likely cause of a alr quality plans.
range of other health and mortality issues. LEPA analysis of ozone in 2013 found strong evidence
thaiknzons EsmpsomatiDns i pairauynaLTe plidts ad e, AQ-65 Comment noted. This comment provides information related to

NOx as a highly reactive gas and details some prospective health
concerns associated with its emissions. No issues related to the
adequacy of the analysis contained within the EIR are raised.
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AQ-66

AQ-67

AQ-68

AQ-69

AQ-70

AQ-71

AQ-72

‘The PEIR acknowledges that such future toxic air emissions associated with the build-out
of land uses within the specific plan arca would be greater than anticipated emission under the
adopted community plan. Rather than trying to prevent the resulting ill-health and premature
deaths the MCSP would cause, the PEIR s solution is to call for changing the RAQS to permit
the increase in toxic emissions! (PEIR, p. 6.4-14.)

Defining deviancy downward is no solution. The PEIR is again trying to force the
community into a procrustean bed with potentially fatal consequences. This lowering of the bar
for air toxics 15 unacceptable. The MCSP must be re-worked to assure compliance with air

quality standards.

VL VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER, SECTION 6.7

A Scenic Views

At page 6.7-3, the PEIR acknowledges that under the TODE process, buildings in excess
of 45 feet would be allowed at both stations with the approval of a Planned Development Permit
(PDP). These would be 100 and 65 feet buildings, which “could have the potential to obstruct
views of the Mission Bay and the Pacific Ocean, which are identified in the Linda Vista
Community Plan.”

This is not a could. it is a would. and the PEIR correctly concludes the impacts would be
significant. (fhid., PEIR, p. 6.7-7) However, rather than proposing meaningful mitigation, the
PEIR baldly states (but does not specify where) that the MCSP identifies a robust policy
framework to address potential adverse effects related to scenic vistas and views. (PEIR, p. 6.7-
&)

The PEIR should provide a list of the policies in the proposed plan that requires
development to reduce its effects on the existing scenic view. It appears the MCSP seeks to
substantially change the existing land use character, without any proposed policies intended to
preserve views. The appropriate mitigation is not to permit such high rise development. This
mandates either an entire redo of the MCSP, or at least adoption of the so-called low density
alternative.

B. Neighborhood Character

The PEIR finds that implementation of the MCSP, and particular the TODE program, has
the potential to change the neighborhood character that exists in the Linda Vista portion of the
plan area. (PEIR, p. 6.7-3.) It notes that these would involve increased bulk, scale and height of
buildings, and that it cannot be known with certainty whether it can be fully mitigated. (PEIR.
pp. 6.7-4 - 6.7-5.)

We agree that these are significant impacts and doubt that as the MCSP is currently
written they can be mitigated. However, a reduction in the heights and densities in the MCSP
would ensure that the significant impacts of development under the TODE program will be

# In fact, the PEIR concludes the impacts related to scenic view ard vista are significant and unavoidable. (PEIR, p.
6.7-8.)

AQ-66 The comment confuses two issues relating to the air quality

analysis. The impact assessment which requires updates to
regional air plans is related to project consistency with existing
plans. Because the Specific Plan proposes changes to land uses, it
differs from the assumptions used in the RAQS. To alleviate this
inconsistency, the updated community plan densities (for Linda
Vista only) would be provided to SANDAG so the next update to
the RAQS would incorporate the latest adopted plans. Impacts
related to toxic air emissions are discussed separately (see PEIR
Section 6.4.3 [Issue 3b]). As stated therein, and summarized in PEIR
Section 6.4.4, potential health risks related to toxic air emissions
would be less than significant based on the intermittent nature of
construction activities, compliance with San Diego APCD permit
requirements for stationary sources, and the Specific Plan’s
consistency with goals of the CARB's Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (CARB 2005).

AQ-67 As discussed in Section 6.4.3 and 6.4.4 (Air Quality Standards)

within the PEIR, impacts associated with compliance with air
quality standards was determined to be significant and
unavoidable, as project-level emissions information is not available
at this time and it cannot be guaranteed that operational air
emissions from the future developments within the planning area
could be fully mitigated to below a level of significance even with
implementation of mitigation measure AQ 6.4-2 as identified in the
PEIR.

AQ-68 This comment restates information contained in the PEIR. This

comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the
PEIR.
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AQ-69 The PEIR acknowledges that changes in density and development

allowances could result in significant impacts. The Specific Plan
contains development design policies focused on reducing impacts
to neighborhood character (see Specific Plan Chapter 4.4).
Notwithstanding both the requirement to follow policy guidance
and the future processing of discretionary permits (requiring
additional CEQA review), the PEIR finds that at the program level
impacts to scenic vistas/views and neighborhood characters are
significant and unavoidable. Candidate Findings and a Statement
of Overriding Considerations would be required by the City upon
adoption of the Specific Plan.

AQ-70 A Guiding Principle of the Specific Plan is to preserve public views

of Mission Bay and development and design policies are provided
to ensure future development is sensitive to views of the bay and
other scenic resources.

AQ-71 The comment restates information in the PEIR. See response to

comment AQ-68.

AQ-72 See response to comments AQ-68 and AQ-69.
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substantially mitigation while still assisting in the implementation of the Climate Action Plan.
Please see the discussion of alternatives in this Comment letter.

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS. SECTION 6.8

AQ-73

As discussed in Section 6.8 of the PEIR, GHG emissions would be
greater for proposed land uses identified within the Specific Plan

AQ-73 The PEIR posits that under the MCS8P, Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) would h d build fth ifi | b d
inerease over those in the current plan from 90,328 metric tons annually to 108,468 metric tons area when compare to build-out of the SpeC| ic Plan area base
annually, an increase of 20% in GHG. (PEIR, p. 6.8-3, Table 6.8.2.) It acknowledges the GHG on the adopted community plan land uses, which is |arge|y due to
emissions increase is due to the inercased density of development that would be allowed within . . . . o "
the Linda Vista portion of the MCSP. (PEIR, p. 6.8.5) Ewven while admitting the increase in increased denSIty and associated \{GthlG emissions. Emissions
GHG emissions would amount to 20%, it amazingly finds that amount 1o be “less than from all sources were found to increase from the adopted
significant.” (PEIR, p. 6.8-9.) That is an incredible if not absurd statement. Community plan land uses. Thus, the increase in GHG is a direct

AQ-74 The increase in GI1G emission is probably understated. T'o manipulate assumptions to result of imp|ementation of CAP Strategies and the General Plan’s
even reach the 20% in emissions inerease, the PEIR relies on an assumed reduction of Gi £ Vill S laci high d . .
automobile GHG emissions of 5,054 metric tons annually. In turn, this is based on the Ity 0 lages trategy (e'g" placing hig enSIty near tranSIt)-
unsupported assumption that those living adjacent to the trolley stations AND those living within Increasing residential and commercial density a|0ng transit
a halrf mile of thpse stz?uons 'w1ll shift to trolley I‘lf:lﬁmhl‘p. As noted in this Comment letter, ad corridors and Community ViIIages within a TPA would SUppOFt the
naisedan, there is no ridership study to support this claim. o L o .

, & 5 _ City in achieving the GHG emissions reduction targets of the CAP,

AQ'75 The calculation of GHG emissions under the MCSP also appears to be partially based on . . . L.
new construction in the plan arca being required to include all mandatory green building and thUS, Impa cts associated with GHG emissions were
measures. (PEIR 6.8-7.) However, as set forth more fully in the discussion of section 6.9, determined to be less than significa nt.
suggestions are not requirement. Specifically, the MCSP:

. Encourage::, rather than requires, the installation of solar energy generation systems AQ-74 Refer to response to comment AQ-73
(Policy 4.6.3);
Lncourages, rather than requires, the implementation of wind energy generation systems . . .
(Policy 4.6.4); AQ-75 The GHG analysis does assume future projects would be required
Encourages, rather than requires. the adaptive reuse of existing buildings in conjunction to Implement mandato ry green bUIIdmg measures. Whereas the
with improvements to increase energy efficiency and building longevity (Policy 4.6.3). language in the Specific Plan do not pose requirements, other
(MCSP, p. 67; PEIR, p. 6.9-4.) existing regulations would ensure incorporation of appropriate
Moreover, the MCSP encourages, rather than requires, adherence to TEED standards for green building measures including the California Building Code, as
construction, adopted by the City, and Climate Action Plan Consistency Checklist
The MCSP also encourages. rather than requires, implementation of energy and water requirements_
efficient measures for commercial use. (MCSP, p. 74.)
Thus, even the projected increase in GIIG emissions are likely understated because the
PEIR seemingly counts on implementation of mandatory construction standards that are not
mandatory, according to the MCSP.

AQ-76 As previously stated, we do not believe the increase in GHG emissions is less than AQ'76 Refer to responses to comments AQ'73 and AQ'75'

significant, and we further believe that it can be mitigated by providing for lesser density than set
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forth in the MCSP. We further believe the MCSP should require, rather than encourage, the
environmental policies set forth in the Plan.

VII. ENERGY, SECTION 6.9

A. Transportation Energy Use

AQ-77

The City recognizes that it cannot be guaranteed that future

AQ-77 The PEIR project that the MCSP would generate significantly more Average ) . ] .
Daily Trips (ADTs) than the current land use does. H finds that currently the plan area generates residents will take advantage of transit; however, planning for
93,602 ADTSs and this would go to 116,130 under the plan, an increase of 22,525, (PEIR, p. 6.2- high-density residential development near hlgh—quallty transit is a
2.y Tt justifies this increase on the hasis that convenient access to the trolley and bus lines, as K . . .
well as proximity of homes to service, combined with proposed (albeit unlikely, see Section IIL, focus of the Clty General Plan Clty of V|Ilages Strategy' the CIty’S
D, above) mobility improvement would increase opportunities for non-single-occupancy vehicle Climate Action PIan, and is consistent with SANDAG strategies
travel. (PEIR, p. 6.9.3) . . . .
Sy 2 identified in the Regional Plan.
The PLIR is inadequate because this rationalization is unsupported by factual,
objective studies to demonstrate the validity of its conclusion that a sufficient number of
residents or workers in the plan area will abandon daily use of their vehicles for mass transit an - -1/,
id kers in the pl ill abandon dail £ their vehicles f it and AQ-78 See response to comment AQ-77
bikes to mitigate the significant negative energy effects of the high density on energy uses. The
AQ-78 PEIR must be revised Lo provide for a trolley ridership study 1o show that current San Diego
residents of high rise/high density developments in fact regularly used these alternative means of
transportation in significant numbers to justify the tremendous increases in transportation energy
uses.
AQ_79 Although it lacks the height and density of what would be built under the MCSP, it seems _ _
feasibly to perform a ridership study on mass transit use by the resident of the Morena Village AQ 79 See response to comment AQ 77.
project at Napa and Linda Vista Road. The Ad Hoc Committee has been requesting such a study
virtually since its inception, to no avail. Instead, the Planning Department has ploughed through
the project approval process without any concern as Lo whether its assumplions are valid.
B. Building Energy Use
AOQ-80 The PEIR utilize the California Emissions Estimator Mode to estimate residential and ) . . .
Q non-residential energy uses under the MCSP. The PEIR anticipates that any development will AQ 80 The comment reiterates pOFtIOﬂS of the PEIR. This comment does
comply with all current building codes, regulations and requirements. Nonetheless, there is a not suggest an inadeq uacy in the anaIySiS of the PEIR.
significant increase in energy use under the MCSP. (PEIR, p. 6.9-3 and Table 6.9-1, therein.)
The PLIR and the underlying MCSP suggest several design policies that support energy-efficient
building designs. (PEIR, p. 6.9-4; MCSP, pp. 67-68, 74.)
AQ'81 However, suggestions are not requirements, and only “encourage™ compliance with the
£ q 3 I P
design policies. For example, Policy 4.6.11 encourages the use of gravwater reuse svstems for AQ_81 The SpECiﬁC Plan contains pO“CiES and su pp|ementa| development
landscape irrigation to supplement potable water supplies. Instead, the MCSP should require the ati f d | ithi he S ific PI di
use of graywater reuse systems. The development of an arca with new buildings is a perfect regulations for development within the Specific Plan area and Is
opportunity to implement well-accepted energy and water-saving polices. Once a building is intended as an overall guida nce document for development within
completed itissmmclemoneiteuli to xetealr 1wt gray e the Specific Plan. Future discretionary projects will be required to
demonstrate consistency with the overall goals and policies of the
Specific Plan; however, specific policies are written with flexibility in
consideration of the range of projects that could be developed
under the Specific Plan. For example, not every project would be
suitable for graywater reuse systems.
MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 149 February 2019



LETTER

RESPONSE

AQ-82

AQ-83

AQ-84

Accordingly, this emphasis on “encourage™ and similar non-mandatory terms shows the
inadequacy of the PEIR and the MCST. Both need to go back to the drawing board.

IX. HEALTH AND SAFETY. SECTION 6.10

Section 6.10 discusses the health and safety impact that could result from the
implementation of the MCSP. i raises, as Issue 4, Hazardous Materials Sites and Health
Hazards. (PEIR, p. 6.10-5.) The PEIR notes that development of sites with existing
contamination in accordance with the MCSP could potentially pose a hazard to the public or the
environment. (/hid.) It concludes that while there are no policies in the MCSP relative to
hazardous materials, the general plan includes policies to protect the health, safety and welfare of
residents relating to hazardous materials. (PEIR, p. 6-10.2.)

"This is not adequate. The California Department of Toxic Substances Control in a Notice
of Preparation letter dated October 17, 2016 expressed concern about the project area, staling:

"Based on DTSC's EnviroStor database, investigations were conducted previously at the
project site. Chlorinated compounds were detected in groundwater and soil vapor.
DTSC has no record indicating that the extent of the contaminated plumes were
completely defined.

“DTSC is uncertain whether the investigation and the preliminary report were conducted
under oversight of any State or local agencies. As a result, DTSC recommends that the
EIR should:

“1) Identify and determine whether current or historic uses at the project site may
have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances.

2) Identify any known or potentially contaminated sites within the proposed project
area. For all identified sites, the EIR should evaluate whether conditions at the
site may pose a threat to human health or the environment.

3) Identify all investigations and remediation conducted at the site. DTSC's
EnviroStor database indicates that chlorinated compounds have been detected in
soil vapor and groundwater beneath the project site.

4) Include an updated risk assessment using currently approved screening levels.”

(PEIR, Appendix A.)

A policy must be added to the MCSP related to the presence of these materials.
Moreover, the PEIR should be revised as recommended by the Department of Toxic Substances
Control to ensure public safety in future developments.

X. PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES, SECTION 6.13

Section 6.13.2 begins, honestly enough, by noting that public services and facilities
impacts could oceur if implementation of the Plan would promote growth patterns which could
cause significant environmental impacts in order to maintain service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives. (PEIR, p. 6-13-1.) It then outlines concerns about police

AQ-82 See response to comment AQ-81.

AQ-83 State and federal regulations, along with the City requirements,

would ensure that future projects adhere to specific guidelines
regarding the use, transportation, disposal, and accidental release
of hazardous materials. In accordance with local city, county, state,
and federal requirements, any new development that involves
contaminated property would necessitate the clean-up and/or
remediation of the property in accordance with applicable
requirements and regulations. Through compliance with the
extensive regulatory framework surrounding hazardous materials
and contaminated sites, the PEIR finds impacts associated with
hazardous materials sites and health hazards would be less than
significant.

AQ-84 This comment reiterates language from the discussion of Public

Service and Facilities (Section 6.13 of the PEIR). As discussed in this
section, impacts to public facilities (i.e., police protection, parks and
recreation, fire and life safety protection, libraries, and school)
were determined to be less than significant. The PEIR states that as
future projects are developed within the Specific Plan area,
developers would be required to pay Development Impact Fees
that would ensure any impacts associated with police protection,
parks and recreation, fire and life safety protection, and libraries
would be less than significant, thus supporting the conclusions of
the PEIR.
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protection, parks and recreations, fire/life safety protection and libraries. (PEIR, pp. .6.13-2-
6.13-6.)

In concluding however, it states:

“Regarding police protection, the proposed Specific Plan does not include the
construction of new police facilities™;

“Regarding parks and recreation facilities, there 1s an existing and projected deficit in
population based parks which is an adverse impact but not considered significant at the program

level.™

“Regarding fire/life safety protection, implementation of the propose project would result
in an increase in overall population which could result in a change in fire-rescue response times.
. ... The Citywide study does not identify a need for a new or expanded facility within the
Specific Plan communities and the Specific Plan does not propose any new fire station or fire
station expansion™

“No new or expanded libraries are planned at this time, and the Specilic Plan does not
propose the construction of library facilities.”

(PEIR, pp. 6.13-7 — 6.13-8, emphasis added.) Without support, it pontificates that impacts to
police protection, parks and recreation facilities, fire/life safety protection and library services
are “less than significant”™ so no mitigation is required. (PEIR, p. 6.13-8.)

AQ-85 This is precisely the type of error criticized in the introductory section, the fallacy that in- AQ-85 Ana |ySiS of im pacts to pu blic services (po lice protecti on, fire
fill development can be done on the cheap without payving for the improved infrastructure needs . . . .
that it creates. As also noted in the Introductory section, the MCSP does not provide for p rotection, SChOOlS' libra ries, a nd pa rks and recreatio n) are
infrastructure. The PEIR makes an illusory promise that a comprehensive Impact Fee Study will assessed in Cha pter 6.13 of the PEIR. The analysis is adeq uate for a
be uprdafed for e Tinda Virta commuity planmgsarea gfir o adoplion ofheMCSE o program-level evaluation as there are mechanisms in place for
include fees for police facilities funding. (PEIR, p. 6-13.2.) Similarly, it promises that after
adoption of the MCSP, a comprehensive Impact Fee Study will be completed to define future develo pme nt to fund necessa ry se rvices throu gh
applicable development impact fees for park funding. But it adds that these “fees would not be Devel opme nt lm pact Fees. The IFS is considered pa rt of the P roject

adequate to address the extent of the parkland deficit.” (PEIR, p. 6.13-3.) A . o .
analyzed in the PEIR (see PEIR Project Description Section 3.3.9)
This is not adequate, The MCSP proposes to increase residential density in an area

currently lacking recreational facilities, unable to hold additional public recreational facilities and will be adopted after the SpeCiﬁC Plan.

and without any assurance the funding for future recreational facilities will be available. The
increase in population will increase the demands on public services and exacerbate the current
deficiencies. Contrary to what the self-justifying PEIR asserts. this is a significant impact and
policies should be added to ensure infrastructure in the Linda Vista Community Plan area to
address the proposed increases in population. Additionally, the Planning Department needs to
provide a list of approved immediate infrastructure improvements will be provided in the Plan
area

NI CHAPTER 10. INADEQUATE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
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AQ-86

AQ-87

AQ-88

AQ-89

In Chapter 10, the PEIR purports to analvze alternatives to the MCSP. The analysis is
inadequate because rather than being dispassionate, it is it a polemic for a variation of the high
rise/high density presupposition of the Planning Department and the developers who would
benefit from it.

A. The Analysis presents a tautology.

The analysis of alternates to the MCSP states that among the primary goals,
reconunendations and objectives of the MCSP are (1) to promote high residential density and
employment opportunities and (2) to leverage regional transit investment to provide critically
needed housing by designating high-density residential development. (PEIR, pp. 10-1-10-2)) Tt
then concludes that these objectives can be accomplished by adopting the MCSP or its preferred
alternative. Essentially, it says high density development can only be accomplished by high
density development. This is a tautology. It is inadequate because it does not begin by
questioning the presumption that these are desirable objective, and if desirable, whether their
benefits can be achieved by means other than the MCSP or its variants. For example. mixed use
development can be attained with lesser density that the MCSP imposes, as can be seen from the
Morena station project al Napa and Linda Vista Road.

B. The Analysis for No Project/Adopted Alternative Analvsis is Not

Adequate.

Page 10-4 begins the analysis of the No Project alternative. Tt states, without
substantiation, that there would not be any mobility improvements within the specific plan area.
The PEIR must explain why road improvements would not occur absent high density
development.

The need for such explanation is intensified by the Analysis stating the same mobility
improvements would be accomplished with lower density than is provided in the MCSP (see
PEIR, p. 10-21, subsection f.)

C. The Analysis for the “Mid Density’™ Land Use Plan Alternative is

Inadequate.

Page 10-11 begins the discussion of the so-called “Mid-Density™ alternative, This is an
Orwellian misnomer because this alternative would retain the building heights of 100 and 65 feet
for the Tecolote Village and Morena Station District respeetively, and also include the TODL
provisions to justily unreasonably low ofl-street parking requirement.

This altemative should properly be described as the “High Rise/Density” alternative.
While it would lower the density requirements at the two stations to 73 and 54 units to the acre
respectively. it fails to explain why this reduced density still requires the high rise construction of
100 and 635 feet of the MCSP. It is reasonable to believe that fewer units would mean less
height. Why this altermative does not explain that reduced density still requires the same
excessive building heights is a mystery the PEIR should be required to solve.

AQ-86

AQ-87

AQ-88

The CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that an EIR compare
the effects of a “reasonable range of alternatives” to the effects of
a project. The CEQA Guidelines further specify that the alternatives
selected should feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives
and avoid or substantially lessen one or more significant effects of
the project. The “range of alternatives” is governed by the “rule of
reason,” which requires the EIR to set forth only those feasible
alternatives necessary to permit an informed and reasoned choice
by the lead agency and to foster meaningful public participation
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[f]). CEQA generally defines
“feasible” to mean an alternative that is capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period
of time, while also taking into account economic, environmental,
social, technological, and legal factors.

The PEIR includes analysis of three alternative scenarios: 1) the No
Project Alternative; 2) the Mid-Density Alternative; and 3) the Low-
Density Alternative. It has been determined that this range of
alternatives are reasonable and would attain most of the project
objectives and avoid or lesson one or more significant effects of
the project.

The No Project Alternative evaluates the scenario where
development would occur under existing conditions/plans. The
proposed density would not occur under this alternative and none
of the mobility improvements identified in the PEIR would occur
under this Alternative.

In contrast to the No Project Alternative, the Low-Density
Alternative incorporates the mobility improvements identified in
the Specific Plan. The description of each alternative is provided in
PEIR Sections 10.1 and 10.3, respectively.
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AQ-89 The Mid-Density Alternative is described in PEIR Section 10.2.1. It is
called the Mid-Density Alternative because it would reduce the
maximum density allowed with a Planned Development Permit in
the Tecolote Village District from 109 to 73 dwelling units per acre,
and would cap the density in the Morena Station District at 54
dwelling units per acre. There are numerous approaches to
building design and retaining the height limits would provide
flexibility for future development to accommodate density.
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AQ-90

AQ-91

AQ-92

AQ-93

AQ-94

This is a major concern because, as set forth at page 10-21, the analysis admits this
alternative would retain the “same significant and unavoidable impacts related to scenic vistas
and views and neighborhood character as the” MCSP. The PEIR must be re-done to analyze
how the reduced density proposed by this alternative could be accommodated by lower rise
buildings, what the height of those buildings would be, and the impacts of those lower rise
buildings.

D. The “Tow Density”™ Alternative is a Basis for Negotiations.

Starting at page 10-22, the PEIR begins the discussion of the so called “low density™
alternative. Under this alternative density would nearly double, from 29 units to the acre 1o 54 at
both sites, and the height limit by right would increase by 50%, to 45 feet. That is not low
density and properly should be called mid-density®. These comments will, nevertheless, use the
term “Low Density” despite its inacouracy.

This alternative could generate up to 3,780 additional dwelling units, would result in less
traffic overall, and would avoid a significant impact along one segment associated with the
MCSP. (PEIR, p. 10-22.) In addition, the reduced number of trip generations under this
alternative would mean fewer GHG emissions than under the MCSP. (PEIR. p. 10-24.) This
alternative supports increased density near the transit stations and would be consistent with CAP
goals. (PEIR. p. 10-25.)

The “Low Density” alternative is worthy of further environmental analysis as to traffic,
funding of increased infrastructure to meet the burdens it would impose, and atfordable housing,
Because of the lower heights of buildings, building costs per unit should be less, allowing for
greater affordability of housing.

E The Alleged “Environmentally Superior Alternative™ is Neither Superior
nor Desirable.

At page 10-25 the PEIR concludes that the environmentally superior alternative is the
high rise/density option. It is not, because the amount of density it would impose on the
community is not acceptable, the inadequate off-street parking requirements are not reasonable,
and the visual blight and the change to the character of the communily are contrary to the
community’s interests and concerns. Both this alternative and the MCSP should be rejected.

Xl  THE MCSP DOES NOT HELP SOLYVE SAN DIEGO’S AFFORDABLE
HOUSING NEEDS,

There is no section in the PEIR to address shortcomings of the MCSP in providing
affordable housing. That is for obvious reasons. The MCSP does not provide affordable
housing, so the consultant writing the PEIR did not provide commentary.

We need teachers, firelighters, nurses and police oflicers in San Diego, but they are being
priced out of housing. This project arca, which is close to the center of San Diego and provides

* By way of comparison, density at the current Morena Station District is just under 29 units to the acre.

AQ-90

AQ-91

AQ-92

AQ-93

AQ-94

This comment reiterates language included within the PEIR. This
comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the
PEIR.

This comment reiterates language included within the PEIR. This
comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the
PEIR.

The traffic analysis prepared for the alternative is adequate. See
response to comment AQ-88.

The Mid-Density Alternative has been determined to be the
Environmentally Superior Alternative pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6. It is selected as such because it would result in
fewer/lesser significant impacts compared to the other alternatives
achieving the most project objectives. See PEIR Table 10-2.

See responses to comments AQ-11 and AQ-12.
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access to public transportation, does not even mention affordable housing. This is an appalling
shortcoming,.

Linda Vista has long been a working-class neighborhood. The MCSP proposes to
gentrify it with high rise/high cost housing, and the PEIR does not even mention it. This is a
matter of equity and social justice. The MCSP must be reformed to address this gaping
madequacy.

CONCLUSION
AQ-95 Our community understant that land in the Morena Corridor is being under-utilized. We AQ-95 CO”C'Uding remarks are noted.

believe that road re-alignment, some increased residential density, affordable housing, mixed
use, and provisions to fund the supporting infrastructure are necessary. The “Low Density”
alternative is a basis to begin the discussion and the analysis.

‘The Planning Department has wasted vears and resources in ignoring community input to
produce a plan that is broadly objectionable to Linda Vista. It has wasted vet another year and
more fimding to produce an environmental impact report to justify that plan. It has made a
mockery of community input and tried to show the public that its participation is futile. It is time
Tor the Planning Department instead to engage in meaningflul dialogue with the community.

Come now, and let us reason together.
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AR-1

AR-2

AR-3

AR-4

Letter AR

September 28, 2018

Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Acro Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

Re:  Morena Corridor Specific Plan. No. 382608/SCII No. 2016101021
Comments on Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR)

Dear Ms. Malone:

The Community of Linda Vista, by and through the Linda Vista Planning Group, by a
unanimous vote, adopted the following comments regarding the PEIR for the Morena Corridor
Specific Plan (MCSP), as referenced above.

On September 17, 2018, during the comment preparation period, the Planning
Department issued a memorandum that promises three changes “will be made to the draft
Morena Corridor Specific Plan.” to wit: (1) language will be added supporting a
pedestrian‘bicycle bridge; (2) the plan will be amended to retain four lanes on Morena Boulevard
from Ingulfl Street to Knoxville Street; and (3) the Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement
Program within the plan will be amended to remove the ability to seek a maximum height of 100
feet in the Tecolote Village District and 63 feet in the Morena District through Planned
Development Permits, and the height limit by right will be 45 feet. (Memo, attached to these
Comments as Exhibit 1.)

The Memo, however. also states that these changes “will not affect the proposed land use
designations, zones or densities.” (Emphasis added.) As the changes are mere promises, no
representation is made regarding the ability of developers to seek building heights between 45
and 100 feet near the Tecolote Station, and 45 and 635 feet near the Morena Station, and as the
PEIR comment deadline of October 1, 2018 has not lapsed, the comments in this letter will
address the MCSP and PEIR as currently presented.

L PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

A, The MCSP and PEIR arc fundamentally flawed., ab initio

1. The MCSP imposes a preconceived idea of high density withoult regard for
COmMUnItY CONCerns.

The Summary to the PLIR states that “objectives were identified to outline the underlying
purpose for the proposed project.” (PEIR, p. 5-2.) The passive voice does not identify who
identified the objectives, but the objectives are to:

“Create a focused long-range plan for the Linda Vista Community Plan area
intended to promote high-density residential and emplovment opportunities . . . consistent
with the City of Villages strategy and the Climate Action Plan (CAP) ... .7

“Establish land uses that facilitate transit-oriented mixed use development . . . .7

Page 10of20

AR-1 through AR-14
Please refer to responses AQ-1 through AQ-15 as these are
duplicate comments.
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“[Plrovide critically needed [but not necessarily affordable] housing by
designating high-density residential and mixed-use development within close proximity

Lo the transit station.”
PEIR, p. 8-2, emphasis added.) Those objectives were developed without community input.
P P i P yinp

AR-5 The Linda Vista Community had the citizens” objectives in mind. On February 16, 2016
the Ad Ioc Committee for the Morena Corridor Project unanimously adopted a “Vision
Statement and Guiding Principles™ that called for (1) retention of the current height limits; (2) no
worsening of traflic; (3) density compatible with the existing neighborhoods; and (4)
infrastructure and parks for any increases in density. (Se¢e, Comments of Howard Wayne, on file
with the Planning Department and attached to these Comments as Exhibit 2, p. 1.) This
summary, in the form of a Comments letter, was provided to the Planning Department in August
2017. The Comments letter was never addressed by the Planning Department, nor were the large
number of community comments that were raised at July 2017 Ad Hoe Committee meeting and
provided in writing to the Planning Department.

AR-6 In contravention to this Vision Statement, the MCSP instead

(1) raises the height limit from its current 30 feet by right and 45 feet by discretion, to
435 feet by right and 100 feet by discretion near the Tecolote station, and to 45 feet by right and
63 feet by discretion near the Morena Station. (MCSP. pp. 83, 84);

(2) narrows Morena Boulevard southbound to one lane (MCSP, p. 37);

(3) increases density from its current 29 dwelling units to the acre to 109 units to the acre
near the Tecolote station and to 73 units to the acre near the Morena station (MCSP, p. 84); and

(4) does not provide for the infrastructure the increased density would demand.
(MCSP, p. 77.)!

AR-7 The PEIR attempts to rationalize the MCSP under the Climate Action Plan and the City
of Villages. However, when the MCSP is studied in connection with a development concept
submitted to the Ad Hoc Committee in December 2016 on behalf of private interests, a
reasonable inference is raised that the real rationale of the MCSP is in maximizing the land’s
value for the benefit of the land owners. The inference is supported by their striking similarities:
among them, high-rise buildings and restrictions for ofl-street parking.

' The admission in the PEIR that from the beginning the “objectives were identified 1o outline

the underlying purpose for the proposed project” to promote high-density residential construction
validates Wayne's comment that:

The Plan is so at odds with the community input as to strongly suggest that the Planning
Department had a predetermined outcome and the “collaborate process™ was so much
“checking the box™ of public participation. (Exhibit 2, p. 2.)

Page 2 of 20
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AR-8

AR-9

AR-10

AR-11

AR-12

AR-13

AR-14

2. The MCSF and the PEIR are not supported by a ridership study.

The Transit-Oriented Development Enhancament (TODE) program is used by the MCSP
as the basis for the extreme densification in the vicinity of the two trolley stations. (MCSP, p.
84.) Unstated is the MCSP’s assumption that residents of the high-density area will regularly use
the trolley instead of vehicles. Indeed, at the December 2016 Ad IHoc Committee meeting, a
development concept presented allocated less than one parking space per dwelling unit.

What is lacking, despite repeated requests made at Ad Hoc Committee meetings, is any
study to show that residents of the TODE areas will rely on the trolley for basic tr:mspca‘tarion.2
No ridership study is presented in the PEIR. Tt it is not shown that residents of high-density
areas will regularly use the nearby trolley, then there is no justification to concentrate housing at
the stations. Density could be anywhere.

Two factors suggest the MCSP trolley-use assumption is false. I'irst, there is already
densification along nearby Iriars Road where there is an existing trolley line. In this arca of
dense housing, the level of service of Friars Road is deficient. This demonstrates that extreme
densification will not reduce vehicle use, but instead that it will worsen traffic. A second factor
is the 100-foot dwellings in the TODE area require steel frame construction. which is an
expensive type of building. I[nstead of alfordable housing, the extreme densilication with 100-
foot buildings will create high-rise, high-cost housing. People who can afford high rents
typically will own two or more cars per dwelling unit. High-rise housing will worsen traffic and
not contribute to the goals of the CAP.

3. The MCSP does nothing fo alleviaie the shoriage of affordable housing.

While the PEIR invokes the nead for housing, the MCSP does little or nothing to
accommodate for affordable housing. There is a plethora of housing for the elite, and some
subsidies for low-income individuals, but the middle class is being forced out of the housing
market. The trolley represents a billion-dollar investment of public funds and the public should
have affordable housing to show for it.

By way of example, a survey taken in 2017 showed that a one-bedroom apartment in the
transit-oriented housing development at Napa and Linda Vista Road rents for about 52,100 per
month. Using the HUD standard that a family should not pay more than 30% of its income for
housing, this requires an annual income of $84.,000, well above the San Diego median. Notably,
that development is not even the high-rise, high-cost units called for in the MCSP.

As previously discussed, high-rise housing is high-cost housing that is unaffordable for
most San Diegans. The MCSP does not provide for affordable housing, but instead allows

2 Atthe August 27, 2018 meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee, the request was met by the

Planning Department representative’s claim that those studies exist in national literature. Those
studies were not produced, nor was there any assurance that San Diego-based ridership studies
even exisl.

Page 3 of 20
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developers to buy out of the already inadequate 10% they are required to provide. Where there is
such a large public investment as is going into the trolley, the affordability requirement should be
raised to at least 40%, and policies should be established to prevent developers from buying it
out. AR-15 Please refer to response AQ-16 as this is a duplicate comment.
4. The MCSP does not provide for needed infrastructure.
AR-15 It is ill-conceived that in-fill development can be done without providing for the
improved infrastructure needs that it creates. For example, the MCSTP acknowledges the need for
mcrcuscq _walcr mfraslruclmjc, but does not rcsol\.'.c 1-l‘ In:?lc.ud, it saysil.h‘al -‘[l]mplomcnluuon of AR-16 Page 3-1 of the PEIR identifies adoption of an Impact Fee StUdy for
the Specific Plan could require upgrades o the existing water svstem infrastructure to ensure . . . . . . .
adequate capacity and sufficient fire flow.” (MCSP, p. 77. emphasis added.) It does not show the Linda Vista community plannlng area as a discretiona ry action
how 'the city would pay for the upgr‘ﬁdes‘to the existing water system, nor does it impose a that would be implemented as part of the proposed project, not as
requirement that new development fund it. . 3 .
a subsequent discretionary action.
AR-16 The PEIR does no better. On page 1 of the Project Description, it states that an update to
the Impact Fee §111dv for the Linda Vista Community Plan is also proposed for adoption “as a
subsequent discretionary action.” (Emphasis added.) This is entirely inadequate. The Impact AR-17 The City recognizes that it cannot be guaranteed that future
Fezlqmd\tr:lmt l;eduonduct'tren;l pir:lor lio appm\c;l lofthe MCSP or its variants to adequately ensure residents will take adva ntage of transit; however, planning for
public safety and demonstrate fiscal responsibility. . . . . . . -
A s i ﬁ ; high-density residential development near high-quality transit is a
5. The TODFE program fails to provide adeguate off-street parking. . . . .
a J L focus of the City General Plan City of Villages Strategy, the City's
AR-17 A W ha\t appears mherent in the TODE process is a strategy to I.esss?n traffic by substantially Climate Action PIan, and is consistent with SANDAG strategies
reducing off-street parking requirements. In turn, this assumes, again without a study, that ) o . .
residents of TODE projects, coerced through the denial of adequate parking, will rely on the identified in the Regional Plan.
trolley for basic transportation. What is more likely is that vehicles not able to be parked in the
development, will be parked on the streets. particularly the streets of nearby communities such as . . . .
g ’ ) AR-18 Comment noted. The City cannot restrict vehicle ownership by
Overlook Heights. :
AR-18 Additionally, given that the high-rise/high-cost housing the MCSP fosters would attract CI'tI.ZEI'\S pUt can I!mlt the amount of parkmg prOVIded as a
more affluent individuals, the likelihood of multiple vehicle ownership is high. As a Planning disincentive for vehicle ownershlp.
Department spokesperson at the August 27, 2018 Ad Hoe Committee meeting stated, the project
cannot restriet the ownership of vehicles by tenants. .
. Bt . " AR-19 The comment refers to the concept of decoupling the cost of
One ot concept ranced is dis ti arlki 3 3 t ri f rent, . . . . . e
AR-19 O A T N W T - B WO i T W i Al parking from rental costs, which is not discussed in the Specific
forcing tenants to pay separately for parking and presumably deterring them from owning
multiple vehicles, or even one car. First, of course, the Planning Department has not provided a Plan or PEIR. Addltlonally, as detailed in Cha pter 3.0 of the PEIR,
study to suPport ﬂlis conclus-iml. Second, in a complex that would attr:.ict affluent individlu.lls, new and improved parking is designated throughout the Specific
the costs of foregoing a vehicle would greatly exceed any reasonable disaggregated rental fee. Pl d the S ific Pl includ lici t t
an area an e eclItic an Inciuaes policies to promote
AR-20 For all of these reasons, the apparent TODL strategy that seeks to coerce ridership by d ki P P P
denying adequate parking is fundamentally [awed. structure parking.
6. The City of Villages strafegy is inapplicable to the Plan Area.
) L . AR-20 Comment noted.
AR-21 As noted in the discussion of page S-2, the PEIR states the MCSP is designed to
implement the City of Villages strategy. that is essentially creating areas where residents can
—— AR-21 through AR-84
Refer to responses AQ-21 through AQ-84 as these are duplicate
comments.
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live, shop, and work and not need to actually leave the “village™ to do any of these things. Such
autonomy requires employment sites, markets, theaters, gyms, and so forth in the project area.

AR-22 However, neither transit station area offers more than a few types of jobs — primarily light
industry in the Tecolote arca. There is no space for a supermarket, let alone the types ol services
people want to utilize. The City of Villages strategy might work under other circumstances, but
not here because the sites are too small.

7. The PEIR fails to account for cumulative impacts of nearby proposed
development.

AR-23 While purporting to investigate the environmental impacts of the MCSP, the PEIR does
not consider, or for that matter even acknowledge, the impending development of the Riverwalk
project in Mission Valley. The cumulative impacts of the 4300 units proposed in that area, along
with the 7000 units in the MCSP, include traffie, water, infrastructure, police, fire, library and
park costs, GHG emissions. toxic air emissions and others. These cannot be ignored in analyzing
the Morena Corridor area. The PEIR needs to be re-done to address the cumulative impacts if’
both projects are approved.

8. Enforceable requirements are lacking.

AR-24 The wording throughout the MCSP needs to be revised to be enforceable. By way of
example:

The MCSP encourages, but does not require, the installation of solar energy
generation systems;

The MCSP discourages, but does not prohibit, the use of turf in ornamental
landscaping and strongly encourages, replacing ormamental turf with water-wise
landscaping;

The MCSP encourages, but does not require. the use of graywalter reuse systems
for landscaping irrigation.

(MCSP, pp. 67-63.)

The wording throughout the MCSP needs to be revised to be enforceable, Policies that
state “support,” should instead state “require:” “consider.” should be “utilize;” “encourage,”
should be “prioritize”™ or “require.” These policies should be written Lo read as requirements, not
as general suggestions.

9. The Planning Department must disclose the results of Tribal Authority
Diseussions.

AR-25 The PEIR concludes that implementation of the PETR could adversely impact a tribal
cultural resource. (PEIR, p. 6.5-8.) It notes that Native American consultation carly in the
project review process is a portion of the mitigation framework. (/bid.) Before the PEIR can be
fully evaluated it is necessary for the Planning Department to disclose whether such consultation
has taken place and the results of such consultation.

Page 5 of 20
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AR-26

AR-27

AR-28
AR-29

AR-30

AR-31

AR-32

B. The MCSP and PEIR Violate the Linda Vista Community Plan

The Linda Vista Community Plan (LVCP), adopted in 1998 and currently in force, sets
out the community’s vision for Linda Vista, It provides, in pertinent part:

“The Linda Vista community will experience moderate growth over the next twenty
years. Increases in residential density will occur primarily in the central area of the
community. This inerease will occur through the redevelopment of existing parcels
rather than through the development of raw land. New residential development will be
accompanied by adequate parking and landscaping, and by commensurate improvements
in the community library. parks. roads and other public facilities.” (LVCP, p. 11,

cmphasis added.)

Instead of the moderate growth envisioned by the LVCP, the MCSP includes high-density
growth. Instead of residential density in the central area of Linda Vista, the MCSP places it at
the extreme western end of the community. The MCSP fails to provide any assurances that
financing will be provided for the community library, parks, roads or other public facilities, and
the PEIR denigrates their need. Instead of allowing for adequate parking, the MCSP violates this
promise by incorporating highly restricted parking under its TODE provisions.

The L.VCP further promises “[s]cenic resources, such as the slopes above Mission Valley,
views o and from the University ol San Dicgo, and views [rom the publie streets to Mission Bayv
will be maintained. (LVCP, p. 11, emphasis added.) The MCSP violates this promise by
imposing heights that would impede views from the public streets to Mission Bay. This could be
remedied by substantially reducing the building heights proposed by the plan.

IL CHAPTER 2. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A. Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources, PEIR Section 2.3.5

Morena Boulevard has recently been recognized by the City of San Diego as part of the
route of [istoric llighway 101, but there is no mention of this in the PLIR. Any construction
and road realignment will have an impact on this historical feature of the Linda Vista
community. There is nothing in the MCSP to address this potential loss of a significant cultural
resource.

B. Visual Resources and Scenic Vistas/Corridors

The PEIR acknowledges that visual assets in the plan area includes its proximity to
Mission Bay and other sites, but states that the public views towards these scenie resources are
currently blocked by building. (PEIR, p. 2-27.) Public areas are those defined as open to all
persons, maintained at the public expense and under public control. That would include roads
and public rights of way. Any reasonable person traveling through the plan area can appreciate
the views offered from the roads and public rights of way and notice that most, such as views of
Mission Bay, are not blocked.
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G Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The PEIR catalogs the Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) inventories of CARB and the
City of San Diego. (PEIR, pp. 2-28 — 2-29.) In the Summary of Significant Environmental
Impacts, Transport and Circulation, the PEIR acknowledges that implementation of the MCSP
would increase GHG emissions over the existing land use. (PEIR, p. 8-20.) It attempts to
rationalize these GHG inereases as a direet result of the implementation of the CAP strategics,
claims it would be less than significant, and further asserts that that no mitigation is required. It
then apparently claims the MCSP would ameliorate GIIG emissions through transit-supportive
development. (/hid.)

The PEIR is inadequate because it fails to address the increase in GHG emission resulting
from the greater number of vehicles that the increased density will bring. In addition, with the
proposed reduction in lanes on Morena Boulevard, there will be more idling of traffic and
inereases of GIIG emissions. LEven without the increased density, gridlock on Morena Boulevard
is present during morning and evening rush hours due to the tamporary closing of a southbound
lane for trolley construction. We do not believe the increase in GHG emissions is less than
significant, and further believe that it can be mitigated by providing for lesser density than set
forth in the MCSP.

Finally, the entire premise of the claim that transit-supportive development would be the
panacea is not supported by any ridership study. True mitigation of GHG can be accomplished
by lesser density than promoted by the MCSP.

D. Wildfire Hazards

The danger of Wildfire Hazards is summarily addressed in Section 2.3.10.2 of the PEIR.
It acknowledges that the plan area contains approximately six acres on the Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone located at the southernmost boundary of the plan area adjacent to Friars
Road, but ignores that this same condition exists just south of Tecolote Road in the Overlook
Heights community. (PEIR, Figure 2-8 at p. 2-34.) For example, the PEIR acknowledges that
areas of steep slopes. limited precipitation, and plenty of available vegetative fuel present
wildfire risks. (PEIR, p. 2-33.) That statement describes the canvon area on the south side of
Tecolote Road adjacent to Overlook Heights precisely. However, the PEIR dismisses the risk of
Wildfire Hazards imposed by the MCSP at “Less than Significant.” (PEIR, p. §-22.)

The PEIR is deficient because it fails to even discuss the impact of density on the roads
necessary to evacuate Overlook IHeights in the event of a Wildfire. Overlook Ileights is a cul-de-
sac community, surround by canyons and the University of San Diego on three sides. The only
vehicular exit is via Morena Boulevard. The added density imposed by the MCSP impairs the
vital need to evacuate an area that the California Department of Forestry and Fire describes Very
High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and the 2018 fire scason in Calilornia that shows the capacity of
wildfires to jump from wildlands into residential areas.
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E. Seismic Faults

Figure 2-14 shows there are least three major earthquake faults running under the Morena
area. Under the MCSP, at least half the area would feature development in Geologic Hazard
Category 31, “Liquefaction, High Potential-shallow groundwater, major drainage, hydraulic
fills.”

Instead of addressing these potential disasters, the PEIR concludes they are “T.ess than
Significant” because new construction would be required to identify and address these hazards.
(PEIR, pp. 8-24 -25.) The PEIR is inadequate because these challenges need to be addressed in
the MCSP and the PEIR. Additionally, the Planning Department needs to provide the full fault
zone studies.

T. Parks and Recreational Facilities

The PEIR acknowledges that the General Plan recommends a population based park of
2.8 acres for every 1,000 residents. (PEIR, p. 2-50.) The MCSP does not provide for parks to
meet that requirement, and the PEIR is complicit by instead relying on existing parks. (PEIR, p.
2-31.) The PEIR does not address the demand for parks imposed by future population, where
these parks would be built, when they would be built, or how they would be funded. It is simply
inadequate.

G. Water Supplv

The MCSP would increase the density of the plan area and the need to provide water.
However, the PEIR simply states that the water lines that serve the area are “primarily cast iron,
asbestos cement and polyvinyl chloride (PVC) . . . [and the PUD] “will upgrade/replace some of
the older and undersized water lines in the Speeitic Plan arca.” (PLIR, p. 2-60.) Adding 6,000
dwelling units and not addressing the increased demand on waler lines is, il not irresponsible,
incomplete planning practice.

The PEIR is inadequate because it fails to state how these upgrades will be financed and
how they would be phased in relation to construction in the Specific Plan area. The MCSP
should be reconsidered to address these concerns.

i Wastewaler

The PEIR describes the existing sewer system serving the Specific Plan area, but does not
discuss the impact that a sharp increase in the area’s population will have on those sewers.
Instead, it states the “major trunk sewers have been studied to properly convey sewer flows from
the proposed development.” (PEIR, p. 2-62.)

The PEIR is inadequate because it fails to disclose the results of those studies, whether
the existing sewer system is capable of dealing with the increased densities, and it not. how it is
proposed to pay for replacement sewers. [t mentions a new sewer pump station in the arca as
part of the Pure Water program (PEIR p. 2-64), but does not state that it has any relationship to
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the demands imposed on the sewer system due to increased density. Indeed. it states that there is
no timeline or specified site for the pump. (/bid.)

III.  TRAFFIC, SECTION 6.2

AL The Data Used to Perform the Traffic Analvsis Does Not Reflect Realistic
Conditions.

Table 5-1 in Appendix B of the PEIR, regarding trip generation, fails to disclose how the
Preferred Plan and Base Year trip generation rates were derived. To be adequate. it would
require information on how each of the land use trip rates were calculated. The trip generation
rates are used as input data for traflic analysis. Several environmental impacts, such as air
pollution and noise, depend on accurate resulis of the traffic analysis.

Appendix P, an e-mail from traffic analysis consultants Chen Ryan Associates to Claudia
Brizuela, City Trattic Engineer. states that trip generation rates were provided by the City of San
Diego to SANDAG.

The PEIR lacks transparency because the methods by which the trip generations rates
were calculated are not provided in the document. What was provided does not inspire
confidence. For example. Table 5-1, page 37 of Appendix B, states that multi-family high
density total trips will increase over ten times (10X) with the preferred plan as compared to the
existing conditions. This is indicative of the increase in the number of residents proposed by the
plan, vet the number of fire and police stations trips remain unchanged between the preferred
plan and the existing conditions. With about 6000 additional residential units to be added to the
plan area, one would expect a concomitant number of fire and police stations trips.

Another obvious inaccuracy is demonstrated by the Nursery Total Trips. The existing
conditions total trips for the Armstrong Garden Center was determined to be 9035 trips, but with
the preferred plan the total trips was said to be zero. As the nursery only relocated to the north
side of Tecolote Road, within the transportation analysis zone, one would expect the preferred
plan nursery trips to be at least 905 trips.

If one were to scale the fire and police station trips and the nursery trips by the proposed
increased in multi-family high density trips (10X). there would be 10,160 fire and police stations
trips, not 1,016, and 9,050 nursery trips instead of 905. Adjusting the total change in trips for
with considering just the inaccuracies cited above discloses the following:

Increases in trips from base year to preferred plan 22,528

Additional Fire and Police station trips 9.144
Additional Nursery Trips 8.145
TOTAL ADDITIONAL TRIPS 39.817

This is a 77% increase in forecasted trips generated by the plan. There are 48 designated land
use trip counts that need to be thoroughly reviewed in order to determine the true impact of the
MCSP.

Page 9 of 20

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR

164

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
February 2019



LETTER

RESPONSE

AR-50

AR-51

AR-52

AR-53

AR-54

AR-55

B The Tratfic Analvsis Fails to Account for the Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed

Riverwalk Development.

The Daily Traflic Volumes and the Levels of Service (LOS) for Linda Vista Road
between Napa Street and Marian Way are essentially identical under the existing conditions and
the preferred plans. (PEIR, Appendix B, Figure 3-2, p. 14 and p. 43.) Similarly, the Friars Road
segment between Napa Street and Colusa Street shows an actual decrease in Daily Traffic
Volume, from 19,550 trips to 16,900 trips.

However, the Riverwalk development proposes approximately 4,300 dwelling units that
would utilize Friars Road. The failure to consider the cumulative impacts of these additional
units is a major inadequacy of the PEIR.

C. The PEIR Fails to Account for the Number of Vehicular Trips Generated bv Fach
Additional Unit in the Project Area under the MCSP.

At the August 28, 2018 meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee of the Linda Vista Planning
Group on the Morena Corridor Specific Plan, Claudia Brizuela. traffic engineer for the City of
San Dicgo. stated: “We are not assuming that every [residential] unit is a vehicular trip.” The
PEIR fails to account for the number of vehicular trips generated by each unit. It fails to disclose
how many occupants per unit were included in the traffic analysis and how many cars were
assumed to be owned by each of these occupants.

The project is described as attractive to Millennials. According to a CNBC article, nearly
80% of Millennials own cars and 75% of those who do not, aspire to own one. (Accel +
Qualtrics Millennial Study, 2017.) Additionally, the 2016 Demographics study conducted by the
San Diego Health and Human Services Agency showed that in the region that includes the plan
area, 75.9% drove alone to work, 7.9% carpooled, and only 2.7% used public transportation.

While we recognize the aspirational objectives of the MCSP regarding use of public
transportation, the PEIR must determine whether the forecast of vehicular trips is realistic. Until
that is done, the PEIR must be deemed inadequate.

D. The PEIR Fails to Provide Feasible Plans to Implement the Mobility
Improvements Needed for the Proposed Project.

The timing and phasing of the infrastructure updates outlined in the MCSP is critical.
Michael Prinz of the Planning Department has indicated to the Ad IHoc Committee that eminent
domain will not be used to procure the property needed to implement the mobility improvements
outlined in the MCSP

The Impact Analysis outline in section 6.2.3 of the PEIR is flawed because it “assumes
all of the transportation improvements described in Table 3-2 are implemented.” (PEIR, p. 6.2-
7.) However, the vast majority ol the improvements in that table are infeasible because they
require funding that has not been provided, and/or property procurement that require either
eminent domain or willing sellers.
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Table 6.2-4 compares the existing and proposed project Level of Service results. It
shows the number of unacceptable Level of Service freeway segments (i.e., LOS worse than D)
in the morning stays the same at two, but six freeway segments degrade by one Level of Service,
and four of them degrade from C to D. (PEIR, p. 6-2-15.) This does not even account for the
inaccurate forecasted traffic volume, as described in subsection (A) above. Indeed, the actual
number of additional unacceptable Level of Service freeway segments may by significantly

higher.

According to the same table, in the evening the number of unacceptable Level of Service
(worse than LOS D) freeway segments increases from two to six. In addition, ten segments
degrade by one Level of Service, five of which degrade from LOS C to LOS D. (PEIR, p. 6-2-
15.) Again, due to the inaccurate and underestimated traffic volume forecasts set forth above,
the actual number of unacceptable and degraded Level of Service freeway segments may be
quite higher.

The PEIR fails to provide feasible mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate these
impacts, asserting instead that freeway improvements are not under the authority of the city.
Improvements have been identified within the SANDAG Regional Plan, but when the
improvements will be implemented and the effectiveness of the improvements is undetermined.
The unavoidable significant impacts to these freeway segments imposed under the MCSP will
exact a large toll not only on the residents of the plan area and the adjacent areas, but on
everyone traveling on these freeways.

The PEIR is faulty because there are available mitigation measures that would reduce the
adverse impacts. The mitigation measure is to recommend a reduction in the proposed density in
the project area.

E. The PEIR Fails to Provide Sufficient Mitigation Measures to Reduce or Eliminate
the Impacts that will be Generated by the MCSP.

The PEIR references three roadway segments and four intersections where mitigation
measures could potentially reduce significant impacts. These include

6.2-1 Segment on Clairemont Drive from [-3 n/b ramp to Denver Street;
6.2-2  Segment on Denver Street from Clairemont Drive to Ingulf Street;
6.2-3  Segment on Morena Boulevard south of Linda Vista Road;

6.2-5  Intersection of Denver Street and Clairemont Drive.

The PEIR does not propose any mitigation measures for these segments as part of the MCSP.

(PEIR. p. 6.2-23.)

The PEIR states that while implementation of the improvements it identifies would
reduce impacts to less than significant, no mitigations are included in the MCSP and Impact Fee
Study (IFS) for 6.2.1 through 6.2-3 and 6.2-5 because no funding mechanism exists for them and
the mitigation measures would be inconsistent with the mobility goals. (PEIR, p. 6.2.24.)
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The PEIR fails to provide sufTicient justification for the proposition that the mitigation
measures identified are infeasible and inconsistent with the mobility goals. Further study is
required to provide cost estimates for cach of the proposed improvements and to clearly explain
how there are no funding mechanisms available through city, state and federal funding options.
All the identified mitigation measures should be included within a revised MCSP and Impact I'ee
Study as a project design feature rather than a proposed mitigation measure. If the Planning
Department continues to assert the mitigation is financially infeasible, the proposed project
densities and height limits should be reduced to limit the transportation impacts.

IV. NOISE, SECTION 6.3

The MCSP would increase the amount of density permitted “by right,” without regard to
the TODE process. Such projects would be ministerial and the PEIR admits there is no
procedure to ensure that exterior noise resulting from increased vehicular traffic would be
adequately attenuated. Tt states that implementation of the Specific Plan would result in changes
to the land uses resulting in the introduction of new noise-sensitive land uses in the form of
increased residential uses that would be potentially significant. (PEIR, p. 6.317.)

It makes a finding that a “significant impact related to exterior noise levels would ocour
for ministerial projects exposed to vehicular traffic noise levels in excess of the land use and
noise compatibility levels established in the General Plan Noise Element. . . .” (/bid.)

The PEIR finds these impacts to be “Significant and Unavoidable,” but identifies no
mitigation measures. (PEIR, p. 8-10.) There is mitigation in the form of lesser density imposing
lesser noise impacts. The PEIR is deficient for failing to consider this mitigation.

V. AIR QUALITY, SECTION 6.4

‘The PEIR, in discussing air quality, analyzes as Issue 1 whether the MCSP conflicts with
or obstruets implementation of air quality plans, particularly in relation to the concerns of the
Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS) about reactive organic gas (ROG) and oxides of nitrogen
(NOx). a precursor in the formation of Ozone. (PEIR, p. 6.4-3.) It concludes the MCSP would
confliet with implementation of the RAQS, resulling in a polentially signilicant impact on air
quality. (PEIR, p. 6.4-4.)

NOx is a highly reactive gas that is a major contributor to two other air pollutants,
particulate matter and ozone. These are among the most regulated air pollutants in the United
States and California due to the large impacts these pollutants have on public health and the
environment. NOx and particulate matter have been found by scientific studies to reduce lung
function and exacerbate the symptom of asthma. Ozone is the prime precursor to smog.
Environmental Protection Agency analyses have found that short term exposure to ozone
induced or was associated with statistically signilicant declines in lung lunction. It increases
emergeney room visits, hospital admissions for respiratory conditions, and is a likely cause of a
range of other health and mortality issues. EPA analysis of ozone in 2013 found strong evidence
that ozone concentrations impair many native plants and trees.
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The PEIR acknowledges that such future toxic air emissions associated with the build-out
of land uses within the Specific Plan area would be greater than anticipated emission under the
adopted community plan. Rather than trying to prevent the resulting ill-health and premature
deaths the MCSP would cause, the PEIRs solution is to call for changing the RAQS to permit
the increase in toxic emissions! (PEIR, p. 6.4-14.)

This lowering of the bar for air toxics is unacceptable. The MCSP must be re-worked to
assure compliance with air qualily standards.

VI. VISUAL EFFECTS AND NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER, SECTION 6.7

A Scenic Views

Al page 6.7-3, the PEIR acknowledges that under the TODE process, buildings in excess
of 45 feet would be allowed at both stations with the approval of a Planned Development Permit
(PDP). The approval would allow 100- and 63-foot buildings, which “could have the potential to
obstruct views of the Mission Bay and the Pacific Ocean, which are identified in the Linda Vista
Community Plan.” (PEIR, p. 6.7-3.)

The impact of these approvals is understated because building heights in excess of 45-
Teet would obstruct views. Indeed, the PEIR correetly concludes the impaets related to scenic
views and vistas are significant and unavoidable. (PLIR, p. 6.7-8.) Iowever, rather than
proposing meaningful mitigation, the PEIR baldly states (but does not specify where) that the
MCSP identifies a robust policy framework to address potential adverse effects related to scenic
vistas and views, (PEIR, p. 6.7-8.)

The PEIR should provide a list of the policies in the proposed plan that requires
development to reduce its effects on the existing scenic views. It appears the MCSP seeks to
substantially change the existing land use character, without any proposed policies intended to
preserve views. The appropriate mitigation is not to permit such high-rise development. This
mandates either an entire rewrite of the MCSP or at least adoption of the so-called Low Density
alternative.

B. Neighborhood Character

The PEIR [inds that implementation of the MCSP, and particular the TODE program. has
the potential to change the neighborhood character that exists in the Linda Vista portion of the
plan area. (PLIR, p. 6.7-3.) It notes that these would involve increased bulk, scale, and height of
buildings, and that it cannot be known with certainty whether it can be fully mitigated. (PEIR,
pp. 6.7-4 - 6.7-5.)

We agree that these are significant impacts and doubt that as the MCSP is currently
written they can be mitigated. However, a reduction in the heights and densities in the MCSP
would ensure that the significant impacts of development under the TODE program will be
substantially mitigated while still assisting in the implementation of the Climate Action Plan.
Please see the discussion of alternatives in this Comment letter.
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, SECTION 6.8

AR-73 The PEIR posits that under the MCSP, Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG) would
increase over those in the current plan from 90,328 metric tons annually to 108,468 metric tons
annually, an increase of 20% in GHG. (PEIR, p. 6.8-5, Table 6.8.2.) It acknowledges the GHG
emissions increase is due to the increased density of development that would be allowed within
the [inda Vista portion of the MCSP. (PEIR, p. 6.8.5.) Even while admitting the increase in
GHG emissions would amount to 20%, it finds that amount to be “less than significant.” (PEIR,
p. 6.8-9.) That is an incredible statement.

AR-74 The increase in GHG emission is likely understated. To reach the 20% in emissions
increase, the PEIR relies on an assumed reduction of automobile GIIG emissions of 5,034 metric
tons annually. In turn, this is based on the unsupported assumption that those living adjacent to
the trolley stations AND those living within a one-half mile of those stations will shift to trolley
ridership. As noted in this Comment letter, ad nanseam, there is no ridership study to support
this claim.

AR-75 The caleulation of GHG emissions under the MCSP also appears to be partially based on
new construction in the Specific lan area being required to include all mandatory green building
measures. (PEIR 6.8-7.) However, as set forth more fully in the discussion of section 6.9,
suggestions are not requirement. Specifically, the MCSP:

Encourages, rather than requires, the installation of solar energy generation
systems (Policy 4.6.3);

Encourages, rather than requires, the implementation of wind energy generation
systems (Policy 4.6.4);

Encourages, rather than requires, the adaptive reuse of existing buildings in
conjunction with improvements to increase energy efficiency and building longevity
(Policy 4.6.5).

(MCSP, p. 67. PEIR, p. 6.9-4.)

Moreover, the MCSP encourages, rather than requires, adherence to LEED standards for
construction, and encourages, rather than requires. implementation of energy and water efficient
measures for commercial use. (MCSP, p. 74.)

Thus, even the projected increase in GIIG emissions is likely understated because the
PLIR seemingly relies upon the implementation of construction standards that are not
mandatory, according to the MCSP.

AR-76 As previously stated, we do not believe the increase in GHG emissions is less than
significant, and we further believe that it can be mitigated by providing for lesser density than set
forth in the MCSP. We further believe the MCSP should require, rather than encourage, the
environmental policies set forth in it.
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VIII. ENERGY, SECTION 6.9

Al Transportation Energy Use

The PEIR projects that the MCSP would generate significantly more Average
Daily Trips (ADTs) than the current land use does. It finds that currently the plan area generates
93,602 ADTs and this would go to 116,130 under the plan, an increase of 22,525. (PEIR, p. 6.2-
2.) It justifies this mcrease on the basis that convenient access to the trolley and bus lines, as
well as proximity of homes to service, combined with proposed (albeit unlikely. see Section III,
D, above) mobility improvement would increase opportunities for non-single-occupancy vehicle
travel. (PEIR, p. 6.9.3.)

The PEIR is inadequate because this rationalization is unsupported by factual,
objective studies to demonstrate the validity of its conclusion that a sufficient number of
residents or workers in the Specific Plan area will abandon daily use of their vehicles for mass
transit and bikes to mitigate the significant negative energy effects of the high density on energy
uses. The PEIR must be revised to provide for a trolley ridership study to show that current San
Diego residents of high-rise/high density developments in [act regularly use these alternative
means of transportation in significant numbers to justify the tremendous increases in
transportation energy uses.

Although it lacks the height and density of what would be built under the MCSP, it seems
feasible to perform a ridership study on mass transit use by the residents of the Morena Village
project at Napa and Linda Vista Road. The Ad Hoc Committee has been requesting such a study
virtually since its inception, to no avail. Instead. the Planning Department has ploughed through
the project approval process without any concern as to whether its assumptions are valid.

B. Building Energy Use

The PEIR utilizes the California Emissions Estimator Mode to estimate residential and
non-residential energy uses under the MCSP. The PEIR anticipates that any development will
comply with all current building codes, regulations, and requirements. Nonetheless, there is a
significant increase in energy use under the MCSP. (PEIR, p. 6.9-3 and Table 6.9-1, therein.)
The PEIR and the underlying MCSP suggest several design policies that support energy-efficient
building designs. (PLIR, p. 6.9-4; MCSP, pp. 67-68, 74.)

However, suggestions are not requirements, and only “encourage” compliance with the
design policies. For example, Policy 4.6.11 encourages the use of graywater reuse systems for
landscape irrigation to supplement potable water supplies. Instead. the MCSP should require the
use of graywater reuse systems. The development of an area with new buildings is a perfect
opportunity to implement well-accepted energy and water-saving polices. Once a building is
completed it is much more difficult to retrofit it to use graywater.

Accordingly, this emphasis on “encourage” and similar non-mandatory terms shows the
inadequacy of the PEIR and the MCSP. Both documents need to be reconsidered to state clear
requirements.
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IX. HEALTHAND SAFETY, SECTION 6.10

AR-83 Section 6.10 discusses the health and safety impacts that could result from the
implementation of the MCSP. It raises, as Issue 4, Ilazardous Materials Sites and Ilealth
Hazards. (PEIR, p. 6.10-3.) The PEIR notes that development of sites with existing
contamination in accordance with the MCSP could potentially pose a hazard to the public or the
environment. (Jhid) Tt concludes that while there are no policies in the MCSP relative to
hazardous materials, the general plan includes policies to protect the health, safety and welfare of
residents relating to hazardous materials. (PEIR, p. 6-10.2.)

This is not adequate. The California Department of Toxic Substances Control in a Notice
of Preparation letter dated October 17, 2016 expressed concern about the project area, stating:

“Based on DTSC's EnviroStor database, investigations were conducted previously at the
project site. Chlorinated compounds were detected in groundwater and soil vapor.
DTSC has no record indicating that the extent of the contaminated plumes were
completely defined.

“DTSC is uncertain whether the investigation and the preliminary report were conducted
under oversight of any State or local agencies. As a result, DTSC recommends that the
EIR should:

“1} Identify and determine whether current or historic uses at the project site may
have resulted in any release of hazardous wasles/substances.

2) Identify any known or potentially contaminated sites within the proposed project
area. For all identified sites. the EIR should evaluate whether conditions at the

site may pose a threat to human health or the environment.

3) Identify all investigations and remediation conducted at the site. DTSC's
EnviroStor database indicates that chlorinated compounds have been detected in
soil vapor and groundwater beneath the project site.

4) Include an updated risk assessment using currently approved screening levels.”

(PEIR, Appendix A.)

A policy must be added to the MCSP related to the presence of these materials.
Morcover. the PEIR should be revised as recommended by the Department of Toxic Substances
Control to ensure public salety in future developments.

X. PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES, SECTION 6.13

AR-84 Section 6.13.2 begins by noting that public services and facilities impacts could occur if
implementation of the Specific Plan promotes growth patterns which could cause significant
environmental impacts in order to maintain service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives. (PEIR, p. 6-13-1.) It then outlines concerns about police protection, parks and
recreations, fire/life safety protection and libraries. (PEIR. pp. 6.13-2- 6.13-6.)
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In concluding however, it states:

“Regarding police protection, the proposed Specific Plan does not include the
construction of new police facilities™;

“Regarding parks and recreation facilities, there is an existing and projected
deficit in population based parks which is an adverse impact but not considered

significant at the program level.™

“Regarding fire/life safety protection, implementation of the proposed project
would result in an increase in overall population which could result in a change in fire-
rescue response imes. . . . . The Citywide study does not identily a need for anew or
expanded facility within the Specific Plan communities and the Specific Plan does not
propose any new fire station or fire station expansion”™,

“No new or expanded libraries are planned at this time, and the Specific Plan does
not propose the construction of library facilities.”

(PEIR. pp. 6.13-7 — 6.13-8, emphasis added.) Without support. it asserts that impacts to police
protection, parks and recreation facilities, fire/life safety protection and library services are “less
than significant,” so no mitigation is required. (PEIR, p. 6.13-8.)

AR-85 This is precisely the type of error criticized earlier in these Comments, namely that in-fill AR-85 th rOUgh AR-87
development can be completed without assuming the costs for the infrastructure needs it creates. Please refer to res ponse AQ-85 as these are du plicate comments.
AR-86 As also noted earlier, the MCSP does not provide for infrastructure. The PEIR makes an illusory
promise that a comprehensive Impact Fee Study will be updated for the Linda Vista community
planning area after the adoption of the MCSP to include fees for police facilities funding. (PEIR,
p. 6-13.2.) Similarly, it promises that afier adoption of the MCSP, a comprehensive Impact Fee
Study will be completed to define applicable development impact fees for park funding. But it
adds that these “fees would not be adequate to address the extent of the parkland deficit.”
(PEIR, p. 6.13-3.)

AR-87 ‘This is not adequate. The MCSP proposes to increase residential density in an area
currently lacking recreational facilities, and without any assurance the funding for future
recreational facilities will be available. The increase in population will increase the demands on
public services and exacerbate the current deficiencies. Contrary to what the self-justifying
PEIR asserts, this is a significant impact and policies should be added to ensure infrastructure in
the Linda Vista Community Plan area to address the proposed increases in population.
Additionally, the Planning Department needs to provide a list of approved immediate
infrastructure improvements that will be provided in the plan area.

XI. CHAPTER 10, INADEQUATE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

AR-88 In Chapter 10, the PEIR purports to analyze alternatives to the MCSP. The analysis is AR-88 thro Ugh AR-89
inadequate because rather than presenting objectively, it advocates for the high-rise/high density Please refer to response AQ-86 as these are duplicate comments.

presupposition of the Planning Department and the developers who would benefit from it.
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AR-89

AR-90

AR-91

AR-92

AR-93

AR-94

A The Alternatives Analysis is Insufficient and Undermined bv Presumptive Logic.

The analysis of alternatives to the MCSP states that among the primary goals,
recommendations, and objectives of the MCSP are (1) to promote high residential density and
employment opportunities and (2) to leverage regional transit investment to provide critically
needed housing by designating high-density residential development. (PEIR, pp. 10-1 - 10-2.) Tt
then eoncludes that these objectives can be accomplished by adopting the MCST or its preferred
alternative. Essentially, it says high density development can only be accomplished by high
density development. This is a tautology. It is inadequate because it does not begin by
questioning the presumption that these are desirable objectives, and if desirable, whether their
benefits can be achieved by means other than the MCSP or its variants. For example, mixed-use
development can be attained with lesser density that the MCSP imposes, as can be seen from the
Morena station project at Napa and Linda Vista Road.

B The Analvsis for No Project! Adopted Alternative Analvsis is Not Adequate.

Page 10-4 begins the analysis of the No Project altemnative. [t states. without
substantiation, that there would not be any mobility improvements within the specilic plan area.
The PEIR must explain why road improvements would not oceur absent high density
development.

The need for such explanation is intensified by the Analysis stating the same mobhility
improvements would be accomplished with lower density than is provided in the MCSP. (See
PEIR, p. 10-21, subsection f.)

C. The Analysis for the “Mid Density™ Land Use Plan Alternative is Inadequate.

Page 10-11 begins the discussion of the so-called “Mid-Density™ alternative. This is a
misnomer because this alternative would retain the building heights of 100 and 65 feet for the
Tecolote Village and Morena Station District, respectively, and also include the TODE
provisions to justify unreasonably low off-street parking requirements

This alternative should properly be described as the “High Rise/Density™ alternative,
While it would lower the density requirements at the two stations to 73 and 54 units to the acre,
respectively, it fails to explain why this reduced density still requires the high rise construction off
100 and 635 feet of the MCSP. It is reasonable to believe that fewer units would mean less
height. IHowever, this alternative does not explain why reduced density still requires the same
excessive building heights. The PEIR should reconcile this inconsistency.

This is a major concern because, as set forth at page 10-21, the analysis admits this
alternative would retain the “same significant and unavoidable impacts related to scenic vistas
and views and neighborhood character”™ as the MCSP. Accordingly, the PEIR must be
reconsidered 1o analyze how the reduced densily proposed by this alternative could be
accommuodated by lower rise buildings. what the height of those buildings would be, and the
impacts of those lower rise buildings.
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AR-95

AR-96

AR-97

AR-98

AR-99

AR-100

AR-101

D. The “Low Density” Alternative is a Basis for Negotiations

Starting at page 10-22. the PEIR begins the discussion of the so called “Low Density™
alternative. Under this alternative density would nearly double, from 29 units to the acre to 54 at
both sites, and the height limit by right would increase by 50%, Lo 45 feet. That is not low
density and properly should be called mid-density®. These comments will, nevertheless, use the
term “T.ow Density™ for purposes of consistency.

This alternative could generate up to 3,780 additional dwelling units, would result in less
trafTic overall, and would avoid a significant impact along one segment associated with the
MCSP. (PEIR, p. 10-22.) In addition, the reduced number of trip generations under this
alternative would mean fewer GIIG emissions than under the MCSP. (PLIR. p. 10-24.) This
alternative supports increased density near the transit stations and would be consistent with CAP
goals. (PEIR. p. 10-25.)

The “Low Density” alternative is worthy of further environmental analysis as to trafTic,
funding of increased infrastructure to meet the burdens it would impose. and affordable housing.
Because of the lower heights of buildings. building costs per unit should be less, allowing for
greater affordability of housing,

L. The Alleped “Environmentally Superior Alternative” is Neither Superior nor
Desirable.

At page 10-25 the PEIR concludes that the Environmentally Superior alternative is the
high-rise/high density option. It is not, because the amount of density it would impose on the
community is not acceptable, the inadequate off-street parking requirements are not reasonable.
and the visual blight and the change to the character of the community are contrary to the
community’s interests and concerns. Both this alternative and the MCSP should be rejected.

XII. THE MCSP DOES NOT HELP SOLVE SAN DIEGO’S AFFORDABLE
HOUSING NEEDS.

There is no section in the PEIR that addresses affordable housing. Perhaps this is so
because the MCSP does not provide for allordable housing.

We need teachers, firefighters, nurses and police officers in San Diego, bul they are being
priced out of housing. This plan area is close to the center of San Diego and provides access to
public transportation, yet neither the MCSP nor the PEIR even mention affordable housing. ‘This
is a conspicuous and critical shortcoming.

Linda Vista has long been a working-class neighborhood. The MCSP proposes to
gentrify it with high-rise/high-cost housing. This is a matter of equity and social justice. The
MCSP must be reformed to address this gaping inadequacy.

By way of comparison, density at the current Morena Station District is just under 29 units to
the acre.
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CONCLUSION

AR-102 Our community understands that land in the Morena Corridor is being under-utilized. AR-102 Please refer to AQ-95 as this is a dup“cate comment
We believe that road re-alignment, some increased residential density, affordable housing, mixed )

use, and provisions to fund the supporting infrastructure are necessary. The “Low Density”
alternative is a basis to begin the discussion and the analysis of a specific plan update for this
area.

The Planning Department has spent years and valuable resources to draft a plan that 15
broadly objectionable to Linda Vista, The department has further frustrated the process by
funding a PEIR to justily that plan and that lacks sufficient. transparent, and objective analysis.
The community has offered input that has been largely ignored. It is time now for the Planning
Department to engage in meaningful dialogue with the community. Together, we can seek to
effect reasonable changes that accurately reflect what the planning area can accommodate and
that support its current and future residents.

Sincerely,

Howard Wayne
Chair
Ad Hoe Committee on Morena Corridor Specific Plan
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AT-1

AT-2

AT-3

AT-4

AT-5

Letter AT

From: Stephanie Pfaff

To: BLN PlanningCROA
Subject: PROJECT NAME: Marena Carridar Specific Flan PROJECT Mo.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Saturday, September 29, 2018 10:42:41 AM

[ am 100% opposed to the proposed density and height being considered for the Jeromes:/Toys
R Us site. Violating the 35 foot height limit will alter the community character and result in 111
conceived stretches such as Riviera in Pacific Beach and Crown Point Dr. When buildings
are allowed to exceed the height limit, the result is a wall of units that cuts the
neighborhood off from the skyline and horizon. The entire area is compromised for the few
residents (and short term vacation renters) that get to enjoy the views.

Everyone knows the speculative nature of real estate in San Diego. Many of the units built
along Morena will be purchased by investors who will rent them out on Air BnB etc. This will
do nothing to help housing affordability in San Diego.

The lack of parking being proposed for the number of units will ensure that Morena becomes

the next Friars Rd. The changes to Morena Blvd have already resulted in cars choosing to
drive through the residential streets of Bay Park rather than deal with the congestion on
Morena. This diversion of traffic will only increase and move cars into a residential area that
the Morena thoroughfare was designed to prevent.

The city needs to realize that the infill decisions being proposed are infuriating long time
residents (of 30, 40 vears). A very unfortunate result will be when these residents move away
and rent out their desirable Bay Park homes for top dollar. again. doing nothing to alleviate the
housing issue in San Diego. On my street alone, a single family home for 50 years was
recently rented out to 4 adults. ‘The house directly across the street was rented out to 5 adults.
For $3000/month. This is what Bay Park/Clairemont is turning into.

The Morena corridor has plenty of space that can be developed into lovely, affordable housing
for voung couples and families. [ouses (not high-rises) that are built with that population in
mind will fit in with Clairemont/Bay Park/Linda Vista’s identity as a community of families,
not urban hipsters and short term vacation unit dwellers.

Please do not ruin our community.

Stephanie Pfaft

AT-1

AT-2

AT-3

AT-4

AT-5

Section 4.4 of the Specific Plan addresses development design and
includes policies to ensure development is sensitive to public views
and massing. However, as discussed in the PEIR, Section 6.7.3
impacts related to views and neighborhood character were
determined to be significant and unavoidable as a result of
implementation of the Specific Plan.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

As detailed in Chapter 3.0 of the PEIR, new and improved parking is
designated throughout the Specific Plan area and the Specific Plan
includes policies to promote structured and shared parking. For a
discussion of traffic-related impacts, please see Section 6.2 of the
PEIR.

Comment noted. Rental versus owner-occupied housing is not an
issue that is required to be addressed under CEQA.

Concluding remarks are noted.
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AU-1

AU-2

AU-3

AU-4

AU-5

AU-6

AU-7
AU-8

AU-9

AU-1

Fram —— Letter AU
To: i

Subject: Project Name: MorenaCorridorSpecificPlan Project#582608/SCHNo 2016101021

Date: Saturday, September 29, 2018 3:50:03 PM

Dear Ms. Malone and San Diego City Couneil

This email is in response to the PEIR for the Morena Carridor Speeific Plan. My name is Gregery Yee and T
have hived in the Overlook Heights neighborheod for more than 50 years. | have no objections to the 30 to 45 foor
height limits and mix use design of the new Tecolote Trolley station and buildings along the Morena Corridor, I do
object to anything over 45 feet height limit for the following reasons: higher buildings would look out of place hare
and malke a wall between our neighborhood and the coast, think of Miami Beach and all of the high rises along their
beaches. The higher buildings would mean increase densuly which would increase trallie, parking and steer slalled
traffic inte residential streets and decrease property values. There needs to be better traffic flow and patterns to
handle the merease in population and cars, which would mean widening sireets and the taking ol private property

T ask that you look at past projects and how they are being used today and how they affect the neighborhoods
presently. For example, the Napa Trollev station does not have adequate patking for it’s mix use residence, retail
tenants, and customers. | use to go to North Park, Hill Crest and Little Italy with my parents for family outings and
dinners, but 1 do not take my daughter there now because parking is so difficult. Try parking ar the Old Town
Transit Station to take the trolley downtown. [ am all for mass transit and new residences along the transit routes but
the reality 13 who will be the tenants of these new apartments? They will be students of the University of San Diego,
whose parent’s can afford to rent a brand new apartment near the school or they will be students rooming together so
they can afford the rent. How many university students do you know that do not own a car, which would mean more
than one car per apartment. In the real world nght now, we live about two miles Irom the School of Madeleme
where my daughter goes to schoal. I drive thru the ntersection of Knoxville & Morena Blvd. at least twice a day.
Now there i3 congestion and left tum traffic at this comer and Dorcas & Morena and Buenos & Morena. Dorcas and
Knoxville has not even been opened up to West Morena yet! Just imagine when these streets are opened up and
widen when the Tecolots Trolley station i3 up and nining. How will you handle the volume of tratfic trying to get
on SeaWorld Drive and Interstate 57 Have you seen the traffic during rush hour? South bound Morena is backed up
from Buencs 3t. to Taylor St. in Old Town. Another issue which was not brought up in vour PEIR report was the
noise of tram and trelley homs. From where I live I can hear the homs at all hours day and mght. How will these
noise issues be address for the people living right. next. to the tracks? My understanding is that it takes years to apply
and gel “quiel zone permits” rom all of the relaled agencies. Has someone started Uns process or even looked mlo
it?

In the end the City Council and Planning Department will do what they will do. I am willing to accept the
present Height Limits of 3045 feet but no more. 1 hope that my daughter chooses to stay in San Diego and even in
our little neighborhood of Bay Park, Intt if the cquality of life hecomes like a “Big City or Third Warld Ceuntry™ with
the stress and preblems of pollution, traffic gridlock and disregard for individuals, then she might as well live m LA

Respectfully,

Gregory Yee

Sent from my 1Pad

AU-2

AU-3

AU-4

AU-5

AU-6

Comment noted. All comments will be provided to decision makers
for consideration.

As discussed in Section 6.7 of the PEIR, the increase in allowable
densities and height within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific
Plan area, specifically around the existing and planned transit
stations within the Morena Station and Tecolote Village districts,
could alter the existing neighborhood character of the area and
result in an increase in the bulk of buildings compared to the
existing condition, resulting in a change of neighborhood character
and is identified as a significant impact.

The Specific Plan includes a mobility chapter that identifies
mobility goals and policies and proposed mobility network
improvements. Proposed improvements involve the creation of
roadway reconfigurations, extensions, and new roadways and
intersections that would provide more direct routes and improved
safety through increased visibility and incorporate enhanced
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. For a discussion of traffic-related
impacts, see Section 6.2 of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

The PEIR assessed traffic impacts associated with implementation
of the Specific Plan (see Section 6.3 of the PEIR). An analysis of the
existing transportation and circulation conditions within the
Specific Plan area is documented in Section 6.2.1.
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AU-7

AU-8

AU-9

The PEIR assessed traffic impacts associated with implementation
of the Specific Plan (see Section 6.3 of the PEIR). It was determined
that the project would have a significant impact to two freeway
segments in the AM peak hour and six freeway segments during
the PM peak hour. In addition, the PEIR determined that significant
impacts to the I-5 Northbound On-Ramp/Clairemont Drive and I-5
Southbound On-Ramp/Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road would be
significant and unavoidable.

As discussed in Section 6.3.3 of the PEIR, impacts associated with
rail noise (i.e., railway noise results from trolley travel, horns,
emergency signaling devices, and stationary bells at grade
crossings) were assessed. It was determined that noise level
impacts resulting from trolley and train operations would be less
than significant, as future development occurring within the
Specific Plan area, including ministerial projects, would be required
to demonstrate compliance with the relevant interior noise
standards through submission and approval of a Title 24
Compliance Report.

Comment noted; all comments will be provided to decision makers
for consideration.
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Letter AV
From: Eugenie Newton
To: ELN PlanningCEOA
Subject: Morena Corridor Spedfic Flan Number 582608/SCHNo 2016101021
Date: Saturday, September 29, 2018 5;12:07 PM
Attention: Environmental Planner, San Diego City Planning Dept
AV-1  The 30" building height limit must be maintained in ALL relevant sections of the Morena AV-1  Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
Corridor Specific Plan. i
Clairmont community residents have consistently and repeatedly asked for this in all plans the anaIySIS of the PEIR.
related to the Morena Corridor since the project and changes came to our attention.
AV-2 Changing the height limit will have a significant detrimental effect on the environment, AV-2 All antICIpatEd environmental ImPaFtS I’eqUII’Ed to b.e assessed
community and quality of life of the people who live, work and visit this historic San Diego under CEQA were assessed within the PEIR. NEIgthFhOOd
i e character impacts were assessed in Section 6.7.3 of the PEIR, in
AV-3  Your agreement to maintain the height limits, not raise them, will be sincerely appreciated. which it was determined that implementation of the Specific Plan
I could result in a significant impact as a result of future
Eugenie Newton o . . ) .
development within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan
area due to increased heights and development intensity that
could conflict with existing neighborhood character.
AV-3  See response to comment AV-1.
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Letter AW
From: sierra. trek@yahoo.com
To: PLN PlanningCEQA
Subject: Project Name is "The Morena Corridar Specific Mlan” PEIR Number (582608/SCH No. 2016101021)
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 12:18:23 AM

My comments regarding the draft PEIR:

AW-1 I have a concern regarding what the Cily slates on page number 327 AW-1 The Ianguage that iS included in thIS Cumulative impaCt diSCUSSion
"As land uses within the surrounding communities are developed, particularly the potential land use changes . .
associated with the comprehensive update to the CLAIREMONT MESA COMMUNITY PLAN, ALLOWABLE for visual effects and ne |gh borhood character accurate Iy reflects
DEVELOPMENT intensities and BUILDING HEIGHTS COULD be INCREASED. similar to the Linda Vista H H . H B
portion of the Specific Plan area. Considering the plenned transit stop within the Clairemont Mesa portion of the the pOtentlal for fUtU re prOJeCts Wlthln the Cla Iremont Mesa
Specilic PI'dI-l area and Il?s.uv erall goal of. the Clity Lo 'p‘rome[e |I:{11$il supportive LielLﬁ#Lies wiLl.u'n areas witli high Commun |ty Pla n area, a | 10) ng W|th futu re p I’OjectS fa I | | ng u nd er the
cuality transit, [T [8 LIKELY that ADDITIONAL DENSITY WILL be RECOMMENIDEILD in this area thar
WOULD CONTRIBUTE o a cumulative impact related Lo scenic views and NEIGHRORHOOD CHARACTER. regu lato ry framework of the S peciﬁc Plan to result in cumul atively
Typically, to achieve higher residential densities, ADDITIONAL HEIGHT ALLOWANCES ARE REGUIRED . . . . ..
These POTENTIAL LAND USE CIIANGES within the SPECIFIC PLAN area AND within (he BROADER significant aesthetic impacts. No revisions to the PEIR are
CLATREMONT MESA COMMUNITY PLAN WOULD RESULT in a cumulatively CONSIDERABLE IMPACT
related to scenic views and NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER." necessa ry'
This, and all like statements, NEED to be REMOVED from the Morena Corridor Specific Plan PEIR.
This 15 the legal LOOPIIOLE that "INVALIDATES" the promise of maintaining the 30 foot height limit, WOT
ONLY in the Morena Carridor BUT THROUGHOUT the ENTIRE CLAIREMONT MESA COMMUNITY PLAN
AREA!

AW-2  The "Viorena Blvd Station Area Specific Plan AD HOC SUB COMMITTEE" who has diligently met the lost 3 AW-2  These concluding remarks are noted and do not raise an issue

years, needs the "LAND USE" RETURNED to them!
I'hiz committee NEEDS to FINISH the JOB that they began, and HONOR THIS COMMUNITY'S GOALS

Thank you.

Carol Schleisman

Sent fram my 1Phone

related to the adequacy of the analysis contained within the PEIR.
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AX-1  Introductory comment noted.
Letter AX Y
From: Elke Stuart . . . .
Tor PLN HanningCFON; Courclimerrber Geomette Gorees; Councierber David Shaves; Councilzesrber St AX-2  Comment noted. All comments will be provided to decision makers
-Ward; CouncilMember Lorie Zapf. Counci for consideration.
Subject: Morena Corridor Spedfic Man #582608/ SCH Mo. 2016101021
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 3:25:38 PM
AX-3  Comment noted. The comment restates language used throughout
the PEIR and does not raise an issue related to the adequacy of the
analysis provided therein.
From: Elke Stuart <glkescotiggsbeglobalnet™
Date: September 27, 2018 at 11:43:00 PM EDT AX-4  The PEIR assessed impacts associated with a change in character
Subject: Morena corridor project #582608/ SCH No. 2016101021 as well as traffic-related impacts. As discussed in Section 6.7 of the
PEIR, the increase in allowable densities and height within the
Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area, specifically around the
Dear San Diego Planning Department and City Council Members, existing and planned transit stations within the Morena Station
AX-1 My husband and T have lived in Bay Park for over 20 years. It is a special area of and Tecolote V|”age districts could alter the eXiSting neigh borhood
San Diego which, despite its central location in a large urban area, has managed to character of the area and result in an increase in the bulk of
maintain it’s laid back and relatively quite, single family residential neighborhood ildi h . " L v f
vibe. Tt is located next to natural habitats including the San Diego River, Tecolote bui dlngs Compared to the existing condition. Additiona Yy, tuture
Creek, Tecolote Canyon and Mission Bay. development under the TODEP could further alter neighborhood
AX-2 The proposed Morena Corridor Project and the expansion of the trolly to the north character due to increased hEIghtS and denSIty ComparEd to the
and the UTC area of San Diego will change our area significantly. Because we existing condition. Impacts associated with a change in
know San Diego’s growth impacts quality of life for all we ask that modest, . L . .
reasonable and “tair to our community” growth ocour in relation to the above nelghborhood character would be S|gn|f|cant. As discussed in
referred project. High densily options should not be considered as 1 am personally Section 6.14.3 of the PEIR, impacts to pUb|IC utilities (storm drains,
B R A s, sewer and water distribution, communication systems) were
Upon review of the draft PEIR report, 1 have noted significant issues and adverse determined to be less than significant. As discussed in Section
¢lTects this proposed project will have on all who live near or in the Morena/Linda 6.13.3 impacts rega rding poIice protection parks and recreation
Vista area, and our surrounding natural habitats. T " ) . ! e !
fire and life safety protection, libraries, and school facilities were
AX-3 A predominant, repetitive theme ol the PEIR report states “no significant impacts determined to be less than signiﬂcant. As discussed in Section 6.4
were found and therelore no mitigation is necessary”™. This statement appears in o . . . .
most summaries and conelusion paragraphs, throughout the whole 433 page of the PEIR, significant and unavoidable impacts were identified
B related to conflicts with the RAQS and State Implementation Plan,
AX-4 These conelusions insult common sense and reality. The proposed addition of and impaCtS related to exceedance of air qua“ty standards
almost 6,0000 new residential units with almost 14,000 more people (table 10-1 in associated with build-out of the Speciﬁc Plan land uses. As
the PEIR) will change the character of the neighborhood with increased di d i h . ionifi d idabl
automobile trafTic. It will place significant demands on infrastructure (water, iscussed in the PEIR Section 6.3, significant ana unavoidable
sewer, electrical grids, ete.), it will increase existing strains on current police and impacts would occur as a result of vehicular noise, temporary
tire departments response times, it will negatively impact neighborhood quality of t ti . d t ti ibrati . t
life, and it will gubstantially worsen air and noise pollution detrimental to natural construction noise, anad construction vibration impacts.
habitats and residences alike. ) ) ) ) )
AX-5  The purpose of the PEIR is to provide disclosure of information to
AX-5 Specific issues of concern to me would require significant modification to the the public rega rding potential impacts of a pl’OjECt No changes to
the PEIR are warranted.
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AX-6

AX-7

AX-8

AX-9

AX-10

AX-11

AX-12

AX-13

existing Morena Corridor Plan and the initial PEIR report.

1.) Maintain current zoning heights ol 30ft along Morena Blvd and 43t limits
m the Linda Vista area without exceptions! Taking zoning rights away from the
Linda Vista community plan overlay group and rezoning silences community
input into TTIIER neighborhood. I reject this proposal.

The PEIR report identifies the project location in flood planes, along known fault
lines and liquefaction zones which make high rise buildings dangerous and
vulnerable in this earthquake prone area. These are major safety concerns.

Zoning changes and proposed “special exceptions™ to current zoning height limits
are only backdoor opportunities for developers to circumvent community input.
They will buildout and maximize their profits leaving residents to deal with
multiple negative impacts. or the last 3 years, residents of Bay Park and Linda
Vista have continually and loudly voiced its’ displeasure with proposed zoning
changes for build outs of tall, multi family housing projects ( In excess of 30ft.).
This changes the character and density of our mostly single family housing
neighborhood. It also steals our beautiful bay views, it changes wildlife habitat
and migration, and it blocks the cooling effect the bay provides. This is primo real
estate and developers can” t wait to capitalize on 1t’s location and views. They
promise “affordable housing™ in order to get permit shorteuts and cost savings all
which is a guise. These units will not be “atfordable” to most San Diegans. With
average real estate values of 8800k+ in Bay Park, cramming large multi family
housing units along Morena Blyd, 1s a way to make significant money. The city
would benefit from increased property tax revenues from this change (Mid to high
density housing) but it doesn’t fully understand the substantial negative impacts
and increased costs this expansion will also bring.

2.). Current infrastructure is not sufficient to handle proposed population
increases in excess of 14.000 or 7,000 for that matter. Expensive and extensive
improvements are required for sullicient, responsible, sale expansion. Upgrade
responsibilities and secured funding should eccur before or in conjunction with
proposed expansion. These will be very expensive projects. Who will pay for
these costs?

The subject area is one of the oldest in San Diego. Tt has an aged sewer, water, gas
and electrical systems. Above power lines have been promised to be placed
underground ever since we moved into the neighborhood in 1998, yet along
Frankfort St. they have just grown in number and height. A trip down the street
reveals old tilted wooden poles and sagging lines. No sidewalks exist in much of
Bay Park and as a result families walk with their dogs and children in the streets.
Spotty repairs and water upgrades have been made 1o just handle existing
demands and will not handle additional, multi family housing demands. Not to
mention water drainage shortfalls which have always been an issue along Morena
Blvd. It will effect trolly access when it floods.

3.) Increased density and required trolley access (Bus drop off & parking lot
traffic) will significantly and adversely increase traffic and noise pollution in

AX-6

AX-7

AX-8

AX-9

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

As discussed in Section 6.12 of the PEIR, future development within
the Specific Plan would not have direct or indirect significant
environmental impacts with respect to geologic hazards because
future development would be required to occur in accordance with
the SDMC and CBC. This regulatory framework includes a
requirement for site-specific geologic investigations to identify
potential geologic hazards or concerns that would need to be
addressed during grading and/or construction of a specific
development project. Adherence to the SDMC grading regulations
and construction requirements and implementation of the
recommendations and standards of the City's geotechnical study
requirements would preclude significant impacts related to
geologic hazards. Thus, impacts would be less than significant.

All comments will be forwarded to decision makers for
consideration. See response to comment AX-4. For a discussion of
anticipated impacts associated with neighborhood character and
scenic views and vistas, see Section 6.7 of the PEIR.

The Specific Plan identifies areas where increases in residential
densities would be allowed near existing and planned trolley
stations, but does not propose any specific development project or
affordable housing development. Future development proposals
will originate from private developers and will be required to
comply with standards in place at the time of development with
regard to affordable housing. The Specific Plan is intended to
provide development at intensities that would allow for a range of
housing affordability levels to be accommodated.
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AX-11

AX-12

AX-13

AX-10 As discussed in Section 3.3.9 of the PEIR, the project includes

adoption of an IFS for the Linda Vista community that addresses
the need for public facilities associated with build-out of the
Specific Plan. City Council adopted the current PFFP for Linda Vista
in 2006. The existing PFFP sets forth the major public facilities
needs in the areas of transportation (streets, sidewalks, storm
drains, traffic signals, etc.), libraries, parks and recreation facilities,
community centers, and fire stations that are needed to serve the
community. The updated IFS for Linda Vista would incorporate
identified facility improvements within the Linda Vista portion of
the Specific Plan area, based on facility analysis completed as part
of the Specific Plan. The IFS would include potential funding
sources for public facilities financing, particularly development
impact fees. Future improvements to be identified in the IFS would
vary widely in their range and scope; some could be implemented
incrementally as scheduled street maintenance occurs, and others
would require significant capital funding from city, state, regional,
and federal agencies, or are not feasible until significant new
development occurs. Adoption of an IFS for the Clairemont Mesa
portion of the Specific Plan area would occur concurrent with the
comprehensive update to the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan,
and is therefore not considered part of the project analyzed
herein.

Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue related to
the adequacy of the PEIR analysis.

As discussed in Section 6.11.4 of the PEIR, all development
occurring within the Specific Plan area would be subject to
drainage and floodplain regulations in the San Diego Municipal
Code (SDMC), and would be required to adhere to the City's
Drainage Design Manual and Storm Water Standards Manual,
thereby ensuring impacts associated with flooding would be less
than significant.

For a discussion of anticipated traffic- and noise-related impacts,
see Sections 6.2 and 6.3 of the PEIR, respectively.
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Bay Park, Clairemont, Linda Vista, Pacific Beach and west Mission Valley.

AX-14 Even the PEIR report states that improvements to projected traffic problems do AX-14 For a discussion of anticipated traffic-related impacts for vehicles,
not have immediate mitigation pllfms. Specially it mentions improvement to the pedestria ns, and bicyclists, see Section 6.2 of the PEIR.
Interstate 5 on ramp at Tecolote/Seaworld scheduled for 2050 ( pg. 254 of the
PLEIR)YThis is an unacceptable time frame! Traflic already backs up on the Balboa
Ave. to the cast and Clairemont Dr. on ramps 1o 1-5 1o the east. 14,000 new
residents (approximately 6 times the existing resident count) will cause long
delays in interstate on/off ramps and cause gridlock at multiple intersections. This
will reroute large volumes of through tratfic to our neighborhood. Additional
residents will also create large demands for both on and ofT street parking. Safety
of pedestrians, animals, cyclists and other motorists will be compromised. 1
don’t think the city wants litigation costs associated with neglecting adequate
traflic mitigation in the Morena Corridor Plan.

AX-15 Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in

AX-15 4.) Health hazards associated with increased air, water and noise pollution ) i o ) ) )
from burning additional fossil fuels, dirty run-off flowing into our inadequate the PEIR. For a discussion of ant|C|pated air quallty impacts,
storm drains, and new construction arc eminent. Construction of a new walter hyd I’O|Ogy and water quality impacts and noise poIIution impacts

treatment facility is currently underway in the Linda Vista area which brings in
untreated sewage. Is this a wise location to put a water treatment plant next to a
river which drains into our Mission Bay and ultimately the Pacific Ocean? Air
quality is already marginal with proximily to interstate 5 & 8. Lask il any ol you
personally would be happy with this predicament if vou lived here? What of the
wildlife and our unique eco system which includes a canyon, a river and a bay?

see Sections 6.4, 6.11, and 6.3 of the PEIR, respectively.

T know this is a lengthy letter but there are serious, long lerm, adverse impacts for
our community associated with high and medium density options of this proposal.
Residents located in and near the Morena Corridor Plan simply want a reasonable,
responsible and proportional growth plan. This community is being asked to
carry an unfair proportion ol solving San Diego’s city wide water treatment,
alTordable housing and transportation shortfalls, We are willing 1o do our part to
address these needs. However, careful consideration (including community input)
with regards to height limits, traffic mitigation, appropriate infrastructure
upgrades, pollution abatement, and regard for human & wildlife health & safety
need to be exercised or I fear future litigation will occur.

1 sincerely appreciate your time with regards to addressing my shared concerns
for this residential community, and, our greater San Diego community.

Respectfully,

Elke Stuart

4428 Ashton St.

San Diego, CA. 92110

(619)993-3718
elkescot@sbeglobal net
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Letter AY

From: Mike Baker
To: i
Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Corridor Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH Nao. 2016101021
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 £:26:28 PM

Section 2.3.5 Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources

AY-1 The city has acknowledged and accepted that Morena Bl is the route of historic Hwy 101. Yet
the Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts P.5-16, makes no mention of this. It
simply states that the plan will have a “Significant and Unavoidable” impact. Any construction
and road realignment will have a negative effect of this historical feature of our community.
What exactly is the city’s plan to address this potential loss of a significant cultural resource to
our cemmunity?

From: Mike Baker

To: EL PlanningCROA

Subject: PROJECT NAME; Morena Corridar Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 6:27:18 PM

Section 2.3.7.3 Visual Resources

AY-2 The last sentence states ,"Most of the public views towards scenic resources are blocked by
residential, commercial, or industrial buildings”. Since “Public” is defined as “Open to all
persons, maintained at the public expense and under puklic control, and open to the view of
all”, in addition to parks it includes all roads and public rights of way. Any reasonable person
traveling through the area will appreciate the views offered from the roads and public rights
of way and notice that most are NOT klocked.

AY-1

AY-2

The mitigation framework ensures that all future development
projects with the potential to affect historic resources would
undergo site-specific review as detailed in HIST 6.5-1. Mobility
improvements identified for Morena Boulevard would not affect
the historic significance of the road as it is already a modern road.

Western looking views towards Mission Bay and the Pacific Ocean
from Morena Boulevard and West Morena Boulevard within the
Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area (from Tecolote Road
south to Friars Road) are primarily blocked by larger development
including, bulky public storage facilities and commercial and
industrial buildings. Therefore, the PEIR accurately reflects the
existing viewing potential within this part of the Specific Plan.
Views toward the ocean do exist north of Tecolote Road; however,
land use changes north of Tecolote Road are not proposed with
this Specific Plan. Additionally, as redevelopment occurs south of
Tecolote Road, the Specific Plan identifies policies to support
incorporation of view corridors into development design.
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AY-3  The comment is referring to PEIR mitigation measure AQ 6.4-1
o s which requires: “Within six months of the certification of the Final
To: i , Program Environmental Impact Report, the City shall provide a
Sub]el:l: PROIECT NAME: Morena Carridor Specwﬁ( P(an, PROJECT No.: 582608 [ SCH Ma. 2016101021 X . K
Date: Sunday, September 30, 20186:28:13 PH revised land use map for the Specific Plan area to San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) to ensure that any revisions
to the population and employment projections used by the San
Diego Air Pollution Control District (APCD) in updating the RAQS
2.3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissi : ..
R e and the SIP will accurately reflect anticipated growth due to the
o , i , proposed Specific Plan.” This measure does not defer evaluation
AY-3 In Table S-1 of the Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts, Transport and Circulation, . . . .
the city acknowledges that the plan will have “Significant and Unavoidable” impacts on of air qua“ty ImpaCt' Rather' this measure ensures that the
vehicular traffic and the air pollution they emit. (Air Quality 15! paragraph, P. $-14)The city UpdatEd land uses that are adopted with the Specific Plan are
proposes evaluating the situation six months “after” the certification of the final PEIR. Certify provided to SANDAG which will ensure that the next update to the
IR AR AR RAQS are developed considering the increased density within
Linda Vista. The City has assessed air quality impacts and included
AY-4 Paragraph 3, P. 5-15, states that no intersection would generate more than 31,600 vehicles . . . . . f
per hour and that this would have a “Less than Significant” impact on pollution. Furthermore, this discussion in Section 6.4.3 of the PElR’ under Issue 2.
Paragraph 1, P. 5-20, states that there will be a “Less than Significant” impact on Greenhouse
Gas Enfissions. AY-4  This comment accurately restates language from the PEIR. It does
not identify an inadequacy in the PEIR.
AY-5 Which is it? 1%, where is the traffic study, and 2", there is no mention of the effects of idling
AY-6 vehicles stuck in traffic vs vehicle traveling thru at the speed limit. AY-5 A Traffic Impact Analysis is included as Appendix B to the PEIR and
was circulated for public review with the Draft PEIR.
AY-6  An analysis of air quality impacts, including an analysis of air
quality impacts associated with idling, can be found in Section 6.4.3
(Issue 3: Sensitive Receptors) of the PEIR. As discussed in this
section, impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than
significant, because build-out of the Specific Plan would result in
no intersection which would generate intersection volumes
exceeding 31,600 vehicles per hour, which was determined based
on the Traffic Impact Analysis completed for the project. Thus, no
CO hotspots (an area of localized CO pollution that is caused by
severe vehicle congestion on major roadways, typically near
intersections) would occur that would violate significance
standards.
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AY-6 (cont.)

Air quality impacts associated with mobile sources (i.e., moving
traffic) are assessed in Section 6.4.3 (Issue 3: Sensitive Receptors)
of the PEIR. As discussed in this section, implementation of the
project is consistent with the goals of the California Air Resources
Board Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective, which makes recommendations directed at protecting
sensitive land uses from air pollutant emissions while. The PEIR
determined that vehicular traffic would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
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AY-7

AY-8

AY-9
AY-10

AY-11

AY-12

From: Mike Baker

To: ELN PlanningCEQA

Subject: PROJECT MAME: Morena Comidor Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 6:29:04 PM

2.3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

In Table 5-1 of the Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts, Transport and Circulation,
the city acknowledges that the plan will have “Significant and Unavoidable” impacts on
vehicular traffic and the air pollution they emit. (Air Quality 15' paragraph, P. 5-14)The city
proposes evaluating the situation six months “after” the certification of the final PEIR. Certify
it today and evaluate it later?

Paragraph 3, P. 5-15, states that no intersection would generate more than 31,600 vehicles
per hour and that this would have a “Less than Significant” impact on pollution. Furthermore,
Paragraph 1, P. 5-20, states that there will be a “Less than Significant” impact on Greenhouse
Gas Emissions.

which is it? 15, where is the traffic study, and 2", there is no mention of the effects of idling
vehicles stuck in traffic vs vehicle traveling thru at the speed limit.

Due to recent realignments of Morena Blvd there are already gridlock situations during
morning and evening rush hour. How exactly does the city plan on mitigating the pollution
from idling vehicles stuck in the current and future traffic jams?

And how does this further assist the Mayor's Climate Action Plan?

AY-7  See response to comment AY-3.

AY-8  See response to comment AY-4.

AY-9  See response to comment AY-5.
AY-10 See response to comment AY-6.

AY-11 As discussed in Section 6.4.3, implementation of the Specific Plan is
not anticipated to result in a CO hot spot associated with idling
vehicles, and impacts would be less than significant. Refer also to
response AY-6.

AY-12 Consistency of the Specific Plan with the Climate Action Plan is
addressed in PEIR Section 6.9.3 under Issue 2.
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AY-13 As discussed in Section 6.10.3, there are no objectives or policies
contained in the Specific Plan that would interfere with or impair
From: Mike Baker i i i
i ; implementation of an adopted emergency response or evacuation
Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Carridar Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH Mo, 2016101021 plan
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 6:29:53 PM :
AY-14 As discussed in Section 6.10.3, development that may occur under
the Specific Plan within or adjacent to the designated VHFHSZ area
2.3.10.2 Wildfire Hazards . . . g . . X
could potentially result in significant impacts related to wildfire
AY-13 Figure 2-8 show that the Linda Vista portion of the plan is located between two “Very High hazards' however, any d.evelopmenF that occurs Wlthl'n the SpeCIﬂC
Fire Hazard Severity Zones”. The city acknowledges and discusses the hazard, yet there is no Plan area would be SUbJeCt to appllcable state and Clty regulatory
plan to address evacuation of residents that will be affected by the planned road realignments requirements related to fire hazards and prevention. These
and reduction of traffic lanes coupled by drastic increases in vehicular traffic and gridlock. requirements would be implemented on a project level as
individual projects are processed under the Specific Plan to ensure
AY-14 The Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts, P. 5-21, Health and Safety, states that . . . . . .
‘ . . R R, fire prevention/protection design elements are included consistent
construction would be done to code and therefore impacts would be “less than significant”. .
Any review of California’s recent 2018 fire season will show the ability of wildfires to jump with regU|at0W standards. Future development proposals would
from wildlands into dense residential and commercial areas that were built to code. be reviewed for Comp|iance with all Land Deve|0pmel’]t Code and
Where is the plan? City Fire Code requirements aimed at ensuring the protection of
people or structures from potential wildland fire hazards, including
brush management regulations. Impacts due to wildland fires
would be less than significant.
From: Mike Baker
To: PLN PlanningCROA
Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Carridar Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH Na. 2016101021 . . . . . .
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 6:31:11 P AY-15 As discussed in the PEIR Section 6.13.3, the Specific Plan identifies
one potential additional park site within the Specific Plan area,
Tecolote Linear Park, approximately 0.8 acre on the south side of
Tecolote Road between the terminus of Savannah Street and
e Morena Boulevard. However, this would only add a small fraction
of the 43.8 acres of additional parkland needed by proposed
AY-15 The plan acknowledges a significant increase in population but has no plans to an increase in . . L .
, ; . : project build-out. Future development proposed within the Specific
park and recreation facilities. The city planning department recommends 2.8 acres of . . o
AY-16 parkland per every 1000 citizens. While it is convenient to point a finger at Mission Bay Park Plan area would be SUbJECt to payment of DIF for pUblIC facilities
there is the obvious lack of a safe corridor for pedestrians and bicyclist to access that park. ﬁnancing in accordance with SDMC Section 142.0640. An IFS will be
AY-17 The plan does not address the actual future population and how and when the new facilities approved for the Linda Vista community planning area pOFtiOﬂ of
will be constructed. There are no specific plans to increase parkland within the plan area. L X L
PRI ——— the Specific Plan area subsequent to the adoption of the Specific
Plan that will define applicable DIF fees for future development,
including fees for park funding. However, fees would not be
adequate to address the extent of the parkland deficit. Payment
and receipt of DIF funds is contingent on future development, and
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AY-16

AY-17

AY-15 (cont.)

proposed fees are not designed to fully fund and address the
parkland deficit. Although the Specific Plan would not meet the
City's standard for population-based parks, it includes policies that
would support additional parks within the Specific Plan area. In
addition, future park development would be subject to a separate
environmental review at the time design plans are available. Thus,
the PEIR determined that implementation of the proposed project
would result in a less than significant impact associated with the
construction of new facilities in order to maintain performance
objectives for parks and recreation facilities.

As noted in Section 6.2, Transportation and Circulation of the PEIR,
the Specific Plan identifies policies to coordinate with Caltrans to
provide bridge connections from the Specific Plan area to Mission
Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the Clairemont
Drive/East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road
Bridge. Ultimate construction of a bridge would require further
feasibility analysis including site specific environmental analysis
and engagement with the community at the time a specific project
is proposed.

See response to AY-15
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From: Mike Baker

To: PLH PlanningCEQA

Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Comidor Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 6;31:46 PM

2.3.13.5 School Services

AY-18 Table 2-11 show that there's an excess capacity of <2000 student divided between AY-18 Table 2-11 within the PEIR shows that there is excess ca pacity
elementary, middle, and high schools. The plan does not address the need for additional L . . .
within the schools serving the Specific Plan area of approximately

capacity. Lack of local capacity will force parents to drive their children to school outside the

area which is against the Mayors Climate Action Plan. 720 students.
From: Mike Baker
To: i
Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Corridor Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No, 2016101021
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 6:32:23 PM

2.3.14.1, Water Supply,

d. Existing Water Supplies

AY-19 There will shalrp increase in the popuIaU(l)n of the plan ar?a. This will cagse an increase on the AY-19 Comment noted. The comment does not identify an inadequacy in
water supply infrastructure. The water lines are made primarily of cast iron, of asbestos . : . .
cement, and PVC. The city has an ongoing issue with breaking water pipes. In this area we the PEIR. However, it should be noted thatr as discussed in Section
regularly have water main breaks that necessitate road closures. The only mention of pipe 6.14.3, the City's Public Works Department has planned
line improvement is that the city PUC will upgrade/replace some of the older pipes during maintenance that will upgrade/replace some of the older and
planned maintenance. That's not a plan. . . s . . .

undersized waterlines within the Specific Plan area, which is

scheduled to be completed from 2018 to 2023.

Exactly what is the schedule?
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AY-20

AY-21

AY-22

From: Mike Baker

To: ELN PlanningCEQOA

Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Carridor Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH Mo, 2016101021
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 6:33:02 PM

2.3.14.2 Wastewater and Storm Collection Infrastructure

The plan acknowledges the existing sewer system but does not discuss the impact that a sharp
increase in the area population will have on the original pipes. The only mention is the last
sentence of this section which states, “The major trunk sewers have been studied to properly
convey sewer flows from proposed development”. That is not a plan. What/when exactly are
the lines going to be upgraded? A sewer line failure cannot have a positive effect on the
environment.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mike Baker

PLH PlanningCEQA
PROJECT MAME: Morena Corridor Specific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH Na. 2016101021
Sunday, September 30, 2018 6:33:54 PM

AY-20

The city has acknowledged that the plan will have a significant effect on the area. Yet
there is nothing in the plan that addresses the financing and timelines for commensurate
improvement to public facilities including roads, utilities, schools, etc.

From;
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mike Baker

ELW_PlanningCEOA
PROIECT NAME: Morena Cormdar Spedific Plan, PROJECT No.: 582608 f SCH No. 2016101021
Sunday, September 30, 2018 6:40;32 PM

2.3.12.1 Seismic Faults

Figure 2-18 show at least three major earthquake faults running under the Morena area. Per
the map, at least half the area including the Jerome’s development area, are being
constructed on Geologic Hazard Category #31, Liguefaction, High Potential-shallow
groundwater, major drainage, hydraulic fills. The city’s position is that any damage resulting
from earthquakes would be “Less than Significant” because construction will be done to code.
What studies have been done about the construction sites to validate this position?

AY-21

AY-22

Impacts to the existing sewer infrastructure system as a result of
implementing the Specific Plan are discussed in Section 6.14.3 of
the PEIR. As discussed in this section, in order to ensure that
sufficient sewer capacity is available to serve future development,
individual projects within the Specific Plan area may be required to
perform a sewer study to ensure sufficient sewer capacity is
available, and to identify necessary sewer infrastructure upgrades
required for the individual project. Additionally, as future projects
within the Specific Plan area are implemented, adherence to local
and state regulations during construction would ensure physical
impacts associated with construction of required infrastructure
upgrades are reduced to less than significant. Given ongoing and
planned improvements to the system and existing regulations and
guidelines to ensure adequate capacity, impacts associated with
the wastewater system would be less than significant.

As discussed in Section 3.3.9, the project anticipates the adoption
of an Impact Fee Study for the Linda Vista Community Plan that
addresses the need for public facilities associated with build-out of
the Specific Plan. The updated IFS for Linda Vista would
incorporate identified facility improvements within the Linda Vista
portion of the Specific Plan area, based on facility analysis
completed as part of the Specific Plan. The IFS would include
potential funding sources for public facilities financing, particularly
development impact fees.

This comment incorrectly refers to Figure 2-18. Geologic hazards
within the Specific Plan area are shown on Figure 2-14. The CBC
provides minimum standards to protect property and public safety
by regulating the design and construction of excavations,
foundations, building frames, retaining walls, and other building
elements to mitigate the effects of seismic shaking and adverse
soil conditions. The CBC has provisions for earthquake safety
based on factors including occupancy type, the types of soil and
rock on-site, and the strength of ground shaking with specified
probability of occurring at a site. It has been determined that
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AY-22 (cont.)
compliance with the most current and applicable building codes
would ensure that impacts associated with geologic hazards would
be less than significant. Refer also to Appendix E of the PEIR which
provides a geotechnical and geological reconnaissance for the
project area. This report informed conclusions in the PEIR.
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From: Ti nd Ev:
s o Letter AZ
Ce: CouncilMember Chris Cate
Subject: Oppose to Morena Carridor Specific Plan
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 6:37:10 PM
Importance: High
September 20, 2018
To: Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner, City of San Diego AZ-1 The commenter’s OppOSitiOﬂ to the project is noted.

AZ-1 We adamantly oppose the Morena Corridor Specific Plan.

, i , , ‘ AZ-2  Neighborhood character impacts were assessed in Section 6.7.3 of

AZ-2 This plan will change the character of Clairemont Mesa Community. The residents approved . . . . . .
the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan in 1989, because it supported “smart” growth, retain the PEIR, in which it was determined that |mpIementat|on of the
the community character, keep the community suburban with low density, maintain the 30’ SpECiﬁC Plan could result in a significant impact as a result of
height limit {(approved since 1970}, and approved CPIOZ to ensure community input. future development within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific

AZ-3 The Morena Corridor Specific Plan proposes the exact opposite. It is extremely disappointing Plan area due to increased heights and deVEIOPment intensity that
that the City of San Diego Development Services and elected officials support this high density could conflict with existing neighborhood character. It should be
plan. We do not want our community to be like UTC, Little Italy, Hillcrest or any other noted that no density changes are proposed in the Clairemont
neighborhood where you are advocating low- and mid-rise development with densities of up M . fthe S ific Pl
to 74 DUs/acre. esa portion of the Specific Plan area.

- The existing Linda Vista transit development project is under parked and a traffic nuisance. . .

AZ-4 e ; s P “ : AZ-3 Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue related to
You will note that in order to use the trolley, you have to park across the street in the ]
industrial area, because there are no transit parking spaces. This development project and the the adequacy of the PEIR analySIS-

“pretty” pictures in the EIR are not what we want to see along Morena Boulevard.

AZ-5 Once again, the City is advocating more development before infrastructure is in-place. AZ-4 As detailed in Chapter 3.0 of the PEIR, new and Improved parklng IS
Additionally, the propesed infrastructure improvements are substandard and cannot designated throughout the Specific Plan area and the Specific Plan
accommodate your development proposal. Adopting an EIR that sanctions traffic levels at includes policies to promote structured and shared parking'
Service Level “F" is unsa.tlsfactory and very ll'nyop|c.As proposed, tljeIC\tv aCtL‘la‘”\:‘ nee.ds tlo Additionally and with respect to adequate parking, planning for
condemn property to widen and add lanes in order to meet the existing condition which is . . . . A . .
e Traile Braiien: | sils % o omtinr: high-density residential development near high-quality transit is a

focus of the City General Plan City of Villages Strategy, the City's

AZ-6 Clairemont Mesa is also a balanced community. This was very important concept when we . . . . . .

. o G . ; Climate Action Plan, and is consistent with SANDAG strategies
approved the community plan in 1989. Your proposal to eliminate industrial land is contrary to ) o ) .
the goals and objectives of the plan. identified in the Regional Plan.

AZ-7 Additionally, your proposal advocates the removal of existing affordable housing. While you . . .
claim to be adding affordable housing units, you are actually eliminating housing stock that AZ-5 As future development pI’OCGEdS consistent with the SpeC|ﬂC Plan'
cannot be replaced even under your proposal. These residents will be displaced and not be appropriate infrastructure improvements would either be required
able to afford your new “affordable” housing projects. When the community plan was to be installed concurrent with prOjeCt development, if Warranted,
approved in 1989, we ensured them that there would not be any density increases. Why have or development impact fees would be aid to ensure
the City planners and elected officials forgotten their duty to the community? i P P P R

infrastructure needs are funded commensurate with the demand
generated by development.
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AZ-6

AZ-7

The Light Industrial land use designation and IL-3-1 zone within the
Clairemont Mesa Community Plan portion of the Specific Plan area
is not proposed to change. See Figures 3-1 and 3-2 of the PEIR.

The Specific Plan identifies areas where increases in residential
densities would be allowed near existing and planned trolley
stations, but does not propose any specific development project or
affordable housing development. Future development proposals
will originate from private developers. The Specific Plan is intended
to provide development at intensities that would allow for a range
of housing affordability levels to be accommodated. This comment
does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.
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AZ-8 As proposed, the high density development will have an overall negative effect on the AZ-8 Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue related to
community and will lower our quality of life in Clairermont Mesa. This entire specific plan the adequacy of the PEIR analysis.
should have CPIOZ. Each development project should have environmental review, the 30°
height limit should remain in-place, and proposed development should not exceed the existing
zoning as currently approved in the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan.
Residents Tirzo Genzalez and Eva Stresemann
3765 Mario Place, SD, CA
~ Information from ESET NOD32 Antivirus, version of detection engine 17888
(20180815)
The message was checked by ESET NOD32 Antivirus.
wwrw . eset.o
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BA-1
BA-2

BA-3

BA-4

BA-5

BA-6

BA-7

Letter BA

From: Ehesyn Gorrand

To: p

Ce: Rasise The Balloon,

Subject: Moarena Comvidor Specific Plan (562006 / SCHNn. 2016101021)
Date: Sunday, September 3, 2018 6:47:22 P

Attachments: Attachement 1-Morena LYCPG 2016-06-27 odf

1 am writing to voice my comments with the “Draft Program Envirormental Impact Repot Project No, 382608 SCH
No. 2016101021, Hereafter referred to as the “Report™. | have listed the comments that | have found so far below:

1. The draft report provided for my review does not provide a reasonable amount of time to fully read and understand
in the time frame allowed. It is 433 pages long with 6 pages of abbreviated terms, and many referenices to supporting
legal decuments guiding its development that have not been provided as attachments. It is my belief that if T do not
cornment o an ilem w1 the report today., I will forfeil my nght to challenge 1t m court al a later tune. I am therelore
stating that I challenge every word on every page as possibly beimng misleading, untrue, omitting context. misstated or
inaccurately refereed to in the report at this time.

2. Tam aresident of “Overlook Heights™ adjacent fo the Linda Vista development area. T am in favor of reasonable
development comsistent with those developed by the Linda Vista Planning Group for the Morena Cormidoer Specilic
Plan June 27, 2016, Commmunity recommendations of the committae can be found on pages 4.7-10 of that document
See Attachement |- Morena LVCPG 2016-06-27

2a. On pages 12 & 13 of the same document the City Analysis Resulls provided was a misleading response lo the
communities desire to maintain current zoning of 30 ft by-right and 45 ft by exception and 29 du/acre. City economic
consultant’s found the land to be worth $3.2 million/acre and with road improvement costs 1t could not be developed
ata profit, If this is true, the cost of the land has been proven to be estimated at too high a value for the current zoning
and improvements and needs to be lowered in price. This allows the City to imply to the community that. the zoning
must be changed and density has to be increased. I would like to know who made these estimates and see the
SU[JPDI'[]Ilg documents.

3., From the Report L

Within the Linda Vists Community Plan area:
o Establish land uses that facilitate transit-oriented mixed-use development in transit priority areas.

o Leverage regional transit investment and provide critically needed housing by designating high-density residential and
mixed-use develepment within close proximity to the transit stations.

o Allow for employment-related land uses near transit and residential use consistent with the General Plan and CAP.
o {reate community villages that enhance pedestrian connectivity within and between neighborhoods.
o Identify areas within villages for accessible public gathering spaces such as public plazas and outdoor seating.

o Establish a grid circulation network to increase multi-modal connectivity and safety, improve circulation efficiency, and
create more standardized block sizes for multi-modal travel and development feasibility.

« Enhance multi-medal connectivity between neighborheoods; Mission Bay Park; and the Clairement Drive, Tecolote
Read, and Morena/Linda Vista trolley stations.

« Create a complete mobility system that promotes access and increases safety for pedestrians, bicycles, and transit.

» |dentify areas for accessible public gathering spaces and passive recreation opportunities.

3a. Please note how different the chjectives in #3 above deviate from those of the Community in Attachement 1-
Morena LVCPG 2016-06-27 above.

Why 1s 1t that over crowdmg of humans 1s considered to be so desirable these days when we don’t think the same for
chickens and pigs? See Proposition 12 on the Califormia General Election Guide for November 6, 2018 [or instance
Do we need a Proposition for the support of “Iree range humans? I don’t think my environmental quality of life will
be improved by trading the benefits of #3 above with the problems described in #3b below. If you think I am
misguidad, please explain why?

3b. From the Repert Envircnmental Detenmination page 2 of 6

BA-1

BA-2

BA-3

BA-4

BA-5

BA-6

BA-7

Introductory comment noted.

The Draft PEIR was circulated for public review from August 2
through September 17, 2018, meeting the required statutory
public comment period of 45 days for an EIR per CEQA Section
15105. The City of San Diego, as Lead Agency for the project,
extended the public review period through October 1, 2018,
providing additional opportunity for public comment.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.

The economic sustainability of the plan is outside the required
scope of analysis under CEQA. A fiscal impact analysis and a
financial feasibility analysis was prepared as part of the previous
study effort for the Morena Boulevard area. This analysis can be
found under the Previous Study Documents on the Morena
Corridor website, which is available here:
https://www.sandiego.gov/planning/community/specificplans/mo
rena-corridor. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in
the analysis of the PEIR.

This comment restates language from the PEIR. It does not
suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.
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Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego has prepared the following
Draft PEIR in accordance with CEQA. The analysis conducted identified that the proposed project could result in
significant and unavoidable impacts in the areas of Transportation and Circulation (Traffic Circulation}, Noise
{Vehicle Traffic Noise, Temporary Construction Noise, Construction-related Vibration), Air Quality (Air Quality
Plans, Air Quality Standards), Historical and Tribal Cultural Resources {Historic Resources, Archaeological
Resourees, and Tribal Cultural Resources), Paleontological Resources (Ministerial Projects), and Visual Effects and
Neighborhood Character {Scenic Vistas or Views, Neighborhood Character). All other impacts analyzed in this Draft
PEIR were found to be less than or not significant.

BA-8 4. See the Report BA-8 Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue related to

No project and two alternates have been offered in the repert. I T had to pick T would take No project over the other the ad equacy of the PEIR ana IyS IS.

two., Bt ] think we can do better if the eity and community really work together, In fact, Lorie Zapf received a letter

from Mike Hansen, Director of the planning department sent Sept. 17 2018, It offers some hope that we can negotiate

a workable solution for the Tecolote & Morena station distriets but details for the other districts and whether road

mitigation, ete will oceur need to be addressed. See Attachment #2 Revisions to the Morena Corridor Specific Plan.

Sorry for the quality of the attachment I got via email.

Allachment 12 Revisions to the Morena Cormdor Speeilic Plan
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: September 17, 2018
TO: Honorable Councilmember Lotie Zapf
FROM: Miks Hansen, Director, Planning Department g

SUBJECT:  Revisions to the Morena Corridor Specific Plan

Thank you for your recommendations regarding the Morena Corridor Specific Flan. The
Planning Department values and appreciates your input and that of residents of the
communities you represent. We share your goal of improving the neighborhoods of Bay Park
and Morena and welcome feedback on how the plan can best accomplish that.

Based on your request, the following changes will be made to the draft Morena Corridor
Speuiﬂc Plan. These changes will not affect the land

densities.

1. The plan will include language suppo
Mission Bay Park and the Specific

S 1'be plan will be amended

BA-9  As future development proceeds consistent with the Specific Plan,
appropriate infrastructure improvements would either be
required to be installed concurrent with project development, if
warranted, or development impact fees would be paid to ensure
infrastructure needs are funded commensurate with the demand
generated by development. Analysis of impacts to public services
(police protection, fire protection, schools, libraries, and parks

BA—9 S. Guarantee of mitigation timeliness is param ount to this endeavor. It is my understanding the city will provide the i A
infrastructure to support the construction that is approved when it has the money to do so. In the meantime, builders and recreatlon) are assessed N Chapter 6,1 3 Of the PEIR, The

will be able complete construction without the infrastructure being completed This 15 not acceptable because it . .
analysis is adequate for a program-level evaluation as there are

mechanisms in place for future development to fund necessary
services through Development Impact Fees.
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endangers the public. What geod are paramedics, police, fireman, ete that are smck in a traffic jam when you need
them. What good are firemen when the water pipes are not up to code and have to little water pressure to stop all the
adjacent buillding fFom buring down (oo, Who wanls Lo have sewage backing up m Lo their home because the pipes
are too small. Who wants to send their children to over crowded schools, ele, ete, ete.

BA-10 Ihave lived here since 1988 and the Morena Blvd water pipe has broken and been repaired so many times that [ can’t H
believe it has not been entirely replace. Buta few months ago two more breaks cocurred and when the water was shut BA-10 This comment appears to be focused on adequate water/sewer
oft'to them it caused a third break on Morena and a break near Interstate 8 which collapsed two lanes of the roadway. infrastructure to Support the proposed prOJeCt As dISCUSSGd in
BA-1 1 “Overlook Heights”, where I live, 1s adjacent to and approximately the same mumber of acres as the Linda Vista parcel i i
being developed. It consists of about 350 dwelling units and e area to be developed i3 scheduled Lo have about Section 6.14 Of the PElR' Upgrades to sewer and water Ilnes areai
4,500 dwelling units, That's almest thirteen times the number of pecple using the infrastructure in my immediate ongoing process administered by the Public Works Department
ared.
_ o _ _ and are handled on a project-by-project basis. Because future
BA-12 Construction MUST NOT be allewed to hegin prior to assuring that money has been appropriated and that the . . . .
infrastrueture must be completed before the project can be licensed for operation deVelOpment within the SpeCIfIC Plan area would ||ke|y INCrease
An example of this problem 1s #75b below. Waiting till 2050 for relief 1s not acceptable. demand, there may be a need to increase SiZing Of eXiSting
BA-13 b, From the Report pipelines and mains for both wastewater and water. As future
Frecway Segments development is proposed, the necessary infrastructure
+ TRANS 6.3.8:1.5 NB and S8, besween improvements to sewer and water infrastructure would be
i e oyt vt o e [ o i g e i incorporated as part of standard practice for new development to
faloni il i maintain or improve the existing system to ensure adequate
o TRANS 6.2-9: |-8 EB, between Morena Boulevard and Hote' Circle - The SAMDAG San Dego Forward 2050 Revenue . . . . .
Constrained Metwork indudes operatonal improverrents along this segment. These improvements ere antic vated t oe Capaoty‘ There IS also a mecharﬂsm N place to requ”’e payment
mplemented by the year 2050, . . . . I
of development impact fees by both ministerial and discretionary
_ ] _ projects to ensure infrastructure needs are funded
1 am awaiting your respense, Let's work together for a solution .
commensurate with the demand generated by development.
. Additionally, future discretionary projects would be required to
undergo project-specific review under CEQA, which would ensure
sewer and water infrastructure would be adequate.

BA-11 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.

BA-12 See response to comment BA-10.

BA-13 The comment restates a portion of the PEIR. The comment does
not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR; however,
the conclusion to comments is noted.
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Morena Corridor Specific Plan
: . : The City of
JLLIJ r;zlaz\;"lszlg:’slanmng Group S AN A

DIEGQ)
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) Planning Department

Tonight's Agenda - Land Use

 Schedule Overview
« Summary of Community Input

 Land Use Considerations
» Potential Areas of Change

* Public Comment

sandiego.gov
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Overall Specific Plan Schedule

» Kick Off - March 2015

» Establishing the Context - Spring-Fall 2015
»  Ewisting Conditions Review (Meeting 1)
*  Establishing the Vision and Guiding Principles (Meetings 1 & 2]

+ Preparing the Plan Framework - Winter 2016
= Land Use Consideration Areas/Design Cancepts (Meeting 3 & 4)
»  Preferred Land Use and Mobility Concepts {Meeting 3)
* Urban Deslgn Conceprs [/ Infrastructure (Meeting 6)

+ Drafting the Document -Spring/Summer 2016
Draft Specific Plan
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

« Public Review Draft Specific Plan and EIR - Fall 2016

+ Approval Process - Spring/Summer 2017
= Final Draft Specific Plan and EIR
= Public Hearings

Community Outreach

sandiego.gov

RESPONSE
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’ Planning Department

Subcommittee’s Vision Statement

Community supports a Corridor that:

+ Includes mixed residential / commercial uses

- Is walkable

« Retains current height limits

+ Provides greater mobility and does not worsen traffic
- Has density compatible with existing neighborhoods

+ Quality design that complements the existing unique
neighborhood character

- Provides infrastructure and parks for any increases in density
« Retains jobs

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

Specific Plan Area - Linda Vista

sandiego.gov
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& Uses Acres
Commercial: 1777
Industrial: 85
Miscellaneous: 2
Total 204

sandiego.gov
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, Planning Department

Community Vision - Opportunities/priorities

* Maintain and expand employment - Attract
neighborhood-serving retail and higher wage
employment

* Ensure development regulations encourage existing
business expansion and new business attraction

* Improve Mobility
+ Relieve congested roadways
+ Design a grid network to reduce confusion and improve
safety

+ Increase bike and pedestrian safety

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

Primary Land Use Recommendations

* Majority of industrial land
uses retained

- Consistent with Vision
Statement - Retain fobs

* Promote mixed-use o
development in commercial
areas -

= Consistent with Vision
Statement - Includes mixed
residential/commercial sues

* Retains current height limits

sandiego.gov
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Artisan District

« Promote small
manufacturing and
goods production
that supports local
businesses

) Planning Department

Land Use Recommendation -

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

Community Vision - Improved Mobility

Vision Statement Priorities

+ Network should provide greater
mobility and not worsen traffic

» Area is walkable and inviting
Proposed Grid System Improves Mobility

+ Relieves congested roadways

« Reduces confusion and improves
safety

+ Increases bike and pedestrian safety

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

Considerations for Improvements

+ Analysis of land development requirements

* To understand whether new development can
occur in current market conditions

* To determine whether a pr01j_ect can support
additional community benefits

* To inform the land use and zoning
recommendations for the Specific Plan

sandiego.gov
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Analysis Results

* A project is developable when:

RESPONSE

The value of the completed project is > total cost of
development

Analysis measures “residual land value” - how much

one can afford to pay for a site, compared to what
land is selling for

» Economic consultant’s findings: Land values
are currently $5.2 million/acre (or
$120/square foot)

sandiego.gov
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’ Planning Department

Land Use Considerations

« Existing zoning (29 du/acre) would not
support new development and roadway
network given current market conditions and
land values

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

Land Use Consideration Areas
1. Tecolote Station 1 & p B

2. Future East
Morena Extension

3. South Linda Vista

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

Tecolote Station Considerations

+ Adjacent to transit station

» Potential for mixed-use near
transit

» Opportunity for
neighborhood-serving retail

« Improved walkability

« Streetscape enhancements
near community entry

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

Tecolote Station Considerations

» Comparison - Comm22 _~
+ Comm22
* Mixed-use development

* Adjacent to trolley
station

+ Streetscape
enhancements

« Density - 58 du/acre 7]

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

East Morena Extension

The extension:

» Bounds an area of
approximately 20 acres

« Is located within % mile of
transit station

Associated improvements:
+ A completed street grid

+ Enhanced bike and pedestrian
connections to transit stations

+ Improved interface with USD
+ Mixed-use opportunity area

sandiego.gov

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR 218 February 2019



LETTER RESPONSE

) Planning Department

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

East Morena Extension - Sample Project

- 4 stories mixed use
development
= 300 units (~49 unitsfacre)
+ ground floor retail
« surface and parking
structure

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

ritrnnning
[ | B

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

« Compatible with scale of
nearby multi-family
development

« Opportunity for public
spaces and improved
streetscape

« Opportunity for new
community-serving retail
locations

« Complete the street grid

* Improve interface with
University of San Diego

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

South of Linda Vista Road

Associated

improvements:

+ Approximately 15
Acre area

+ Within % mile of
transit station

+ Potential for
density that is
compatible with
adjacent
neighborhoods

sandiego.gov
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) Planning Department

Options Moving Forward

» Maintain 29 du/acre zoning and 45 foot
height limit - expect limited to no new
residential / mixed used development in the
near term

» Allow an increase in density at the areas
identified for residential and mixed-use
development

* Allow for future consideration of increased
density and/or height on a case-by-case basis
in accordance with established principles

sandiego.gov
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’ Planning Department

Next Steps

« Technical analyses - traffic/noise/air quality
» Determine impacts and mitigation

» Work with community to establish design
guidelines and guiding principles

sandiego.gov
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Letter BB

From: evans jims0@yahoo.com
To: PLH PlanningCEQA
Subject: MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN PROJECT # 2016101021, JAMES D, EVANS
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 7:05:29 PM
BB-1 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
BB-1 We, the citizens and voters of Overlook Heights, members of RTB from the grassroots are so disappointad with

in the analysis of the PEIR.

LORIE ZAPITs blalant disrespect of all the hard work we’ve put

Into our efforts to keep cur neighborhood as the great neighborhood it was/is when we bought in herel

Lorie, most of us voted for you in Good Faith based on your integrity but you have really

and truly let all of us radieally down. Lorie, your non participation of our RTB meetings

is proof that actions speak louder than words. And new, m the final days before the election you decide to spread
[lyers all over Overlook Heighls mlornmyg US how much

vou have done forus. Lorie vou are insulting us when vou do that sort of a thing. These are intelligent people that
have worked their ass’s off and your ACTIONS of SHINING

US ON, as you've chosen to do, 15 despicable to say the least

Senr from my iPad

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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Letter BC

From: Melissa Kornblatt

To: i

Subject: Morena Corridor

Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 8:27:39 PM

Re: Morena Corridor
Project # 582608/SCH
No 2016101021

BC_’I As property owners in Bay Park, we would like you to please take these issues mnto consideration. There is going to BC 1
be too many people using the Teeclote and Clarement over passes to access your specific plan area. The traffic 15

Traffic-related impacts are discussed in Section 6.2 of the PEIR.

going Lo be terrible.
BC-Z It would be nice if you ereate a footbridge over the 5 freeway near the Bay Park Village area. This way, the residents

are able to access Mission Bay without having to drive their cars there. This would elp eliminate traffic and BC-2 As noted in Section 6.2, Transportation and Traffic, of the PEIR,
er‘lﬁ?f;ff'mghmmd the Specific Plan identifies policies to coordinate with Caltrans to
O (SRR provide bridge connections from the Specific Plan area to Mission
Sen, fromymyiRed Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the Clairemont
Drive/East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road
Bridge. Ultimate construction of a bridge would require further
feasibility analysis including site-specific environmental analysis
and engagement with the community at the time a specific

project is proposed.
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Letter BD
From: Jim Elko
To: ELH PlanningCEOA
Subject: Marena Corridor Spedific Plan, #582608/SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Sunday, September 30, 2018 11:37:53 PM

Dear Ms Malone,

BD-1 [ would like to make two comments regarding the Morena Corridor Specific Plan’s PLIR. BD-1 Introducto fy com ment noted.

BD-2 e Let's focus on the Low, Mid, and High (Preferred) Density studies associated with the BD-2 This comment does not suggeSt an Inadequacy in the anaIySIS of
Morena/Ingulf/Denver/Clairemont intersections. Almost all are rated “D” or “F” the PEIR. Project traffic impacts are discussed in Section 6.2 of the
under "Existing Conditions.” What is troubling is that this D/F patterns continue or
worsen under nearly all proposed plans of Low/Mid/High (Preferred) density PEIR.
alternatives, In some cases, the proposed plans deteriorate from and “F” to a “F-minus.”

(There is no rating worse than an “F.”") What we have at

Morena/Ingulf/Denver/Clairemont intersections are collector streets never designed to

handle the traffic load. Ingulf St. and Denver St. are 36-feet wide, which will create

untenable traffic congestion at am/pm rush hours. This road section is a “pinch-point,”

permitting only a few vehicles to pass between the 4-Lane Major Arterials of

Clairemont Dr. and Morena Blvd. This proposed traffic congestion is untenable!

BD-3 As outlined in the PEIR, the mitigation plan is to widen the “approaches" to northbound left- . L. .
turn and southbound lanes at Clairemont Dr. and Denver Streets. Further, the mitigation BD-3 The comment mcorrectly states the mltlgatlon measure at the
[_:iroposal Lo create a I'r_ighl turn only lane" already exists. Mc-r_cly wit_lcning the approach is Clairemont Drive and Denver Street intersection to create a right
inadequate and does little to solve the problem. The solution is to widen both Denver and .
Ingulf Streets from 36-feet and add new lane. This added extra lane on Denver and Ingulf turn Only lane alrea dy exists. As stated on page 57 of the
between Clali]rcllrlf,)nl.l Dr‘[ and Morena Blvd. will help alleviate the “hourglass™ effect on these Tra nspo rtation Impact Analysis (See Appendix B of the Draft PEI R),
narrow  collector streets. " . . . . .
the proposed mitigation measure is to provide a dedicated right

BD-4 ¢ The road section on Clairemont Dr. from Denver St. to Mission Bay Park and back is turn onIy lane in the southbound direction, which is currently a
unsafe! there is only a 5-foot wide sidewalk to accommodate pedestrians. It is dangerous shared thro ugh-right turn lane. The comment further suggests
for bicyclists ride on Clairemont Dr. to/from Mission Bay Park when vehicles are h ideni £ D d I If hich d b
transitioning to/from Freeway [-5 at a high rate of speed. This is especially the case on the widening o enver an ngultr streets, which wou e
city owned Clairemont Dr. There is simply not enough room for eyelists. The five-foot inconsistent with the Mob|||ty Element of the Speciﬂc Plan.
wide sidewalk is totally inadequate for young families with baby carriages, rolling ice
chests, and toddlers to safely walk on Clairemont Dr. and across the Clairemont Dr.
overpass Lo Mlssmn Bay Purk. The Clallrcm‘onl. [?r. Lrollc.y slalllon_currcnlly under BD-4 As noted in Section 6.2, Transportation and Traffic, of the PEIR,
construction is a wonderful asset allowing families to enjoy Mission Bay Park. Why . X L . K K
are we inviting them to the county’s largest aquatic park and yet making it unsafe to get the Specific Plan identifies policies to coordinate with Caltrans to
th:.ere? Either widen the brldgei \Vlc!en tl}e sidewalk, create a new pedest{'lalv‘hlke . provide br|dge connections from the SpECiﬁC Plan area to Mission
bridge over the I-5 freeway. What is going to happen when someone using a wheelchair . . . .
comes into contact with a family coming from the opposite direction with a stroller and Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the Clairemont
toddlers? How many innocent lives might be lost by those wanting to enjoy Mission f - f :

T i acis b arad e tar i e s e Dr.|ve/ East .M ission Bay Drlye and Sea 'World Drlve/Tecglote Road
Bridge. Ultimate construction of a bridge would require further
Respecifilly, feasibility analysis including site-specific environmental analysis
Jim Elko . . . . p
o G208 and engagement with the community at the time a specific
projectis proposed.
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Hazard Jr., Enterprises LP Letter BE
Morena West LLC
10851 Sorrento Valley Rd., Suite 2A
San Diego, CA 92121

September 30, 2018

Rebecca Malone

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive MS413

San Diego, CA 92123

Re: MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN #582608/SCH #2016101021

Dear Ms. Malone;

BE-1 Hazard Jr., Enterprises, LP and Morena West, LLC own several commercial properties located BE-1 The commenter’s su pport for the SPECIfIC Plan is noted.
within the proposed Morena Corridor Specific Plan update (*Plan") area. The ownership and its
families have provided long time business and employment opportunities within the project area
and throughout the greater San Diego area for many years. The ownership supports the PEIR for
the two Transit stations located at Tecolote and Morena stations for mixed use TOD residential as
outlined in the proposed zoning and density of the Plan. The combination of density and good
urban planning along with the allowable building height, as written in the current version of the
Plan, for the TOD's can achieve a good neighborhood_ master planning opportunity for the two
districts. Such projects provide the opportunity to contribute to a solution for the increasing
shortage of housing.

Very truly yours,

Hazard Manggemep{ IRT., General Partner

Julius 8.
Trustee
email: jpaeske@cfisandiego.com
Direct line 858-200-4273

., CPM®,
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BF-1

BF-2

BF-3

BF-4

2249 Tokalon Street Letter BF

San Diego, CA 92110

Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Dept.

9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

RE: Comments on the Morena Specific Corridor Plan (PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No.
201610102} Draft Program Environmental Impact Report — August 2018

Dear Rebecca Malone,

| have the reviewed the Maorena Corridor Specific Plan Draft Draft Program Environmental
Impact Report {PEIR), and | am impressed with the skill and effort that has gone into the report
and supporting analysis.

However, the following key items are missing or are incomplete:

1. Article 3.3.2: Please discuss why improvements to the Clairemont Drive and Seaworld
Drive/Tecolote Road bridges over Interstate - 5 to connect new bicycle facilities
identified in the MCSP with existing facilities are not described in the PEIR. The addition
of over 7,000 new homes within the MCSP will significantly increase the number of
maotarists, bicycle users and pedestrians using these facilities, which do not meet
maodern standards for safety. This is particularly true for pedestrian and bicycle users.

2. Article 6.2 describes traffic impacts to 1-5 Clairemont Drive, I-5 Seawarld Drive and the I-
8 Morena Boulevard On-Ramps (Impact 6.2-8 through 6.2-11), which addresses vehicles
leaving the community. Please describe impacts vehicular traffic entering the
community from the I-5 and |-8 Off-Ramps. Currently, these freeway off-ramps operate
at Level of Service (LOS) F during peak periods, and any increase in demand will have
negative economic and safety impacts.

3. Article 6.2 Please describe the impacts of increased vehicular parking both within the
Morena Carridor and within the surrounding neighbarhood. Occupants of newly
constructed multi-family homes with more vehicles than allotted spaces will park in the
surrounding neighborhood streets, displacing current home-owners street parking.
Quiet streets just outside of the Specific Plan Area boundaries could be filled with cars
and traffic with negative impacts to safety.

BF-1

BF-2

BF-3

Introductory comment noted.

As noted in Section 6.2, Transportation and Circulation, of the
PEIR, the Specific Plan identifies policies to coordinate with
Caltrans to provide bridge connections from the Specific Plan area
to Mission Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the
Clairemont Drive/East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World
Drive/Tecolote Road Bridge. Ultimate construction of a bridge
would require further feasibility analysis including site-specific
environmental analysis and engagement with the community at
the time a specific project is proposed.

The vehicular traffic entering the community from local and
regional facilities are accounted for in the Transportation Impact
Analysis (see Appendix B of the Draft PEIR) including the freeway
segments, freeway ramps, roadway segment, and intersection
operational analyses. These volumes are assigned to the roadway
network segments and intersections based on their travel
patterns, as documented in Appendix G of the Transportation
Impact Analysis. The intersections within the study area
controlling access to the freeway facilities (I-5 Northbound and
Clairemont Drive, |-5 Southbound and Clairemont Drive, I-5
Northbound and Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road, and I-5
Southbound and SeaWorld Drive/Tecolote Road) are forecast to
operate at acceptable levels of service under all scenarios. The
Morena Boulevard ramps with 1-8 are uncontrolled; thus, a level
of service cannot be determined for the intersection. As such,
operations at these locations are acceptable and no design
changes are proposed, therefore, build out of the Specific Plan is
not anticipated to result in a change to safety conditions at these
locations.
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BF-4  As detailed in Specific Plan and discussed in Chapter 3.0 of the
PEIR, new and improved parking is designated throughout the
Specific Plan area and the Specific Plan includes policies to
promote structured and shared parking. Parking requirements
are dictated by the Municipal Code and not the Specific Plan.
Additionally, planning for high-density residential development
near high-quality transit is a focus of the City General Plan City of
Villages Strategy, the City's Climate Action Plan, and is consistent
with SANDAG strategies identified in the Regional Plan.
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Morena Corridor Specificplon | BF-5 The comment requests an explanation why identified mitigation
PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021 measures were not included within the Impact Fee Study (IFS). As
Comments on Dmfa;?g stated in the PEIR, "There is no funding mechanism for the
remaining measures not included within the IFS. Additionally,
BF-5 4. Article 6.2.6.1 states that ”...only mitigation measures TRANS 6.2-4, TRANS 6.2-6, and implementation of the roadway segment and intersection
TRANS 6.2-7 are included within the proposed Morena Corridor Specific Plan and Impact measures not included within the prOPOSEd IFS would be
Fee Study (IFS). There is no funding mechanism for the remaining measures not included inconsistent with the mobi|ity goa|s of the proposed Morena
within the IFS.” Please explain why the remaining measures were not included in the Corridor Specific Plan. Additional detail regarding the infeasibility
IFS.
of these measures will be presented to decision makers prior to
BF-6 5. Article 6.2.6.1 states that “...implementation of the roadway segment and intersection project decision as part of the Candidate Findings.
measures not included within the proposed IFS would be inconsistent with the mobility
gools of the proposed Morena Corridor Specific Plan.” Please explain how these . . . X X
mitigation measures, which are intended to reduce congestion and improve safety, are BF-6 The referenced m|t|gat|on measures require Wldenmg of
inconsistent with the City’s mobility goals. roadways; thus, degrading the pedestrian and bicycle
) _ S environments, which is counter to the goals stated in the City of
BF-7 6. Article 6.2.6.1 states “The ultimate design of identified mitigation improvements . . .
represents the design required to reduce potential impacts at build-out of the Specific San Dlego s General Plan MObIIIty Element and the stated gO&lS of
Plan area, and the effectiveness at the project-level is not known at this time.” Please the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. Additional detail regarding the
explain how zll significant impacts can be addressed in this report without determining infeasibility of these measures will be presented to decision
all traffic related mitigation improvements at build-out. X . .. . . .
makers prior to project decision as part of the Candidate Findings.
BF-8 7. Article 6.2.6.1 states “Future development projects’ transportation studies would be
able to more occurately identify potential transportation impacts and provide the BF-7 As a progra m_|eve| document, the PEIR dOGS not propose any
mechanism to address project-specific mitigation including, but not limited to, physical . . . .
improvements, fair share contribution, or transportation demand management SpeCIﬂC development prOJects, and thus cannot prowde SpeCIﬂC
measures, or a combination of these measures. Impacts to the majority of the impacted mitigation measures. Therefore, a mitigation framework is
intersections and roadway segments would remain significant and unavoidable.” Please provided, giving future projects guide“nes for requ]red m]tigation
explain why the majority of impacted intersections and roadway sections discussed in . . .
ity b oA rsd bhebi measures that would be implemented at a project level. Since the
paragrapn wou remain unavoldable.
final designs of future projects are unknown, the analysis took a
BF-9 8. Article 6.2.6.1 states that Impacts 6.2-8 through 6.2-11 are “...unavoidable because the conservative approach to proper'y disclose the impact as
City cannot ensure that the mitigation necessary to avoid or reduce the impacts toa L . . . . . .
level below significance would be implemented prior to the occurrence of the impact. ” Slgnlﬂcant and unavoidable. Future dlscre“onary prOJeCtS will still
Based on this statement, please describe: (1) the mitigation measures that could reduce be rGQUired to prOVide Supplemental CEQA analysis to disclose
the impacts to a level below significance at buildout of the MSCP, and (2) why impacts and |dent|fy appropriate m|t|gat|on measures (Where
construction of these mitigation measures cannot be made a condition of and Iicable)
completed prior to implementation of the MCSP. app '
BF-10 9. Article 6.2.6.2 Please describe how the safety of bicyclists and pedestrians using the BF-8 See response to comment BF-7.
Interstate-5 and Interstate-8 interchanges will be impacted as a result of the increased
vehicular traffic resulting from the MSCP.
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BF-9 The comment requests identification of the mitigation measures
for Impacts 6.2-8 through 6.2-11. These facilities are not under
the authority of the City of San Diego; however, Caltrans and
SANDAG have a plan in place to determine the long-term
improvements necessary for these facilities (San Diego Forward:
The Regional Transportation Plan), which has been developed and
adopted. To maintain consistency with their vision, the proposed
mitigation is based on the improvements identified in the
Regional Transportation Plan. The comment also requests an
explanation as to why construction of freeway mitigation
measures cannot be made a condition of and completed prior to
implementation of the MCSP. As stated in the PEIR,
"implementation of freeway improvements in a timely manner is
beyond the full control of the City since Caltrans has approval
authority over freeway improvements."

BF-10 Bicycle and pedestrian safety is discussed in Section 6.2.3 of the
PEIR. Specifically, the PEIR addresses whether the project would
conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation. Inherent to this discussion is the
construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities that would
support improved pedestrian facilities and increased safety for
pedestrians and bicyclists. Additionally, all street improvements
would be designed consistent with the City of San Diego’s Street
Design Manual (2002) for the respective classification, where
feasible, which includes provisions to accommodate pedestrians,
thereby ensuring that pedestrian facilities meet required City
design standards.
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Morena Corridor Specific Plan

PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021
Cemments on Draft PEIR

Page 3

BF-11 10. Article 10.4 states that “...the Mid-Density Land Use Plan Alternative is the
environmentally superior alternative for this PEIR.” Please explain why the Mid-Density
Land Use Plan Alternative, which is the “environmentally superior” alternative was not
selected as the proposed alternative for the Morena Corridor Specific Plan.

BF-12 without addressing the items discussed herein, the report appears to be incomplete. | do not
understand how the City and the surrounding community can make a meaningful decision
about this report without these items and the supporting analysis.

Please let me know if you have any questions about these comments.

Sincerely,

Holly Quan
Resident

BF-11

BF-12 Conclusion to comments is noted.

CEQA is required to identify an environmentally superior
alternative from the range of alternatives evaluated in the EIR.
This process ensures that the decision makers have all relevant
information they require to either approve the project, select an
alternative, or deny the project in its entirety. The ultimate
decision, therefore, will be made by the City Council after a
recommendation by the Planning Commission.
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From: Debia Letter BG
To: f
Subject: Project Name: Morena Corridor Specific Plan Project No, 582608 / SCH 2016101021
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 12:09:58 AM

TO: Rebecca Malene, City of San Diego, City Planning Dept, City Council
RE: PUBLIC COMMENT to PEIR

Morena Corridor Specific Plan Project No. 582608 / SCH 2016101021
PUBLIC COMMENT:

As an 8 year resident of Bay Park, | look forward to the new trolley stations in the Morena Corridor, and

RESIDENT-INFLUENCED smart growth. _
BG_'] in other words: NOT Developer, and NOT non-resident influenced. BG 1 Introducto ry comment nOted'
1) Al this proposed increase in density means NEWLY built condos, so they would have to be $550,000 § . . .
to $1 million cost to residents, These residential buyers have the money, and WILL own multiple cars BG-2 Impa cts related to traffic are discussed in PEIR Section 6.2.
BG-Z when they move in. The area around Knoxville St. currently is 5-9 DU/AC, and Tecolote Village District is
proposed to be 109 Du/AC, with no expansion of access to the freeway on/off ramps fer current or future
residents . . .
BG-3 This comment restates conclusions reached in the PEIR. For a
2) Appendix B "Transportation Impact Analysis" shows seven of the roadway segments as Level of . . ) . .
Senice (LOS) F, the warst nessible. and the tables analyzing the "Preferred Plan® shows NO discussion of traffic-related impacts, see Section 6.2 of the PEIR.
BG-3 improvement in Level of Service for the majority of LOS F roadway segments. They weuld remain at an F
levellll  Definition of LOS E is "Unstable operation and significant delay" LOS F is "high delay and
extensive queuing” | am particularly concerned with Knoxville - Morena - Tecolote Rd BG-4 AS noted in Section 6 2 Transportation and CirCUlation Of the
Ly ’
3) These residents will ﬂﬂd it necessary to use their cars to access Mission Bay Park, and ALL areas of PE|R, the Speciﬁc p|an identiﬁes poIicieS to Coordinate Wlth
, as it is massively dangerous to cross the freeway overpasses by bicycle or by foot.
BG-4 The proposed overpass bicycle lane does nothing to protect bicyclists (o pedestrians) from the Caltrans to provide br|dge connections from the Spec]ﬂc Plan area
danger of vehicles going on and off the freeway. It will still be toe frightening to use. Will have to drive L. . X .
cars Lo Mission Bay in order te bicycle to Mission Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the
Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge over freeway is CRITICAL to meeting CAPS. Cl . t D A /E t M . B D . d S W |d
alremon rive/eas ISsion a rve an ea or
4) The City Planning Department's analysis of the Morena Corridor Area, does NOT seem to . . . y . .
acknowledge the impact of the physical characteristics of the residential neighborhood nexttoit. The Drive/Tecolote Road Brldge. Ultimate construction of a brldge
BG_S Plan wants people to walk and bicycle to the Transit Stations, but does not recognize that for most of the . T . . . . . g
residential area: Tecolote Rd to Milton is steep hills and bound by canyons limiting alternative routes, WOUId reqUWe fU rther feaSIbIIIty ana|y5|5 IndUdlng S|te'5peC|f|C
for thousands of residents, Knoxville is the only access to the freeway. . . . .
These large, populated neighborhoods from Tecelote Rd to Milton have heavy, fast traffic, narrow roads, enVIronmentaI analySIS and engagement Wlth the Communlty at
very dark streets after sunset, and a severe lack of sidewalks. That puts residents DRIVING from their H H = : H
homes to the Transit Station, because it is TOO DANGEROUS to walk or bicycle in the neighborhoods the time a SpeCIﬂC prOJeCt IS proposed'
with no, or very limited sidewalks. (What would be my walkable route to the trolley, only a few houses on
a block have sidewalks -- very strangel) Walking or biking in the road cars whizzing by within inches of . . . . X
you is NOT safel BG-5 The Specific Plan includes policies to improve pedestrian and
5) MO increased height limit, only LOW density should be allowed on Plan section where the bicyclist Safety that would benefit surrou nding neigh borhoods as
Knoxville/Morena Trailer Park is located currently. With Knoxville being the only access to the freeway & . . .
BG-6 transit station for THOUSANDS of pecple currently well. The comment does not raise an issue rega I’dlng the
- residing in the area, there is no other way for residents' cars on this property to exit it, except on
Knaxville. This parcel is bound by a RIVER on the ather sids of it adequacy of the PEIR.
BG_7 B) Bay Park Resident Martin Habel has written a well-thought-out letter on the Morena Corridor Specific
R R s _ _ BG-6 Comment noted. The comment does not raise an issue related to
As such, | am officially submitting as my first Public Comment, the comments he has made in the .
attached letter the adequacy of the PEIR analysis.
Thank you for consideration of my peints,
B BG-7 Seeresponses to comments to Letter M.
4930 Sparks Avenue
Bay Park
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Letter BH
From: Janet Croft
To: BLH PlanningCEO&
Subject: Morena CorridorSpecific Plan project No. 582608 /SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Maonday, October 01, 2018 12:10;34 AM
. b . BH-1 mment n .Th mmen not rai ni rel
BH-1 The Morena Corridor Specific Plan seems to be only a veiled plan Co ent noted €co ent does not raise an issue related to

to chip away at the 30" height limit and eventually eliminate it the adequacy of the PEIR analysis.

altogether. It does not protect the neighborhoods or current
residents affected by this plan as promised. It is environmentally
flawed and does not address the real needs of the communities
accurately. In short reject it.

Karl Croft

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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Letter BI
From: Carol Baker
To: PLH PlaoningCEOA
o e et hbante st et ks S (o et Mot taraes, o oo
. Scott Sherman; CouncilMember David Alvarez; Councilmember Georgette Gomez
e e el BI-1  Comment noted. While the commenter states that the EIR lacks
adequate analysis, specific concerns are detailed in the remainder
Dear Rebecca Malone, . .
of the letter and responses provided accordingly.
Bl-1 1 am a resident of Overlook Heights in the Linda Vista Planning Group area. I have
been a resident for 14 years. I am also a 2nd generation San Diegan. There are some o e . .
T — ad‘é;csscd in the EIR, thatghas — . e BI-2 Wildfire hazards are addressed in Section 6.10 of the PEIR. As
stated therein, future projects would be required to adhere to
The EIR is based on assumptions that are not real or factual. They are made up to . prol . . g .
meel some arbilrary goal pul in place by politicians that do nol know how Lo follow rEgU|at0 ry requirements which include the provision of
out the consequences of these extremely life threatening decisions. prevention measures include vegetation (brush) ma nagement,
BI-2 1) the infrastructure is not REQUIRED to be updated to accommodate the high such as selective removal/thinning and fire-resistant plantings to
density. ) o _ create appropriate buffer zones around development. Other
Without this, you are creating a situation that puts hundreds, if not thousands of . . . . .
people in danger. If vou were not a resident of San Diego in the 1980's, let me tell you standards require Incorporating a pp“ca ble fire-related
why. . , o . construction and design elements including fire-resistant building
Starting in the 1970's the city leaders encouraged owners in the mid city area to build . § K i
710 9 units in place of their single family homes. (Even these had 1 car off street materials, fire/ember/smoke barriers, automatic alarm and
parking per unit.*) But the city did no upgrades to the infrastructure. When a fire Spl’i nkler systems and providing adequate fire flow and
started in the hill above Mission Valley and below the Normal Heights/Kensington !
area, it could not be fought from the top of the hill. The water lines were never €mergency access.
upgraded and so the fire hydrants did nol have enough waler pressure Lo combal the
fire as it crested the hill. Many lost their homes because of the city's poor planning. . X . .
A side note: Overlook Heights is a cul-de-sac neighborhoaod. The only egress/ingress BI-3 As detailed in Chapter 3.0 of the PEIR, new and |mpr0Ved pa rk|ng
inonas b}ock stretch of Morena Blvd. We have Tocglotc Canyon on 2 sides. If a fire is designated th roughout the Specific Plan area. Additionally, the
broke out in Tecolote Canyon and came up to our neighborhood, we would all be o . .
trapped by gridlocked streets. And if no upgrades to the water lines, you would be the Specific Plan includes policies to promote structured and shared
one signing our death warrant. parking. With respect to adequate parking and trolley ridership,
BI-3 2) The cily nol requiring off streel parking is NOT based on factual evidence that this planning for high'denSity residential deVEIOpment near h|gh'
\lf\gll ma.lée rizmd.e“n;jooyfrthe new h}:g?; densily housing use public transportation. Or that quallty transit is a focus of the Clty General Plan Clty of Villages
e residents wi own a vehicle. o, . . . . 8
Without this factual evidence, the real life resulls are these high density residents Strategy, the City's Climate Action Plan, and is consistent with
pa_rk}llllljg 1111 thj tmlh]aj_\-' parking lot nearby, the business district and the residential SANDAG strategies identified in the Regional Plan. White it cannot
neighborhood nearby. . . X L.
If businesses do not have parking for their customers they will go out of business. This be guaranteed that future residents will use transit, providing
is a proven fact. ‘ , . » density near transit incentivizes residents to do so. The remainder
If the trolley does not have parking the riders will not use it. Another proven fact. . o . ]
*With .5 off street parking per unit suggested, the streets will be over crowded, leaving of this comment related to criminals is outside the scope of the
residents to walk a very long way to and from their vehicles. This creates an extremely CEQA document. However, the PEIR provides a framework to
dangerous situation for individuals that must walk this route at night. Especially with ’ ] ! . .
the dumping of the eriminals/sex offenders back on the street instead of actually ensure adequate pollce services are available as future
development occurs (see PEIR Section 6.13).
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Bl-4

BI-5

BI-6

BI-7

BI-8

BI-9

BI-10

BI-11

keeping them in prison.

3 The EIR uses vague, unqualified Lerms such as "should”, "could", "might",
"consider”. These terms must be more precise. They need to be terms such as
"required”, "must”.

4) This plan does not meet the Mayors Climate Action Plan. Without the factual
knowledge that 6000 more units (equates to 10,000 more people and at least 6000
more vehicles) will not own a vehicle and use public transportation exclusively, idling
vehicles at gridlocked roads will produce more carbon emissions, not less.

5) The EIR did not account for the nearby high density of the development less than 3
miles away Lhal will be using these same slreels.

This is a fact. Evervday vehicles exit highway 5 at Sea World Dr and use Morena Blvd
to access Linda Vista Rd and Friars Rd.

There will be gridlocked streets because there is no enforecable means of insuring the
new high density residents do not own a vehicle that will be traveling the streets.

It is a fact based on real life. IF the traffic study was actually done with real life figures
instead of numbers based on unrealistic assumptions to meet the goals of the city
planners/state politicians that do not logically follow their decisions out to the factual
conclusion, il would show Lhe Lrue, facl based resulls.

6) The EIR does nol "require” the new high density units to provide affordable
housing. Withoul a "requiremenl" Lhis will nol happen. Look al Lhe pasl projects Lo
get the real life facts. Developers will buy out of the 10% rule. Affordable housing
"must” be provided at no less than 50% of the units. With no waiver for the
developer.

Even ifthe developer provides 10% at the affordable rate, is that enough for the
teachers, fire fighters, law enforcement that are in need of affordable housing? Past
evidence says nol.

7) Alfordable housing does not exclusively mean rental unils. There needs to be a
"requirement” for home ownership. Even the people who qualify for affordable
housing do not wish to be a tenant for the rest of their lives. They would like to be a
home owner.

This is a fact. These policies are creating a welfare class by forcing lower middle class
and lower income individuals into rentals for the rest of their lives.

There are many things wrong with this EIR. The main problems is the "assumptions”
it is based on and the vague, non committable language allowing the most important
items to be delayed and never completed. This EIR must be redone with factual
evidence and nol unrealistic assumptions.

T would like to reference the comments submitted by the Linda Vista Planning Group
Ad Hoce commitlee for the Morena Corridor Specific Plan. That document lists the
majority of the flaws with the EIR.

Thank you for considering my comments. [ look forward Lo Lhe cily planners and the
city council members doing the right thing by the residents of Morena Corridor
Specific Plan and all neighborhoods within the TOD area.

#Please conlirm receipl of email*

Carol Baker 619-202-83551

Bl-4

BI-5

BI-6

Comment noted. Various terms used throughout the PEIR
including those referenced in the comment. At a program level of
analysis, it is acceptable to acknowledge that impacts could occur,
and then provide a framework for future mitigation should
impacts actually occur based on subsequent project level analysis.

The proposed project was found to be consistent with the City's
CAP. As discussed in Section 6.8.3, one of the five primary
strategies identified in the CAP is to implement bicycling, walking,
transit, and land use strategies that promote increased
development capacity for transit-supportive residential and
employment densities and provide more walking and biking
opportunities in Transit Priority Areas. The project proposes
increased housing densities and non-residential intensities
adjacent to the trolley stations within the TPAs. In addition, the
proposed project provides mobility recommendations intended
to improve pedestrian and bicycle connectivity consistent with the
CAP land use and mobility strategies. For a complete discussion
on how the project would be consistent with the goals of the City’s
CAP, see Section 6.8.3 of the PEIR.

The comment states the Draft PEIR did not account for the nearby
high density of an unidentified development. The Transportation
Impact Analysis (see Appendix B of the Draft PEIR) analyzed land
uses that have been approved and those included in the Regional
Model. The future Riverwalk Development—which will utilize
roadways referenced in the comment—has not been approved by
City Council; therefore, the current land use assumptions
provided by the Regional Model for that site were included in the
analysis. As shown in Appendix G of the Transportation Impact
Analysis, this includes over 50,000 trips generated at the
Riverwalk site. Standard trip generation assumptions were
utilized for all land uses, including high-density multi-family
developments; no reductions based on vehicle ownership were
assumed.
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BI-7  Future development within the Specific Plan area would be
required to demonstrate consistency with City regulations related
to affordable housing that may include providing affordable units
and/or payment of in lieu fees.

BI-8  Seeresponse to comment BI-7.

BI-9  The comment does identify a specific issue related to the
adequacy of the analysis or otherwise discuss why the analysis is
deficient; thus, a specific response is not required.

BI-10 See responses to comments in Letter AR.

BI-11  Concluding comments are noted.
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BJ-1 Introductory comment noted.
Letter BJ
v i BJ-2  The project is consistent with City regulations relating to the
fr Nondar, Guber Oty L8 BATOO AN 1 o SOLGIORE provision of adequate affordable housing and/or payment of in
lieu fees. Parking requirements are established in the City
Municipal Code and future projects will be required to
Attn. Rebecca Malone: . . . . .
demonstrate compliance with applicable parking regulations.
Bl-1 | am a 10 year resident of Overlook Heights and a registered voter. | have attended and spoken at H H H H
J some Planning Comm meetings regarding this project noted above, and | have submitted written Currently' there is no requirement for underground parkmg in the
comments in 2017 and now in 2018. | care about San Diego and the quality of life here and am VERY Municipal Cod
i 1 : | ! unicipal Code.
concerned that the City is NOT taking charge of the current city growth by setting parameters and
budget needs for how that growth occurs.
BJ-Z In the 8/28/18 Planning meeting at USD, | was told that the Planning comm. does not have the power to BJ'3 Comment noted. This comment does not SUggGSt an inadequacy
require builders of the apartment units near Tecolote Station to provide underground parking for : H : H =3 PR
tenants. | lived in Santa Monica for many years and can testify that the Santa Monica City Councils n the anaIySIS Of the PEIR. Wlth SpeCIfIC respect to trafﬂc ImpaCtS
(1980-80's plus) did place requirements on builders to provide underground parking, and other needs of and pa rks, see Sections 6.2 and 6.13 of the PEIR, respective|y_
affordable units and other environmental needs. For example, if a developer want to build luxury
housing by the ocean, they had to also build realistic affordable housing in another part of Santa Monica
along with environmental park areas etc. which met the communities needs! These types of B|-4 With . f bei d | d h
planning needs could not be "waivered " away. - Iith respect to Infrastructure being developed to serve the
s Howard Wayne noted in his 8/28/18 Chaimman's Report and on the EIR proposed mcreas.e dens.lty,. implementation .of the . mitigation
framework contained within the PEIR provides guidance for
BJ'3 "*4) The City's plan ignores the community input. fut d | t ot that itigati includi
The Vision plan approved February 16, 2016 called for: uture evelopmen O ensure a mitigation, Including
a. Retention of the current height limits infrastructure improvements, would occur as needed, on a
b. No worsening of traffic . . .
c. Density compatible with the existing neighborhoods project-by-project basis.
d. Plan for infrastructure and parks for any increase in density
BJ-4 5) City's proposed plan: ) . .. .
a. Raise the height limit to 100 ft at Tecolote Station and 65 ft at the existing | D> 1€ COmMment restates a project objective. As stated in CEQA
Morena station. Guidelines Section 15124, the project’s Statement of Objectives,
clIIr;;al.el\larrc:uws Morena Blvd Southbound to one lane and suggest a traffic “should include the underlying purpose of the project." The PEIR
c. Increases density at Tecolote Station from 29 units per acre to 109 units per included an objective for high-density residential and
acre and 73 units per acre at the Morena station. (to help conceptualize, the employment opportunities consistent with the City of ViIIages
Tecolote Station is approximately 20 acres. This means over 2000 units can be ,
built at the Jeromes/Toys R properties with only half a parking space pe strategyandSANDAGssmartgrowth model.
unit. It does not matter if they are studios, 1, 2 or 3 bedroom units.)
d. Does not provide for infrastructure to match density increase. . . .
B_]-S 6) Not a "collaborative process between the community and the City". BJ‘6 The C|ty recognizes that it cannot be guaranteed that future
Strongly suggests Planning Dept had predetermined outcome. See EIR, "Project residents will take advantage of transit; however’ p|anning for
Objectives, S-2: . . . . . . o
"The following objectives were identified to outline the underlying purpose for the hlgh'den5|ty residential development near hlgh'quallty transitis a
proposed project...." focus of the City General Plan City of Villages Strategy, the City's
"Promote high-density residential and employment opportunities" Cli te Acti >|/3I di Yt t '%h SAN DAgg trat .y
BJ-6 7) NEED a ridership study to support the extreme densification Imate Action an, and Is consistent wi strategies
a. City assumes the high density areas will regularly use the trolley instead of identified in the Regional Plan.
MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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vehicles. This justifies less than one parking space/unit.
b. No ridership study supports that
c. Friars Road rebuts it.
d. Residents will still own a car even if they ride the trolley regularly. VWhere will

they park?"

BJ-7 | THE CRITICAL CONCERNS REGARDING THE FAILURE TO HAVE CONCRETE . , o
FEASIBLE INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNING AND BUDGETING TO MEET THE B-7  As futurg development procegds consistent with the SpeF'f'C Plan,
SURGE IN POPULATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE NEEDS appropriate infrastructure improvements would either be

ARE UNACCEPTABLE! The Plan only states "could” require upgrades. It

should state upgrades are required as well as budgeting to realize them! reqUIrEd to be InStaHEd concurrent Wlth prOJeCt deVeIOpment, If

warranted, or development impact fees would be paid to ensure

BJ-8 Our community both residents and local business who serve residents, infrastructure needs are funded commensurate with the demand
workers and many other inhabitants of San Diego are put at great risk by the
failure of both the Planning Commission and the City Council to listen to us generated by development.

and not realistically plan! Howard Wayne's EIR Review submitted at the 8/28/18
meeting details suggestions of wording changes to make policies enforceable. .
BJ-8  Concluding comments noted.
My vision of this UNPLANNED FUTURE is a nightmare of vacant business - like
Sardina's and Andres restaurants on Morena due to traffic gridlock, power outages
and other infrastructure failures as we residents (if we do stay and we do want to!!!)
breathe horrific smog full of emissions and green house gases!

The Vision plan approved February 16, 2016 called for:

a. Retention of the current height limits

b. No worsening of traffic

c¢. Density compatible with the existing neighborhoods

d. Plan for infrastructure and parks for any increase in density
Please help the Morena community and the City of San Diego realize that
vision! As Howard Wayne well concluded in his report: "We welcome mixed
use development, some additional density, infrastructure to meet the needs
increased density imposes, and affordable housing.

This plan does not deliver any of the community’s input nor what the Ad Hoc
committee recommended.”

I, as | assume you also do, love San Diego and want to work for positive growth! |
plan to forward this to all the City Council members and the Mayor. Thank you for
your time and energy.

Sincerely,

Ellen Quigley
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Letter BK
From: Barbarah Tomes
To: PN PlanningCEQA
Subject: Morena Corridor Specific Flan PROJECT No.: 582608 [ SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 9:16:54 AM

Dear Planning Department,

As a Clairemont resident, I support in concept the developments coming to
the Clairemont area, and the Morena corridor specific plan.

First:

I am in favor of the low-density option highlighted in the draft. I would like
to state that my overall concern is with increase vehicle miles driven
through the community as a whole, and request that careful planning be
devoted to alternative transportation routes/methods, in addition to
bike/ped access to Tecalote nature center/park and mission bay.

I would be open to considering the mid-density alternative if a more
comprehensive traffic study is performed.

Second:

Please consider the community in which you are proposing new units to be
built. Clairemont is a blue collar, medium income community, and does not
call for "luxury apartments" renting for a minimum of $2000 for a one
bedroom apartment. If the new developments only concentrate in luxury
builds, it will further inflate the cost of homes in the area, and push its
residents out. I know the planning department does not control the
market, but it is under your general purview to maintain the affordability
of homes within the community you are calling for new development.

Third:

If/when an alternative is chosen, I would like for the community of
Clairemont (maybe through the planning group) to be part of the RFP
process, specifically when selecting a design, or overall "look", of the new
development, and its prime contractors.

Thank you for the work you do, and please remember that not every one
in the community is against new development.

Sincerely,

Barbarah Torres
805-280-9059

BK-1

BK-2

BK-3

BK-4

BK-5

The commenter’s support for the project is noted.

The commenter's support for the Low-Density Alternative is
noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the
analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.

Concluding comments noted.

MORENA CORRIDOR SPECIFIC PLAN
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PEIR

244

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
February 2019



LETTER

RESPONSE

BL-1

BL-2

BL-3

BL-4

Letter BL

From; Erin Cullen

To: i

Subject: PROJECT NAME: Morena Corridar Specific Plan PROJECT Mo.: 582608 / SCH No. 2016101021
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 2:37:12 PM

Rebecca Malene, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Dept.

I would like to start out by asking a simple but important question. How can
any kind of a study be done when the the Land Use and Zoning have been
taken out of the MBSP? How can you ligure TrafTic? Environmental? Noise?
Public Services? The list goes on and on. Due to the fact this study is 433 pgs
long I will only touch on a couple of issues.

Transportation and Circulation:

<!--[if lsupportLists]-->1. <!--[endif]-->] travel Hwy. 52 on a regular basis and have
been watching the traffic start to slow or stop around the Genesee or
Clairemont exits. Commulers have now taken to gelling off at these exits
instead of waiting to get onto the 5 frwy. They are going through
neighborhoods and down to Morena Blvd. to jump back on the 8 and 5
[rwys. With this influx of traffic and the fact that there is no Land Use and
Zoning directly associated with this PEIR how is it possible to come up with
the statement that greenhouse gas emissions is “Less than significant™! [ find
this comment unaceeptable and should be reconsidered when Land Use and
Zoning are added back into the MBSP!

<!--[if IsupportLists]-->2.
been a guiding principle of the MBSP yet it has been not been sufficiently
addressed in the PEIR. A person takes their life n therr hands when trying to
cross 0 different intersections on the south side of Clairemont Dr. to get to the
bay. White rubber separation poles will NOT do anything for anyone! We as a
community have continued to work towards getting the City to understand that
Clairemont Dr. accesses Mission Bay (The nation’s largest water park) and
must have a separate pedestrian/bicyele bridge for the safety of everyone. You
wanl people to take the trolley to the bay then we need to have a safe way to get
them there without having to schlep strollers, coolers, chairs ete. over the most
dangerous crossing o the bay!

<|-[endifl-="“Tmprove access lo Mission Bay Park™ has

Health and Safety:

<|-[if !supportLists]-->1.  <!-fendif]->PEIR suggests “very insignilicant” while

BL-1

BL-2

BL-3

BL-4

For a discussion of land use impacts, see Section 6.1 of the PEIR.
For a discussion of proposed land use and zoning changes under
the Specific Plan, see Section 3.3 of the PEIR. Land use and zoning
changes are proposed for the Linda Vista portion of the Specific
Plan area only.

The Draft PEIR does include land use and zoning changes for the
Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area. Thus, traffic and
greenhouse emissions include assumptions based on the
proposed land use changes. Refer to Section 6.2 of the PEIR for a
discussion of transportation and circulation impacts. Refer to
Section 6.8 of the PEIR for a discussion of greenhouse gas
emissions.

A discussion of impacts associated with alternative transportation
(pedestrian facilities, bicycle facilities, and public transit) can be
found in Section 6.2.3 of the PEIR. As noted in Section 6.2,
Transportation and Circulation, of the PEIR, the Specific Plan
identifies policies to coordinate with Caltrans to provide bridge
connections from the Specific Plan area to Mission Bay Park and
improve cyclist mobility over the Clairemont Drive/East Mission
Bay Drive and Sea World Drive/Tecolote Road Bridge. Ultimate
construction of a bridge would require further feasibility analysis
including site-specific environmental analysis and engagement
with the community at the time a specific project is proposed.

PEIR Section 6.10 addresses the potential impacts associated with
wildfire. This section identifies the portion of the project’s location
as mapped as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) by
the California Department of Forestry and Fire (see PEIR Figure 2-
8). The area referenced in this comment is located outside the
boundaries of the Specific Plan area. To ensure fire safety
throughout the Specific Plan area, future projects would be
required to adhere to State and City regulatory requirements
related to fire hazards and prevention. The PEIR does conclude
that through regulatory compliance impacts due to wildland fires
would be less than significant.
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BL-5

BL-6

BL-7

discussing wildfircs. How can that be? 1 can only think back to a time when
Normal Heights burned. Was that considered “very insignificant™? T watched
those homes burn to the ground. T would strongly suggest a new study of
Tecolote Canyon be considered. Overlook Heights is limited 1n its entrance and
exit points. If there is a fire how are the residents supposed to evacuate if fire
trucks and ambulances are coming up the road?

Public Services and Facilities:
<|--[if IsupportLists]—>1. <!-[endif]—>I will only ask one question. How can any
part of this study even be taken seriously without having any knowledge of
what the Land Use and Zoning Portion of the MBSP study 1s? Police? Fire?
Schools? Libraries? How many more dwelling units? WE DON"T KINOW.

In closing 1 would like to express my disappointment in the City and Planning
Commission. We as a community came together spending 4 years going to
meetings and thinking we would actually be able to be a part of a process in
reshaping our community. When Land Use and Zoning were taken out of the
Morena Specific Plan and the PEIR was presented without ANY of what we
had worked so hard for [ realized that we have a lot of work ahead of us.

This plan is flawed. There is no forward thinking only what we can shove in the
area and just deal with the "significant and unavoidable" later. This is no way
lo treat a community!The whole plan should be reconsidered with the Land
Use and Zoning portion put back into the plan and done right!

Sincerely,

Erin Cullen
Bay Park resident

BL-5

BL-6

BL-7

For a discussion of land use impacts, see Section 6.1 of the PEIR.
For a discussion of proposed land use and zoning changes under
the Specific Plan, see Section 3.3 of the PEIR. Impacts to public
services, including police, fire, schools, and libraries, were
assessed based on the proposed land use and zoning
designations under the Specific Plan. Analysis of impacts to these
public services was completed, a discussion of which can be
found in Section 6.13 of the PEIR.

For a discussion of land use impacts, see Section 6.1 of the
PEIR. For a discussion of proposed land use and zoning changes
under the Specific Plan, see Section 3.3 of the PEIR. Land use
changes within the Clairemont Mesa portion of the Specific Plan
area will be considered comprehensively with the pending
Community Plan update. The PEIR analyzes the Final Morena
Corridor Specific Plan. No additional analysis is required.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.
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CASTER Properties, Inc. Letter BM

“Family Owned Since 19397
4607 Mission Gorge Place
San Diego, CA 92120

Phone 619.287.8873
Fax 619.287.2493

www.al storage.com

October 1, 2018

To: PlanningCE

CC: rmalone@sandigeo.gov

Re: Morena corridor specific plan

From: Brian Caster CEO Caster companies

BM-1 We would like to support the Two PEIR for the two transit stations (Tecolote and Morena) BM-1 The commenter's support for the project is noted.
for mix use TOD residential as outlined in the proposed zoning and density. The city must
use these valuable properties to place the highest density next to the trolley stops.
The property owners at and around the Morena planning area have done our part in helping
the city to design towards the smart growth goals the city has and to help meet the pent up
demand for housing. Now the Planning commission and the city council need to step up and
do their part and approve the combination of density and good urban design and allowable
building heights in these two station districts.
The Caster family has been supporting these kinds of e(Torts here in San Diego now for over
60 years and we look forward to seeing these two project areas be built out as planned in the
near fulure so our family and so many others can continue to have a place to live here in San
Diego.
JMT&J br allowing us to comment.
NPeacg /
A
“| President & CEO
Caster Properties / A-1 Self Storage
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| £ Letter BN

" SWEIG

GENERAL CONTRACTING, INC.

October 1, 2018

Rebecca Malone

City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

Re: Comments on the Morena Specific Plan

Ms. Malone:
BN-1  Policies 3.1.1 through 3.1.4 address the implementation of right-
BN-1 The current plan, as shown, makes some significant changes to the traffic patterns off Linda Vista Road. . .
It calls for the annexing of Metro Street and shows a road running north off Linda Vista that impacts a Of'Way extensions and street vacations. Procurement Of property
number of privately held properties to make way for the new road. is not Wlthln the Scope Of the EIR.

The current PEIR is flawed as it has no pravisions to procure this land to make the necessary proposed
changes. There have been assurances that eminent domain is not being considered to procure land for
this project. | would like to suggest the land for the proposed road be taken from an adjoining piece of
land owned by USD, as | believe this plan is partially implemented to for better circulation due to USD’s
increased enrollment. In this way, the traffic can be modified without impacting the properties on
Metro Street and still giving the desired circulation to USD.

BN-2 Implementation of the Specific Plan would not force changes to

BN-2 | have owned a property on Metro for the past 14 years. We have spent more than a million dollars
enhancing and customizing the property to one of the best looking buildings in the area. Annexing our eXiSting prOpertieS. It rather prOVideS guidelines for new
street and forcing us to rebuild will greatly affect our company and the families we support. . .
Improvements to occur. This comment does not suggest an

Additionally, it will cause us to terminate our tenant’s long term lease we currently have in place which inadeq uacy in the ana |ySiS Of the PEIR
would destroy their business as well. :
If you would like to discuss this or take a tour of our building please contact us at your earliest
convenience.
5328 Metro St.
San Diego, CA 92110-2608
(619) 325-6333

5328 Metro St. San Diego, CA 92110  Fax (619) 325-6334  Office (619) 325-6333 Lic.#764317
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Merena Corridor Specific Plan

Improvement 16: Vacate Morena Boulevard between West Morena Boulevard
and Morena Place

+ As part of the proposed improvements, a segment of Morena Boulevard will be closed/vacated
to allow far the re-establishment of a more typlical street grid, and accommodate other proposed
improvements to improve mobility for all modes.

+ Morena Boulevard will be closed from where the extension of Morena Boulevard begins to West
Morena Boulevard. Cushman Avenue extension bisects this vacated segment.

Improvement 17: Vacate Metro Street

* Vacate Metro Street north of Linda Vista Road to minimize the number of intersections along
Linda Vista Road.

+ Implement this improvement concurrent with the extension of Morena Boulevard.

sD)
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Letter BO
From: Mike Hunsaker
To: PLY PlanningCFOA
Subject: Comment letter for the Morena Comidar Draft EIR Praject No. 582608/ SCH 2016101021
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 4:46:12 PM

To: Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
9485 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

Subject: Comment letter for the Morena Corridor Draft EIR Project No, 582608/ SCH 2016101021

Dear Ms. Malone,

BO-1 Thank you for the oppertunity to comment on the Morena Corridor Specific Plan Draft EIR. In this BO-1 |ntroductory comment noted. The comment does not raise
letter | address the issue of the lack of Affordable Housing and the inappropriate housing being . . .
proposed. In addition, the vital area of water conservation is not being addressed correctly. The draft SpeCIfIC issues with rega rd to the adequacy of the PEIR, but raises

EIR also fails to address the need for improvements that need to be built entirely at developer
expense and before accupancy is permitted.

general concerns related to a lack of affordable housing, water
conservation, and public improvements. The comment also

These unsuitable and excessive developments will ultimately negatively impact our entire County. |

will also point out the inadequacy of the EIR alternatives and the lapse of following the City's own identifies inadequacies in the EIR alternatives, but does not
environmental standards for consideration of probable future developments producing cumulative . . . !
negative effects. identify specific concerns.
oo Much of the Wrong Tyvpe of Housing
BO-2 We recently experienced a massive Great Recession which largely resulted from the overhang of too BO-2 Comment noted. This comment does not Suggest an inadequacy

much expensive housing and the unsustainable loans underwritten to finance them. The market for
expensive housing first slowed, and then the inevitable fall began after short term interest rates rose
from rising defaults and the collapsing derivatives. The bank’s gambling with inadequately backed
mortgage derivatives brought the entire financial system into near collapse.

in the analysis of the PEIR.

Now we are once again building too much expensive housing. Several studies have shown that less
than 10% of the population can afford to buy a home in our County. At the recent Board of
Supervisar's Newland Sierra approval hearing, one analyst showed that existing aver medium
income housing satisfied 98% of the market. But only 14 % of the demand for medium and low
income housing needs has been met.

Now, the Federal Reserve is planning significant interest rate increases. Derivative trading
(speculation) has increased. Taxes and Inflation are starting to escalate, particularly in California. The
market for higher end housing is reaching a peak - again. Rapidly rising pension costs are forcing
cutbacks in government services.

The International Monetary Fund is predicting a global crunch on municipal financing in late 2020.
By one expert estimate, the world market for credit, government bonds, mortgages and derivatives
is $347 trillion. Just a problem with 1% of these numbers in any part of the globe can produce

another far greater crash.

The impact and increasingly likely financial collapse was most recently analyzed by the Bank of
International Settlements {“BIS"} located in Switzerland by their chief economist in the 9/3/2018 AFP
Article “BIS warns of global ecenomy risk crisis ‘relapse™. The BIS is called the central bank for the
central bank and closely monitors the international banking system. In its annual repart it notes that
the entire financial structure of the globe in increasingly “fragile”. The BIS is concerned with rising
interest rates, the lack of any remaining means to combat any future recession or banking failures,
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and the deteriorating state of emerging country economies. One need only consider the Venezuela
collapse, the problems in Argentina, the fall of Iran’s economy, distress in Turkey, the failing banks in
Italy, ete. in order ta be concerned. Even China is experiencing a slowdown which stresses third
world countries dependent on commodity economies. The predictions are for another bigger world
contraction in the 2020-2021 timeframe.

For a City that prides itself on being an international proponent, why are the growing global
problems that will spill over to us ignored? Why produce such inappropriate housing when it will
produce even worse local effects? Too much of the wrong, over-priced housing is an existential
threat to the entire County.

In arecent Union-Tribune article on the effects of just rising material costs, the question advanced
was as to whether the construction high-rise boom may well be over in our City. Moreover, it
pointed out that vacancy of rentals in general were rising and i

5 ses which is 5 i Are we going to build at substantial
taxpaver expense what is already a drag on the market and which threatens our entire economy?
Small single family home owners produce the largest share of property taxes and are the bedrock of
City finance. If the housing market tanks again (aided and abetted by this and like inappropriate
develcpments), the property tax base will again shrink at a time City budgets are strained by pension
costs, crumbling infrastructure | traffic congestion, and higher interest rates. Greedy bureaucrats will
scream for more money to maintain themselves with the power, prestige and revenue they have
grown accustomed to enjoy - at our expense.

With this and similar projects, we are preparing the groundwork for an even greater disaster than
the last by building more inappropriate and environmentally unsound high-density market rate
rental develocpments. Few can afford them except a small percentage of elite unmarried high-
income earners attracted to this praject’s coastal properties with a commanding bay view (at the
expense of existing homeowners who bought with the promise that the 30 foot limit would be
maintained). And too many developers are chasing after this rapidly vanishing 10% demographic
whose needs have already been more than met. The stage is not only being once more set for
economic disaster, but a deeper, broader and larger catastrophe. In the last recession only the upper
income earners and large corporations prospered. Is the system rigged again in their favor? Is it
rigged to even produce greater depths for curselves and greater income to the prosperous? After
getting unsustainable building subsidies and concessions and having to strain our budget with having
to build mare of their infrastructure, will the builders of these expensive white elephants then
demand rent subsidies to pay them magnified, assured high profits?

With bank_bail-in measures in place for large bank “emergency”, “crisis” use; why are we supposed
to promote the probability of facilitating even worse problems? For example, & recent Citibank
annual report repeatedly touts how the bail-in feature ensures their survival and prosperity.
However, few citizens wish to see their savings and checking accounts seized and converted into
diluted, unmarketable bank stock when they need their cash to survive.

The bald insistence that any type of housing will solve the Affordable Housing Crisis is plain wrong. If
we need Affordable Housing in a crisis situation, the anly logical and efficient means to do thatis to
build only Affordable Housing until the problem is solved. The old truism is that if you are in a hole,
stop digging. Building more and more expensive housing just puts us in a deeper hole. Insisting that
additional expensive housing is solely at the prerogative cf the corporate builders of rental units is
ncnsense if the public is expected to give them subsidies, grants, high density approvals and
concessions in building standards. All of these extras should only be available if they totally go for
directly and efficiently building Affordable Housing.

Beozaiup o bloe BO-3 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
BO-3 Mark Twain allegedly stated, “History doesn't repeat itself. But it often rhymes.” Actually he in the analys|s of the PEIR.
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BO-4

BO-5

BO-6

probably did not say precisely that. But he and a co-writer did write in The Gilded Age: A Tale of To-
Day, "History never repeats itself, but the Kaleidoscopic combinations of the pictured presence often
seems to be constructed of the broken fragments of antique legends.”* Here, the rhyme and the
biased pictured presence are too close to avoid the same or worse outcome as the Great Recession,
especially if the burden of the infrastructure cost is passed onto already stressed low and middle
income residents to the benefit of large already rich (“Gilded”) corporation’s and greedy (and
Gilded) bureaucrat’s visions for their “pictured presence constructed of the broken fragments of
antique legends”. Is this the “Tale of Today"? Mark Twain lived in an earlier age when government
insider favoritism and corruption were rampant. Are we there once more?

Need for Affordable Housing and Its Infrastructure

If Affordable Housing is needed for young families, that should be built as a priority. After all, the
generally accepted standard is that 62% of the new housing requirements are from normal
population growth. Thus, logically the City should require that at least 62% of new housing be
affordable. Of course, if only 14% of medium and low income housing is met and already permitted
construction more than meets higher end needs, then 100% of new housing should be for lower

income levels. Thus 100% of all new density bonuses should be for Affordable Housing for ALL
citizens - and not just for civic employees as politicians often promote.

Mo in-lieu fees should be allowed to pass the buck for building truly Affoerdable Housing. All high
density apartments must be built without the “in lieu” housing fee dodges or the purchasing of
carbon credits for the added congestion which too often do not produce true offsets and are often
not even builtin our state or locale Of course for valuable coastal properties, investors will campaign
hard for in-lieu fees to minimize their share of building affordable housing (except in much less
valuable locations and always with many costs passed to taxpayers through tax credits, grants,
expedited processing, concessions and preferential for them for building of parks and street
improvements).

As afurther social equity reason, all the high density apartments should be occupant owned
condominiums. For the last three decades, wages for middle and low income earners have stagnated
with virtually no gain after subtracting inflation. Many studies have openly wondered about the
continued prosperity of middle income married couples. The answers are three fold. First, both
marriage partners typically worked. In some cases children work to supplement family finances.
Second, they spent heavily on owning their own homes which both appreciated and avoided
unproductive rent payments. Third, more and more children and their grandparents moved in
together to share costs and avoid rent. Ten years ago, small homes and family apartments both
averaged 2.2 residents. Today, apartment residency is still 2.2 while small homes now average 3.1-2.

Home ownership is the only defense the middle income earners have tc combat inflation. The
homes increase in value above inflation, incomes remain essentially constant, but they pay off the
diminishing mortgage with inflated dollars. The low income earners are shut out of the market as
greed drives rent subsidies to rentals only. Inflation hits them cruelly.

The homeowners in most states pay 20-25% of their gross income for housing. In California, the
definition of ‘affordable” is typically set as 30% of average income with present interest rates a2 10%
down payment. But analysts for big developments are quietly assuming that a new home buyer will
only have to provide a 5% down payment at present historically low interest rates, will not be
subjected tc more lending requirements and will commit 30% of their income. Now the Federal
Reserve has rapidly increased interest rates, banks increasingly demand 10% down payments, and
35% of income is the new standard for sustainable home ownership (as calculated by developers). In
most other states the standard of affordability is only 20-25% of their gross income. No wonder
middle income families are fleeing the state - to survive.

Of course, low income renters bear the major losses as rents, utility bills, and inflation continue to

BO-4 The Specific Plan is intended to provide development at

BO-5

BO-6

intensities that would allow for a range of housing affordability
levels to be accommodated. Future development will be required
to comply with affordable housing regulations in place at the time
development is proposed. This comment does not suggest an
inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR.

Affordable housing requirements including allowances for
payment of in-lieu fees are established in the City's Municipal
Code, not the Specific Plan.

Whether future development includes ownership versus rental
properties is beyond the scope of the PEIR. See responses to
comment BO-4 and BO-5.
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increase. In order to allow middle income families to survive and prosper, home middle income
ownership should to receive the bulk of subsidies and benefits for the taxes they pay. And new
innovative programs for homeownership of lower income families and seniors are desperately
needed as they have no protection from inflation and sharply rising utility bills. In a survey on 211
calls in San Marcos, 41% of the calls were about finding affordable housing. But a full 39% were
concerning the inability to pay monthly utility bills. With power and water bills going up 5-8% a year
with barely increasing income, the stress is approaching unbearable. Yet all the “innovative”
programs are for cheaper made rental apartments favoring investors and all demand subsidies. I
expensive housing is too expensive to build by private means, it should not be built. Why do rich
corporations need corporate welfare when the citizens paying the bills are being impoverished?

At present 62,000 homes already have building permits waiting on the sidelines. The County Board
of Supervisors has signaled their intention to make concessions and expedite construction. So, are
we about ta have a flood of inappropriate, expensive housing which damages the community and
crashes the market for exiting homeowners? Will the concessions include more grants and tax
breaks to transfer costs to others and threaten our financial and environmental future? We need to
carefully assess any of the "unintended consequences” of any BOS fine detail "incentives”?

The Morena Corrider Project with its rentals and lack of truly innovative home ownership programs
and its obsession for increasing the rental income of investors is plainly the wrong way to go. Over
development of the wrong kind of housing is an existential threat to the entire State.

Outdated Concepts on High Density Developments

BO-7 The relative inefficiency of these new developments for their excessive use of energy and water has .
not been addressed compared to small citizen homes. For example, small homeowners are putting see Section 6.9 of the PEIR.
in solar, not apartments with their insignificant space for panels. Without any significant power
contribution of their own, apartment buildings will feed off the solar systems of small homeowners.
SDG&E has stated that 80% of consumers’ bills are for distribution, not power generation. So the
only net gain for the small homeowner solar system is not to sell power to the utility, but by
reducing their own power bills. The cost of any public solar projects must fairly rest on those who
consume, but do not contribute. The City and the developers must pay for the homeowner power at
the same net profits allowed SD&G - 10.5%.

BO-7 For a discussion of energy use associated with the Specific Plan,

Astudy in Australia showed that contrary to outdated idea that claims that new high rises are more
energy efficient than small homes are wrong. Even new more efficient buildings consume 20% more
energy than single family dwellings. High rises need 24 hour security lights and elevators. Small
home owners can turn down their thermostats or do without heating or air-conditioning. High rises
cannot. Small homes do not need continuous ventilation.

Transit villages may seem attractive, but they suck the |ife and economy of the most efficient and
productive element of society - the vanishing middle class home owner.

) | .

BO-8 Watst is the numibsrorachalsngste thaiskal anviconmant: Affica, fhe Middle Enstrand Southarn BO-8 For a discussion of water use associated with the Specific Plan,

California are hit especially hard. In fact, wars and instability in the Middle East are aggravated by the see Section 6.14 Of the PEIR.
800 year drought in that region.

According to the State Constitution, water must not be wasted. Leaks are supposed to be the
ultimate water waste. Now leaks are being eliminated - by small home cwners. In studies done by
the State in 2010, water losses from leaks in homes and apartments consumed from 12-17% of all of
their water. After the last drought, small hame owners cut these losses to 1-3% according to a
recent water symposium of a panel of experts in CSUSM. Apartment leaks remained unchanged.
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Individual meters on small homes make the detection and repair of leaks easy to identify and fix.
Apartments use master meters with 6 to 42 apartments on each master meter making leak
identification at best difficult. Under 5B-7X individual apartment meters are supposed to be required
at this time, but the City's WSA and the project’s EIR are silent on the matter. Will they be high-
density bonus “concessions”? Why were they not required in 2014 as the drought intensified? Was
the extra cost to investors afactor? Was the rationalization that as the predicted drought continued
the shortfall would be made up by rationing sclely small homeowners such as desired by the
Vallecitos Water District and Sacramento?

If individual meters are not required, then the issue is whether the tenants on a master meter are
responsible for leaks and fined for waste or the investors who have failed to install individual meters
on their new projects. Big money will push fer no one being held responsible in their apartments and
letting leaks, overuse, and other waste go uncorrected.

Of course, the individual homeowner individual meter is expected to make up the difference after
already sacrificing. Unrestricted water use then becomes a necessity for prosperity which will only
be guaranteed for newer apartments with the increasingly ridiculous argument that they are more
sustainable than small individual family homes. Then occupancy will soar at the highest cost new
high density rentals. If apartments get rent subsidies, so much the better for corporate bottom lines
as the rest of us suffer the added burden.

Waste T B
BO-9 Currently, the waste treatment rates are based on water consumption during the wettest period of BO-9 Rates for wastewater treatment are beyond the scope of the PEIR.

the year. The normally reasonable rationale is that individual users do not irrigate landscaping during
these menths and that landscaping irrigation does not require waste treatment. Then the waste
treatment costs are spread around the year accordingly.

This metric and the rate setting process are biased and will no longer serve.

Southern California weather rain patterns are typically four dry years with one heawy year which
brings up the average. During the dry periods there is little or no rain. In the previous century {one of
the wettest in the last 12,000 years) the average rainfall was 19", Qur annuazl rainfall now averages
10" according to the San Diego County Water Authority. The geological record points to the start of
what will likely be a drought lasting at |east 100 years, and it already is the worse in the last 1,200
years. If we are in more exceptionally dry series of years, exfra irrigation is required during what was
once a wetseason to keep vegetation alive in the increasingly parched land. Thus waste treatment
rates are being steadily inflated during a bad stretch of dry years and the formerly somewhat
adequate standard for rate setting is becoming very unfair - to small homeowners.

ing “C. ion” M

BO-10  sacramento has dictated that only indoar residential water consumnption is to be rationed in the

future. Outdoor irrigation and all cther uses (agriculture, commercial, government buildings, etc.) BO-10 The comment does not raise an issue regarding the adequacy of
will not be rationed. Thus 100% of the rationing is to be applied to less than 10% of water use. As the the PEIR. However, it should be noted that the Specific Plan
. !

water use by small home owners varies considerably as shown the City's own water studies, the

State allows local water retailers to use any “reasonable” means to “estimate” individual outdoor provides numerous pOI|C|eS encou raging the use Of energy
irrigation use. This arbitrary standard is ripe with possibilities for abuse and corruption. .. . . .

efficient and water conserving landscaping. Analysis of water use
Outdoor landscaping was considered wasteful for the last thirty years in a falsely based slur against . . . . . . .
small hame owners with their small plots of grass and flowers. The first and only effective measure associated with the Specmc Plan is prOV|ded in Section 6.14 of the

to cut back on water was cutbacks on small home irrigation. Small homeowners sacrificed to get PE| R
through the drought and the State and water districts allowed water in apartments and parks to be *
wasted. When the drought paused, the water did not come back to the previous levels as small

hemeowners kept up their sacrifices. The cities then gave this water to new developments and their
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park’s irrigation. The “temporary” “drought crisis” cutbacks were not true conservation, but
permanent giveaways.

The homeowners who paid full freight for water and waste treatment they no longer {or never) used
are not getting credit for their initial investments. Instead, new high density developments are taking
aver this capacity without paying for the transfer of rights. Here we see the real basis for the
argument about new infrastructure not needed for new development. They take over the
infrastructure that small homeowners had paid for and push them out with unfair taxes and soon
with eminent domain.

Most apartment complexes for years have installed separate irrigation values and meters at the
urging of City politicians and Staff meaning that these individuals knew what will be required and still
refused to insist on doing the same for individual meters. This facilitated a future means to further
burden small home owners with an unfair portion of the rationing. The fines for exceeding monthly
water rations will be up to 5500 a unit according to State law.

However, many small homes can be easily provided with a separate meter for their irrigation. City
Staff “curiously” failed to require separate irrigation meters and valves for new single family home
development. What is right under for rental apartment complexes should have been recommended
for small homeowners.

Asimple fix for most home owners is to purchase a separate meter for their connection to outdoor
irrigation systems. Preferably the water departments will provide a meter at no extra charge to
measure outdoor use. A meter costs less than 5150 with automated radio readout. Small
homeowners should actually be provided such a meter free of charge as a small partiaf
compensation for the loss of the water they paid capacity fees to get from the City.

Another needed change for fzirness is monthly readings. All fines and restrictions are based on
monthly bills. But the meters are often only read every two or more months. At a fine of 5500 a unit
over a City mandated politically set ration, if a leak or a faulty meter develops just after the start of
the reading cycle then fines of thousands of dollars can easily result. Hence more than a little
attention to resolving this issue is appropriate. With automated systems and the importance of
water, why has the water department doddled?

The City has suffered a series of embarrassing water department scandals from overcharging small
homeowners. The ridiculous “explanations” that defied common sense, photographic evidence of
non-readings, and the search for scapegoats have aggravated the public relations for both that
department and for the City government’s lack of proper, prompt attention. Will the City finally
redeem itself by ensuring that all new high-density developments have individual meters for each
residence?

Measuring actual differences rather than politically charged biased rationing schemes are necessary
in our City. Why “guesses” for small homes and older apartment buildings must be used rather than
take steps for greater precision. How can our increasingly biased and inept water departments be

trusted?

lrigation Issues for new Development BO-11 This comment seems to be raising and issue regarding the need
BO-11 High density apartment complexes need to have adjacent or enclosed parks to offset the dreary for parks in the SpeCIfIC Plan area. The PEIR addresses parks n

apartment living in shrinking expensive, small, plain living spaces. But to present an attractive facade Section 6.13.2. Add|t|ona||y this comment discusses water

for high-density transit villages, lush (and water hungry) landscaping is required amply filled with . A !

extensive grassed areas and treed parks. So Sacramento reversed course and decided that only consumptlon n parks Compared to small homeowners. Water

indoor use needed to be cut back. Besides the spectacle of Hollywood stars suing to save their : f :

srilioitélar landseapiig Sndavold Butbacawas bad press. supply is addressed in PEIR Section 6.14.3. The comment also

raises questions regarding the Clairemont Town Center which is
beyond the scope of the PEIR.
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BO-14

Greenery will be likely politically restricted to adjacent high density developments for parks and
open spaces (paid for largely at public expense) for the green open spaces and parks that are

cons picuously absent from the proposed development plans at this time. Moreover, by state law
small hameowners must hire expensive landscapers to file complex applications to plant or repair
plots of landscaping as small as 500 sq. ft. and provide water budgets. By biasing acceptable
standards for water consumption for plants in parks and recreational grassy areas versus small home
plots, this process will be the means to minimize caleulated landscaping requirements for high-
density parks and open spaces while increasing calculated values for common home plants thereby
shifting the burden of rationing to small homeowners. In the coming water shortage disaster, all
high-density apartments’ immediate irrigation can be shut off easily and completely (except for their
nearby “city” parks) and cutting small homes even further.

The City Staff is supposedly formulating a park policy that will determine where parks are needed
conveniently after the large investor complexes are built. Will high density developments benefit as
they are not building the parks themselves? The propesed Claremont Town Square conversion is
notable for eliminating virtually all open space and almost all parking. Whose homes will be taken to
build these nearby parks and amenities? Who will pay for the open space maintenance and building ¢
How will this project’s loss of shopping facilities be balanced? How can any shopping center survive
without parking and a fraction of the shops?

Of course, inadequate parks will become a crisis. As the drought continues
False Claims on Infrastructure

Some transit village promoters state that the infrastructure has already been built so new
infrastructure construction is not needed. That statement defies the most casual consideration.
Obwious shortfalls in water, schools, medical access, parking, financing, climate change, and
congestion must still be properly addressed and offset. You cannot increase the population of this
area by over 500% along the northern end of Morena Blvd. without an already stressed
infrastructure there failing completely. Yet these clear problems are waved through with only
cursory investigation and justification. And that 500% does not begin to include the later enacted
Transit Priority Areas even greater impact.

Schools are a particular concern for this region. School attendance is going down in many parts of
the City. Around the County, some schools are actually being shut down from reducad attendance
and obsolescence. If new population is built with an eye towards Affordable Housing and young
families required for a sustainable community, then new, updated schools are required. For over
6,000 new residences {with at least 13,000 added population) in this region asingle older
elementary school and a single older middle school are cbviously inadequate unless the entire
concepts of sustainable, balanced, Smart growth are to be abandoned and politically redefined into
not Smart Growth, but Greedy Growth.

Under the Classroom Reduction Act (“CRA") crowding is prohibited. The fluff promoticns stress the
vibrant community concept. How can a community be vibrant without children and up to date, un-
crowded schools? Will eminent domain be applied? A new elementary school alone will require 13
acres - unless eminent domain is not available. Of course if the City decides to implement these
Transit Priority Area developments , eminent domain for “transit redevelopment” property for
schools for these investor residents (paid for by others), and even mare high-rise housing {for
private insider gain) are on the menu for seizure.

itigati I ir i

While the Draft EIR does mention the need for mitigation required in many areas, the EIR is still only
advisary. They can be ignored or required or expanded at the pleasure of the City Council. The
magnitude of the problems mentioned above require considerable mitigation and must be taken as

BO-12

BO-13

BO-14

Analysis of impacts to public services (police protection, fire
protection, schools, libraries, and parks and recreation) are
assessed in Chapter 6.13 of the PEIR. The analysis is adequate for
a program-level evaluation as there are mechanisms in place for
future development to fund necessary services through
Development Impact Fees. Water supply is addressed in PEIR
Section 6.14.3.

As discussed in Section 6.13 of the PEIR, future residential
development that occurs in accordance with the Specific Plan
would be required to pay school fees as outlined in Government
Code Section 65995, Education Code Section 53080, and SB 50 to
mitigate any potential impact on district schools. The City is legally
prohibited from imposing any additional mitigation related to
school facilities through implementation of SB 50, and the school
district would be responsible for potential expansion or
development of new facilities.

The mitigation framework contained in the PEIR is not advisory.
Future projects will be required to mitigate project-level impacts
consistent with the mitigation framework identified in the PEIR.
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BO-15

BO-16

BO-17

BO-18

minimum requirements for constructing such dramatic increases in density without significant harm
to the community and the entire City.

Any and all mitigation measures such as for intersection improvements should be in place before any
huilding or at least any occupancy is allowed. If the development is based on speculative
consideration of possible grants or unfunded political promises or at best vague commitments by
other agencies to build needed mitigations, the project is unsustainable and harmful. These largely
mythical mitigation measures should not be included as justification for any planning and any
portion dependent on such. Mitigation measures must be built first and fully funded by investors

i i i i as required by the State
Constitution and Prop. 218.

The record in our State and its cities of actually constructing specific needed mitigation projects
devolves all too often to where the measures are never implemented or are only built if the cost is
transferred onto the rest of the community indirectly through “grants” or ather forms of raids on the
State and City General Fund. Even when mitigation fees are collected promised for specific purposes,
they are often diverted to the benefit of favored parties remote and disconnected from the
developments. For example, in the North County where | live, extensive fees have been collected for
parks from small family home developments. But not one park has been built in the Twin Oaks
region. In the meantime, the community suffers the environmental and economic consequences
while investars reap inflated profits for not implementing and not charged accordingly.

The County Staff has ignored the repeated requests by the Twin Daks Valley Sponsor Group for over
fouryears for assistance in forming their new community plan and the need for new parks in the
area. With the isolated Newland Sierra preject now approved over the bitter objections of residents
for the violation of virtually every environmental policy of the County General Master Plan, will a
new park be built for them at extra taxpayer expense?

Will the needed infrastructure from building bonuses be properly analyzed? Will the
developer/investors pay for their added infrastructure and mitigation or acquire relief from other
taxpayers? Corporations and their investors have the legal, moral and ethical responsibilities to
maximize profit by charging all the market will bear - not to lower rental rates or pay any more than
an overly developer friendly City government will assess. And to get as much as developer friendly
cities and County governments are willing to divert to their benefit. Elected cfficials have the
responsibility to say no and look for the true greater community good of citizens, not soulless
corporations with their single purpose of increasing profits. They advocate lawfully transferring as
much Affordable Housing costs onto others as they can. But legally the Affordable Housing must be
met- and is not. Too much of density increases do not even consider truly Affordable Housing.

Substantial fees have been collected for Affordable Housing yet only a pittance has been invested
back into the community. By one report, 287,000,000 has been collected and largely unspent.
Manry cities have been accused of transferring the funds to other uses. Should not all of the Morena
corridor be Affordable Housing as the City has been long negligent in meeting its minimum SANDAG
Regional Housing Assessment (RHNA) requirements? The latest much overdue investment much
ballyhooed contains only a small portion of these funds and is amply supplemented through grants
from outside sources and taxpayer funded subsidies. Where are all the Affordzble Housing funds?
How much remains? Has it already been spent? Again investors and developers are paid to minimize
cutlays and maximize profit. Will politicians make them pay their full fair share? So, how much
money is in our City's Affordable Housing funds and why has it not be more used? Of course, silence
will speak valumes.

An extensive review of Affordable Hausing in our City showed that over time, the stock of Affordable
Housing has actually decreased. Investors for a variety of reasons have found ways to convertsuch
units into market rate rental units. Why has not the City done a study of the reasons for the losses
and enacted measures to ensure these losses no longer occur? Must we follow failed policies of the

BO-15

BO-16

BO-17

BO-18

With respect to infrastructure being developed to serve the
proposed increased density, implementation of the mitigation
framework contained within the PEIR provides guidance for
future development to ensure that mitigation, including
infrastructure improvements would occur as needed, on a
project-by-project basis.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.

Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.

This comment does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
the PEIR; however, future development will be required to be
consistent with City regulations relating to the provision of
adequate affordable housing and/or payment of in-lieu fees.
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past with glaring loopholes? If politicians push high density development to make more Affordable
Housing, should they not be taking equally dramatic steps to ensure that more Affordable Housing is
built and that it stays so. After all as the old saying goes: “It is not important what you make, itis
what you can keep.” Silence and inactions to pressing problems do speak volumes.

c lati Density B Transit Priority A ' .
_ ] _ , o _ BO-19 The PEIR analysis accounts for the potential development of
BO-19 Note in the San Diego planning department’s document “California Environmental Quality Act

Determination Thresholds”, the importance of cumulative Impacts and accounting for likely changes densities within TODEP areas, which is inclusive of the potential

that will aggravate known problems is stressed. As the density bonuses can be greater than 100% : : : .
fE s Joik pisseerie pls et i oF TS50 e syl skoa bR it oo el density bonuses associated with affordable housing; thus, the

this plan), the spread of density bonuses and the unspecified added stress that will be allowed will PEIR analys|s is adeq uate as written.
invalidate all the mitigation measures with their politically ignored impacts.

Note EIR’s are typically only based on zoned allowable developments. Bonus densities are typically
not required to file the needed FIR's that are required for every other development seeking higher
density. Itis an illegal workaround environmental law as it clearly violates State, Federal and even
City laws and policies. But are "high density Transit Priority area” redevelopments are to be given 2
pass of their negative impact and inefficiencies that make them net community financial and
environmental impairments? New developments would be nice if they were truly more sustainable,
but they are not - just much more profitable.

An added complication is that density bonuses allow the developer to demand “concessions”. This
plan appears to have been written for and by developers to get around the EIR process. Supposedly,
individual water meters are required for each apartment, or will the developers gain relief through
“concessions”? A tragic fire in London killed almest 100 people from a substitution of lower grade
flammable siding. Will such closed door substitutions be allowed? As “cancessions”?

- Such bonuses must not be allowed unless their impact is specified, quantified and included in the _ : : :
BO-20 alternatives considered. Bonus concessions must be publicly stated and defined before building BO-20 Should development be proposed in the future with denSIty
permitting else the EIR process is further compromised and perhaps even obliterated. bonuses for affordable units, they will be required to disclose
Undue Reliance on Solar Power potential impacts and incorporate mitigation identified in the
BO-21 Note that the County and State have been considerably lax in their carbon permit projects for PEIR.

reducing Green House Gasses ("GHG"). We have lost or are losing almost all of our most substantial
nen-polluting power generation - atomic power by fumbling and special insider deals at the SDG&E

and the California Public Utilities Commission - and failing hydroelectric power projects from the BO-21 Comment noted. This comment does not Suggest an inadequacy
drought. Solar will not address the shortfalls in any significant manner. Note the image below of the . . :
San Diego County Water Authority Twin Oaks Water Treatment Plant. It has extensive dark blue solar in the anaIySIS of the PEIR.

panels deployed coupled with battery storage. But the battery and solar power coverage is
inadequate to supply more than four hours of operation (if the day has not been cloudy). Diesel
generators kick in to make up the difference in an emergency, but the plant has to run 24 hours a
day and it must buy extensive power from SDG&E.
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The promise of solar panelstoreduce GHG isa modest offset at best, but far more expansive natural
gas power must be usedto fill in the gaps for mog ofthe day -and all day when there are clouds or
rain. The drive for sustainable non qpolluting power production ultirmately rests on either better
financial sugtainable storage technology that doesnot exig or effective carbon offset projects being
built with the money where it ishbeing collected. But they are not.

State politicians do nat like thisrequirement as citizens can monitor the progress and ensure that
their money is well spent and not diverted toingider use. California spends most of the money out of
state and comingles funds with other states. To provide added protection against citizens and
environrmental group oversight, California passed a law that forbids FIA document requests. For
example, some carbon offsets funds were built to buy hydroelectric power capacity from Portland.
This money did not build any new green power generation capacity and thus did not offset new
development’s hunger for fossil fuel power. Further, the drought has reduced western hydroelectric
powerin general including Portland. We are receiving no environmental or economic benefit.

In fact, the County isbeing sued (successfully at this point) by the Sierra Club noting that the projects
mugt bebuilt in areas where the money isbeing collected. Acourt injunction to stop the
environmentally and citizen unfriendly practice is being arrogantly defied by our County. The
environment and efficient use oftaxpayer dollars are not concerns - only insider profits.

COther Inadequate Carbon Offsst Projects

BO-22 Az another example of poor State planning -or over promising, one of the justifications for the State BO-22 The overall Strategy of carbon offsets is outside the scope of the

Water Project ["SWP") wasthat it would generate cheap power. But only 60% of the project was project's PEIR: however for an analysis Of GHG impacts associated
completed. Most of the vital power and flood control dams werenever completed. The near X X ! ! .
catastrophe at Orville Dam resulted from nat building the badly needed upstream Feather River with the project, see Section 6.8 of the PEIR.

Darn. Mow the power required to transport SWP water ismore than thetoo few dams produce. SWP
is anet consumer of power - mostly from fossil fuel production. Moaoreover, ifthe water levels drop
much furtherin Lake Mead and Lake Powell, the massive and key clean energy generation of
hydroelectric power for Southern California will also belost. We arelosing clean energy fagerthan it
heing built. The outdated paolitical sustainable energy policy with near total reliance on solar power
[even with batteries] is obsolete and incredibly ignoresthe effects of climate change.

The carbon offsets aretoo cheap at present, and they eliminate responsibility for GHG in perpetuity.
But none of the projects reduce GHG in perpetuity. Most either offer no benefit at all tothe
environment or fund projectsthat disappear in a matter of years For example, one project wasto
reducethe release of methane gas from a pig farmer in Tennesses. How long will the plant last?
Why are we paying for a project that is built without publictransparency so far away? Wasit ever
built? What did it cost? The plant will wear out, but when and how will the investment pay off then
in GHG reduction? Why did the State not decide to build plants for our vital State dairy indugtry? Is
milk for our children not a concern? The program has been designed to permit corruption at the
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expense of the environment and our community.

When the sun goes down, where will we get power? Will we finally literally be in the dark as we are
about how money is being wasted for insider deals?

The outmoded ideas that solar power and carbon credits alone will produce completely clean energy
is pushed by those who profit when it inevitably fails with the logical outcomes of such destructive
developments such ashigh-density apartments increasing traffic congestion and GHG dramatically
with time.

Transit Priority Areas

BO-23 onenfthe mast desructive aspects of the enviranmentally pervertad by special interests constructs BO-23 The comment states the analysis methods utilized "fail to
are Transit Priority Areas. Here a destructive means of measuring pollution is introduced which : : :
seriously under quantifies GHG production of the changes. State law SB743 defines an "alternate consider the effects of increased frequency of ngdIOCk aggravated
means” of measuring GHG production by theoretical studies which ignorethe realities of GHG by increased Congestion and p00r|y designed roads and
generation, congestion and the value of healthy families and even human life. . " . . .

interchanges." The Transportation Impact Analysis (see Appendix

Much of the road issues with the disputed Newland Sierra project in Morth County concern traffic . .
and congestion. To measure congestion, Level of Service (LOS] isthe most common metric. Mow B of the Draft PElR) was prepared in accordance with the
wehicle Miles Travelled [* Wi T") is promoted as an altern ative Green House Gas [GHG) metric. standards and methods set forth in the C|ty of San Diego's Traffic
However, in the case of Morena Blvd,, both metrics failto addressthemajorissues. Specifically, bath K .
metrics fail to consider the effects ofincreased frequency of gridlock aggravated by increased |mpaCt StUdy Manual and, therefore, pI’OVIdES adeq uate ana|ySIS
e UL R e i of transportation impacts based on CEQA thresholds. It should be

BO-24  Traffic analysis DfLOS conddersthe I.ength Df.timetu get into or thruu.gh intersgctiuns The levels noted that intersection level of service operations and peak hour
wary from A(no time added fram an intersection) to F [unacceptabletime required on average). The . . i .
designation of “F* stops shaort of identifying or quantifying the fact that some intersection waits 2o arterial anaIyS|s does account for roadway congestlon and deS|gn
well beyond the minimurm “F* level. Further, by its methodology LOS studies do not condder the features
influence of traffic disruptions from accidents fire emergencies, truck spills, construction, etc. Asthe *
LOS metric is essentially capped, it does not consderthe increased probability and sensitivity of a
road to gridlock. Moaoreover, WMT is entirely insenstive to gridlock considerations. Yet every motorist . .
acutely knowsthe consequences of gridlock and theincreasing frequency and severity of the BO-24 Comment nOted' ThIS comment dOGS not SuggeSt an Inadequacy
disryptionsFomzongestion; in the analysis of the PEIR.

BO-25 eelowisagraph ofthe GHG production of average cars versus vehicle speed. WMT does not address
theissues of either reduced traffic speeds as well as gridlock. LOS analyses provide only the barest . .
relation to true GHG production covering at best only normal idle time creation. Most analyses BO-25 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an |nadequacy
Ignore them altogether. in the analysis of the PEIR.

Increased carbon
emissions caused by
J slowing of traffic
S BRPE R 5
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BO-26

BO-27

BO-28

BO-29

BO-30

Further, GHG studies fail to consider the severe consequences on GHG of traffic calming. Traffic
calming is supposed to produce safer conditions. However, the calming is produced by intraducing
maore traffic hazards and the expectation that drivers will slow down in response to the added
hazards. The added GHG of such measures are universally omitted from GHG computations.
Roundabouts are particularly dangerous to pedestrians and bicyclists even though they slow
intersections from 30-35 mph to around 15 increasing GHG by over 50%. Free flowing 35 roads with
computer controlled traffic moderated signalization are the most efficient from GHG generation.
Travelling 80 mph on a freeway produces as much GHG as going 20 on a City Street.

San Marcos built such a traffic light computer controlled system years ago along one of the most
congested streets in the State; San Marcos Blvd. Staff ascribed a low figure for the value of lost time
from congestions and partial offsets from the additional GHG from justidling. Yet, they found that
every dollar invested in the project paid back eight to the community in 20 years. With increased gas
taxes, the payback is becoming much greater. Now 5taff is recommending conversion of San Marcos
Blvd. with markedly increased congestion for motorists and hazards to bicyclists. The highly
successful signalization will be largely eliminated. The road will split the community with a long fence
with no pedestrian crossings for over a quarter mile, Pedestrian wait times and the interruption of
traffic were never considered except to note that more than one pedestrian bridge was nesded.
Staff claimed the changes would change the road into a “complete street”, but never considered
that the changes would be a net negative to pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists. They did not consider
mass transit 2t all. Of course there are no plans to build any pedestrian bridges in the City despite
claims that they will make San Marcos more walkzble. The truths are that they will require more
needless walking, are less friendly to pedestrians, generate more congestion, and render bicycling a
much more dangerous and inconvenient alternative, The expanded width of the roadways also will
reduce parking needed for its now struggling Restaurant Row and access to the nearby government

buildings.

Forgotten in these studies is the coming increasing magnitude of carbon offset “fees”. The fees can
be an oppressive tax for a greedy government. The State can raise the “reserve” price of permits at
any moment. |t has an unstated, but large, motivation in promoting GHG production - to increase
taxes. One of the most effective means of increasing GHG production is to create congestion and
gridlock as most GHG are from automabiles.

Thus we have the contradictory statements that roundabouts, reduced number of lanes, and
intermixing pedestrians and bicyclists with cars are both safer and environmentally friendly when
they ars in fact neither. Citizens have expressed a greater interest than their governments in
implementing more envircnmental friendly free flowing roads and increasing the safety of bikers and
pedestrians through traffic mode segregation.

That does not mean that both LOS and VMT metrics should not be analyzed, but they do notclearly
address and quantify the major road issues of a heavily impacted road such as MorenaBlvd., the
surraunding community, and the vital, often gridlocked Interstate highways.

The proposed Corridor projects have unigue and more significant GHG and traffic congestion
problems than most developments. The heavily impacted Interstate 5 gridlocks at the slightest
disturbance. An accident here does not allow any alternate routes.

The clear alternative is to evaluate gridlock and congestion and learn from experience. CALTRANS
data for Interstate 5's past gridlocks can be easily accessed and analyzed using typical traffic flow
rates correlated with the backed up traffic that resulted. The average time to clear accidents and the
number of cars and their slow pickup of speeds can be easily determined to a good degree using
only a spreadsheet. The increase of GHG can become a simple calculation from a graph like the one
above.

The Clairemont Mesa Road interchange is another challenge. There are few entry paints for the

BO-26 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.

BO-27 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
in the analysis of the PEIR.

BO-28 See response to comment BO-23.

BO-29 The Preferred Plan roadway network does include additional
network connections that may be used as alternate routes. The
comment proposes alternative methods to evaluate
transportation impacts. The Transportation Impact Analysis was
prepared in accordance with the standards and methods set forth
in the City of San Diego's Traffic Impact Study Manual and,
therefore, provides adequate analysis of transportation
operations.

BO-30 For a discussion of project-related traffic impacts, see Section 6.2

of the PEIR.
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massive population explosion proposed for this region. For this Corridor project only a single narrow,
congested two-lane road (Denver Street) accesses Clairemont Mesa. Gridlocks here will be frequent
and extensive. GHG production will soar.

BO-31 Further, Denver Street is to be the primary collector. It runs right in front of agrammar school. With BO-31 Denver Street from Clairemont Drive to |ngu|f Street and the
parking at a premium, cars will line these streets making them particularly dangerous for children . . . .
and bicyclists. Why is this street not properly analyzed? Why in fact have no traffic analyses been intersections of Denver Street/Clairemont Drive and Denver
done to date when this is obviously a major issue with citizens? Will there be any more public H H
meetings once the results are in? Will the plan go forth with the public so completely deprived of Street/lngUIf Street were analyzed. n accprdance Wlth the
such vital information? standards and methods set forth in the City of San Diego's
BO-32 Another problem is the Morena Blvd. itself. The traffic that goes south must come back north and Tra nsportation |mpaCt StUdy Manual. The remainder of the
vice versa. Common sense. Reducing the four lanes to three means a marked increase of congestion . .
- and GHG production. The plan further increases GHG by transitioning from 4 to 3 lanes and back comment is outside the Scope of the PEIR and/or does not
again. We have traffic lights on busy on ramps to reduce the congestion of merging traffic, so must Suggest an inadequacy in the ana|ysis of the PEIR. The pUblIC will
we introduce congestion?” Must common sense and the lessons of hard experience now be banned . . . . . .
from the government halls and its deliberations? Reportedly, the City Staff have thrown in the towel be advised of all hearlngs on the prOJeCt and will be invited to
on that obvious nonsense, but why was it promoted in the first place. The answer appears to be that f . s :
citizens angered by these patently false assertions have protested more than anticipated. What else Speak In favor, orin OppOSItlon Of the prOJeCt'
has so far escaped public notice particularly in closed door deals?
BO-33  There has been speculation that Mass Transit and electric automobiles will be the answer. Hardly. B0O-32 Morena Boulevard and the intersections on Morena Boulevard
First, the short lived batteries (even solar cells) morph into costly, toxic waste as they use zinc, . .
lithium or lead. Second, electric vehicles are not pollution free. The power fram solar and other were analyZEd in accordance with the standards and methods set
"greer.f' sources are notf)riouslv unreliable and even more batteries are needed adding to the co:st forth in the C|ty of San Diego's Transportation |mpaCt StUdy
both financially and environmentally. Third, most utilities and new developments cannot even with . K K
distorted metrics be really green. Too often heavy polluters claim to be “carbon free” simply Manual. The remainder of the comment is outside the scope of
because they pay carbon offset fees. These are essentially licenses to pollute and the charges are far . . .
oA the PEIR and/or does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of
Government and Special Interests have displayed unlimited interest in transferring the limited the PEIR. The pUbIIC will be advised Of all hearlngs on the prOJECt
wealth of its citizens to itself. Our State has never tolerated a loss of tax dollars. Too much of its tax and will be invited to Speak in favor, or in Opposition of the
base is centered on automobiles. If that shrinks, the state will simply set the carbon offsets higher. .
Historically the rises in fees more than compensate for the “losses”. Thus the already discussed ideas prOJ ect.
of taxing all cars on a per mile basis making electric cars a non-solution.
. - BO-33 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
BO-34 Mass Transit has also been determined to be an expensive and inefficient solution to trans portation in the analysis of the PEIR.
needs. A 20 mile trip in a car will cost about 511 and take perhaps 30 minutes. At face value, a bus
trip costing 55 is a good deal until one considers that the 55 covers only 20-25% of cost. The rest
comes from regressive taxes and subsidies. The true cost is thus $20-25 and will take a total average _ H H
round trip total of 80 minutes as wait times for bus and trolley schedules average 15-30 minutes BO-34 Comment noted. This comment does not SuggeSt an Inadequacy
between transports. That ignores the time spent in walking a half mile to the station through in the analysis of the PEIR.
neighborhoods that may not be safe at night and the weather might be far from accommodating. A
simple medical office visit will often take half a day or more by bus. The substitution of Mass Transit
for automobiles reduces health care access. Less thana_half t_:iefy trip by car becomes a full day away BO-35 Comment noted. This comment does not Suggest an inadequacy
from work and lost wages and their taxes to pay for the inefficient busses. . .
- - in the analysis of the PEIR.
BO-35 The Sprinter line in North County cost almost $1,000,000,000 to build (including Federal taxpayer
subsidies). Outside estimates place the 55 fares at covering only 4-9% of the total cost to taxpayers.
Thus a $5 fare on the Sprinter actually costs anywhere from $55-100 factoring in all the State and
Local added tax burdens and subsidies. SANDAG promated this and other mass transit projects years
ago as a means to reduce auto ridership by 30%. The eventual figure came out closer to 0.1%.
Moreover, most trips simply are not on bus routes and routes are steadily being reduced from lack
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of ridership. Recent laws make reduction of unprofitable and ill utilized bus routes permanent. To be
an effective alternative to cars, busses and trolleys will also have to run 24 hours a day. Costs will
again soar and needless GHG will be added for insignificant benefit more than offset by inefficiency.

BO-36  As afurther note, the diesel-driven Sprinter ridership is notoriously low as evidenced by the virtually BO-36 Comment noted. This comment does not Suggest an inadequacy
always nearly empty double car trains. For almost six manths, the Sprinter was once down for faulty . .
brakes. During that down time, regular street busses carried the load. During those months the in the anaIySIS of the PEIR.
diesel fuel bill for the North County Transit District decreased evidencing the reduction of GHG of
common busses over the light rail. Light train GHG is not being properly assessed. Why always use
two cars always used when one is more than enough?

c ion Kill
BO-37 Inaninteresting experiment test subjects were given $40 a week to spend any way they wanted. BO-37 Comment noted. This comment does not Suggest an Inadequacy
They only had to identify how they spent it. The first week they bought a physical item. Every week in the ana|ysis of the PEIR.

thereafter, they spent the money on time saving services. Citizens value their time even if politicians
and bureaucrats do not. All we really have is a limited time on earth. We use prisons as a
punishment - the reduction in the freedom of time to do as one wishes. This factor helps explain the
frustration and even [well deserved) hatred of traffic congestion.

Congestion is a loss of life that Mass Transit cannot and will not fix. Allowing congestion to go
untreated is often seen by increasing number of citizens as indifference to the quality of life to
drivers who have to commute great distances to get to their work from a more desirable residence
where there are better schools, less crime, lower taxes, affordable housing, more space, and more
freedom of travel. They already sacrifice and then they pay considerable in gas and automobile
taxes, and much of their money goes into Mass Transit which does not help the vital roads. Then
they are asked to sacrifice more in pure wasted time (life). It explains why congestion, roads and
traffic relief are high up in priority in citizen minds. The indifference of politicians who use bait and
switch and broken promises appears to them as betrayals and worse - the complete devaluation of
their lives for what appears to them as purely political and insider gains.

Outdated False Envi | Positi
BO-38 current technological are outdating even these ancient assumed advantages of Transit Priority Areas BO-38 Comment noted. This comment does not Suggest an Inadequacy

even before they are being built. As one example, motorized scooters are becoming prevalent and in the ana|ys]s of the PEIR.
popular. They are faster, more dangerous and a preferred means of traveling urban centers - much
faster and easier than walking. The touted health benefits of walking are disappearing in the desire
by citizens to maximize their time, energy and freedom on other activities. Mass transit is being
shunned as travel time even to other stops takes twice as long as cars.

Furthermore, the emergence of Lift and Uber is killing the justifications of busses and trolleys. In the
few high-density developments so far, the reduction in VMT has not materialized. In fact, because of
Uber and Lift, the VMT are more than doubling. Citizen prefer the time savings of these services and
are willing to pay extra for the freedom and time savings. With these services a hired car must come
into the development for pick up from a standby position and then drive them to the desired
destination. Then it returns to its standby location. When the citizen wants to return home, another
hired car drives to from their standby position to the original rider's destination point and returns
the rider to the development. Then the driver returns to his/her standby point. Of course, when the
new taxes on VMT kick in, the State will profit mightily from the VMT taxes and carbon offsets.

Portland invested heavily in Mass Transit, much more than anywhere in California. In the end only
4% of the trips taken by residents were by Mass Transit. Even with SANDAG's absurd failure with the
Sprinter, it stubbornly continues to seek higher ridership with even more costly investmentin Mass
Transit, after which they still expect will never reach even 1% after over thirty years of trying in
MNorth County and with the wastage of considerable additional taxpayer dollars.
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Our electric powered trolleys used to be an efficient low-GHG until its major clean energy source
(San Onofre) was shut down because of awkward business blunders (for which costs Sempra has
continually attempted to pass onto consumers.). Now the trolley will lose Hoover Dam's clean power
as well as the drought levels are dropping to where the turbines will not operate. Nevada has just
built to drain every last drop of Colorado River water even after California consumers lose all of the
available water as the dam construction does not allow the last 10% to flow.

Nevada only has a small share of Colorado River water (300 maf), but it consumes 450 and returns
200 of sewage waste water. As has been observed by those in the know of water issues, “Not
everything that happens in Las Vegas, stays in Las Vegas.”

Adding insult to injury, top State figures have begun to float the idea that we can afford either mass
transit or roads, but not both. And mass transit is supposedly more modern and cleaner and to be
promoted. Yet these same officials are telling taxpayers that the new gas tax is to build long
neglected roads. Are we being subjected to still more bait and switch tactics? Mass transit in
California with its adverse topography is a dismal failure, and the steadily shrinking middle class
depends on small homeowners with freedom of transportation. Why is this broken mass transit
concept being constantly pushed?

The answer is money. Transit Priority Areas built on the concepts of Mass Transit has major
implications on making investors rich, very rich - at citizen and community expense.

One should also note that only a fraction of destinations for real life families can be served by mass
transit, walking, or biking. such as for doctor appointments, kids sports, business trips, local service
businesses, manufacturing jobs, dual provider families who seldom have both jobs in the same
location, better schools, etc. Note the most prized apartment amenity for higher end income
earners is parking.

Healthy | uy Village” A

BO-39 TPA advocates insist that Millennials prefer smaller apartments and that most are single B0O-39 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
professionals. That makes the statement that apartments are multifamily housing an oxymoron. . .
Millennials do not prefer small apartments - that is just all they can afford. While they lived through in the aﬂalySIS of the PEIR.

the Great Recession and saw their parents struggle and single family homes lose market value, now
they are seeing own their own homes a necessity for having a healthy family and not be hit with
rising rents with nothing to show for their money. It has been the bedrock of middle income finances
(and City finances).

One of the great misconceptions is that Affordable Housing is a major barrier to having more
professionals move into our state. That is actually less than half true. The other half is that they
mostly want affordable suburban homes. They are marrying later in life and are producing better
marriages. Plus, they want a healthy environment for children. The City's very slow response to the
Hepatitis B epidemic, the unwillingness to address homeliness until pushed hard, the wastage of
530,000,000 on the new City office buildings, the poor roads, higher taxes, soaring utility bills and
the water meter scandal, indifference to congestion, etc. all make this state untenable and
uninviting despite its superior climate, natural wonders and beaches. As a result, the state is rapidly
losing healthy families who are being driven out by a State which substitutes addressing the reality
of these issues with posturing.

8040 Condlusion BO-40 Concluding comments are noted. While the commenter states

- This plan is a substantial net negative to the environment. The project and its inadequate EIR should P r

be withdrawn and the project completely reconsidered. We have an Affordable Housing Crisis, not a that the EIR is Inadequate' the comment does not speC|f|caIIy

Housing Crisis. Common sense measures to curtail the severe water shortage crisis are ignored. And state what portions of the PEIR are in adequate_

the housing and outdated development narratives (“the Kaleidoscopic combinations of the pictured
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presence often seemsto be constructed of the broken fragments of antigue legends”) arebeing
pushed onto the community which is required to pay the bills for someone else’s feast -truly a case
ofthe *Gilded” and a “Tale of Today”.

| request a written response to thisletter and that it is published with the final EIR draft.

Respectfully submitted,

\ )

P Bl D, Yo

hichael D. Hunsaker

Retired Engineer and Technical Program hanager

President, Twin Oaks Valley Property Owners Association

Termed out tax representative for the Citizen Bond Oversight Committees for the Dehesa and San
Marcos Unified School Districts

Present tawpayer representative for the Citizen Bond Oversight Committees for the Palomar
Comrnunity College and Fallbrook High School Districts

*For more ins ghtful research on this Mark Twain quote, see https guoteinvestrigator com. Ithas a
delightful wealth of information on the pervasiveness of this historical trend.

B Wirus-free. www.avast com
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From: Mike Hunsaker

To: ELN_PlanningCEQA

Subject: Comment letter on the Morena Corridor Specific Plan EIR Project No. 582608/ SCH 2016101021
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 4:50:45 PM

Dear Ms. Malone,

BO-41 The citizen Morena Community Planning Group and the Linda Vista Planning Group both BO-41 As noted in Section 6.2, TranSpOI’tatiOl’] and Circulation, of the
unanimously voted against the proposed Morena Specific Plan and published detailed objections to PEIR h S ific Pl id ifi lici di ith
the plan. While the belated addition of the requested multi-modal transit bridge to improve public 1 the peCl IC an identifies pO icies to coordinate wit
access addressed a major concern, all the other matters of exceeding the 30 limit on building heights Caltrans to provide bridge connections from the Specific Plan area
in this area, increased traffic congestion, etc. still remain unresolved and make the plan totally L. . . .
unacceptable. to Mission Bay Park and improve cyclist mobility over the
Even with the inclusion of the bridge, this project is not acceptable unless it can be clearly shown Clairemont Drive/East Mission Bay Drive and Sea World
and required to be built without burdening the community before occupancy. They must be entirely Drive/Tecolote Road Bridge Ultimate construction of a bridge
paid for by the developer who will receive substantial economic benefits from the ability to build ; .' o o ) . e
densely in such a prime coastal location while severely impacting the community. They must share would require further fea5|b|l|ty anaIySIS |nc|ud|ng Slte-SpelelC
the benefits to the community and at least not harm and burden it financially and environmentally. . . . .

environmental analysis and engagement with the community at
Please respect the community positions that has been examined and formulated over an intensive H e : :
two-year period. Do not burden us with developer/investor infrastructure impacts and expenses. the time a SpECIfIC pI’OJeCt IS pI’OpOSGd.
| request a written, detailed and well considered response.
Respectfully submitted,
Michael D. Hunsaker
Retired Engineer and Technical Program Manager
President, Twin Qaks Valley Property Owners Association
Termed out tax representative for the Citizen Bond Oversight Committees for the Dehesa and San
Marcos Unified School Districts
Present taxpayer representative for the Citizen Bond Oversight Committees for the Palomar
Community College and Fallbrook High School Districts
B Virus-free. www.avast.com
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Letter BP
From: Irsne Magallanez
To: ELH PlanningCEQA; Prinz, Michael i
Subject: Marena Corrider Speafic Plan, Fublic Review Draft
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 5:18:57 PM

Irene Magallanez
5109 Ililda Rd
San Diego, CA 92110

Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner
City of San Diego Planning Department
94835 Aero Drive, MS 413

San Diego, CA 92123

Py

of '] g,
Hon. Lorie Zapf
San Diego City Council Member, District 2
202 C Street

San Diego, CA 92101

orezapf@sandiego. gov

Michael Prinz

San Diego Planning Department
1010 Second Ave., MS 413

San Diego, CA 92101

R fipra e,

BP-1  Introductory comment noted.
Re: Morena Corridor Specific Plan, Public Review Draft, June 2017 Comments concerning
proposed specific plan . .
BP-2 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy
BP-1 It was with great anticipation that 1 awaited the release of the Public Review Draft concerning . .
the Morena Corridor Specfic Plan and with great disappointment after reading it. After having in the anaIySIS of the PEIR.
sat through many Linda Vista Planming Group and Ad Hoc meetings and listening to the
recommendations made by these groups, it appears that the city either did not want to or are di . £ i | di . f th
not willing to listen to the advice of the constituents of the Linda Vista community. BP-3 For a discussion of traffic-relate ImpaCtS' see Section 6.2 of the
BP-2 The f:ity has decided that the heightrlimlt tl'or the Q\-‘erlorok Heights area of the Linda Vista PEIR. Additionally, a transportation impact analysis was prepared
district should be raised to not 60 (sixty) feet by discretion as was first suggested by the . . . . .
developers but raised to 435 (forty-five) feet by right and 100 feet by discretion. This is well for the project and circulated for public review with the PEIR. See
above the current 30 (thirty) feet by right and 45 (forty-five) feet by diseretion near the Ap pendix B of the Draft PEIR for the traffic analysis
Tecolote station. Also, in the Morena station area the height limits rises to 45 (forty-five) feet '
by right and 63 (sixtv-five) feet by discretion. With the decrease of traftic lanes on W.
BP-3 Morena Blvd and the inerease of dwelling units to 109 (one hundred nine) per acre in the ; R R
Tecolote station arca and 73 (seventy-three) in the Morena station area, the increase in trallic BP-4 The Clty reFognlzes that it cannot be guaranteed that . future
would sorely test our roads in the area. This increase in traffic is a given when taking into residents will take adva ntage of tra nsit; howevel’, pIannlng for
consideration the nmumber of units proposed. However, to date we have not seen nor been . . . . . . i
notified of a trafTic study being done or completed to address these issues. h'gh'de”5|ty residential development near h|gh-q Uallty transit is a
BP-4 In addition, a study has not been provided by the city in regards 1o resident mass transit focus of the C|ty General Plan C|ty of Vi”ages Strategy, the City’s
ridership. This increase of residents in the area with vehicles would greatly increase the . . . . . .
amount of traffic in an area with very limited vehicular access and parking. Climate Action Planr and is consistent with SANDAG Strategles
identified in The Regional Plan.
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- In late September, we received a letter dated Seplember, 17, 2018 from Mike Hansen, Director . .
BP-5 of the Planning Department for the City of S8an Diego. In that letter, he states that Planning BP-5 These statements accurately reflect the |anguage included in the
Department “values and appreciates™ our input and as such the following changes would be September 1 7, 2018 letter from Mike Hansen. This comment does
made to the draft of the Morena Corridor Specific plan. These changes are as follows: . . .
<I-[if IsupportLists]->1.  <-[endif]-->"The plan would include language supporting a pedestrian not Suggest an Inadequacy in the ana |ySIS of the PEIR.

and bicycle bridge between Mission Bay Park and the Specific Plan arca over the I-3 freeway.
<l--[if IsupportLists]-->2.  <l--[endifl-->The plan would be amended to retain four lanes in the
segment of Morena Boulevard from Ingulf Street to Knoxville Street including two
northbound lanes, two southbound lanes, and lefi-turn pockets at interseetions.
<|--[if IsupportLists]-—>3. <k-[endif]-->The Transit-Oriented Development Enhancement Program
within the plan will be amended to remove the ability to seek a maximum height of 100 (one
hundred) feet in the Tecolote Village District and to remove the ability to seek a maximum
height of 63 (sixty-five) feet in the Morena Station District through a [uture Planned
Development Permit process. The proposed “by-right” height limit of 45 (Forty-live) feet will
remain.
BP-6  Concluding comments are noted.
BP-6 Let us hope that these changes will truly stay in place and not be made in the midst of an
clection year where our City Council member is running for re-election. As such. these
changes have brought hope to this process.
While we believe in smart development with the constraints of the area, we are very aware of
the changes that the coming trolley will bring. Please keep in mind the needs and capabilities
of then areas impact.

Thank you for your time consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Irene Magallanez
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Letter BQ
From: Joseph Armeania
To: ELH FlanningCLOA
Subject: Morena Corridor Spedific Plan PROJECT No.: 582608 / SCH No, 2016101021
Date: Monday, October 01, 2018 10:10:51 PH
BQ-1 Town a lot included in this study. The zoning classification is incorrectly displayed in the study BQ-1 Flgure 2-3' EXIStIng Zonlng' correCtIy dISp|ayS the refe renced
parcel as CC-1-3. Figure 6.3-2, Existing Noise Contours, displays
APN 425-781-24-00 . . . . .
existing land use, not existing zoning.

Zoning 15 CC1-3
Tt is shown as recrealional property m future 6.3-2, this is meorrect

Joseph Armeanio

CITY OF SAN DIEGO
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BR-1  Comment noted.
Letter BR

From: Anthony Cresap . . .

To: i BR-2 The analysis of visual effects and neighborhood character was

Ce: Malone, Rebecca . .

Subject: Project Narme: Morena Corridor Specific/ Project No.: 552608 / SCH No.: 2016101021 completed at a program level of analysis because the design of

i . specific developments are not known. However, the potential

. !
density and heights of future development was assumed to be
) ) ) o the maximum allowed with a Planned Development Permit within

To: PlanningCEQA@ sandiego.gov and Rebecca Malone, Environmental Planner, City of . . L. .

San Diego Planning Department the Morena Station and Tecolote Village districts. This comment
does not suggest an inadequacy in the analysis of the PEIR. The
analysis concludes that significant and unavoidable impacts to

Dear Rebecca Malone and City of San Diego: . . . . .
scenic vistas/public views and neighborhood character would

BR-1 [ am submilling this comment on the Drafl Morena Corridor Specilic Plan Program EIR occur as a result of build-out of the SpeCifiC Plan. The PEIR would

(“PEIR™). I am concurrently submitting comments in a separate e-mail letter on the Specific id f Kk for fut iects t d t lined

Plan itself. I comment as a resident of the Bay Park neighborhood, located uphill of, east and provide a framework Tor Tuture projects to undergo streamiine

north of the Specilic Plan arca. environmental review by tiering from the analysis in the PEIR.

BR-2 The essence of my comment is that I think the EIR needs to have a supplemental and detailed
visual impacts analysis in order to understand the impacts of the development. BR-3 This comment restates the ana|y5]s and |anguage included within
BR-3 But my underlying concern may be different from others in the community: I am most the PEIR rega rding impaCtS associated with scenic vistas or pUb“C
concerned that complaints about visual impacts from increased building heights will be used views.

as a basis to block opportunities for low income housing in the Specific Plan area - including

opportunities for persons recovering from homelessness or with special needs, which is a high

prio_ri_l_\«' of the Cil)_', These populations depend on public lru.nsilz and nc-c-d‘lu live near i!; BR-4 The Specific Plan does not propose any cha nges to allowed

additionally, housing that can serve them often needs to be at higher density for financial o R L X .

viability. Meanwhile, the City's Housing Element makes development of housing for persons bl-“ld'ng helghtS within the Clairemont Mesa pOFthﬂ of the

withspesitl nesdsaigh prGHIE. Specific Plan area; thus, the PEIR concluded that implementation

BR-4  Iam commenting on one section of the Draft PEIR: Impact Analysis,/ssue I: Seenic Vistas or of the SpeCiﬁC Plan would not result in visual impaCtS within that

Viewsand Issue 2, Neighborhood Character(pp. 6.7-2 — 6.7.5).
area.

What the PEIR Discusses. The PEIR notes that discretionary review that will take place at

permitting stage would analyze such impacts. But the PEIR also finds there could be BR-5 Contra ry to the comment, the PEIR conclusions of significant and

significant visual impacts to public views of Mission Bay, the Presidio and even the San Diego ) . ! . . . .

River due 1o building height increases to 45 feet within the Linda Vista Community Plan unavoidable impacts provide a benefit to future discretionary

portion of the Specific Plan arca. The PEIR also addresses build-out of allowable maximum i i ;

building heights under the Transit Oriented Development Enhancement Program (TODEP) p.I’OJ.e.CtS that. WOU!d tier from .t.he PEIR as the pOtentlaI for a

(particularly in the Tecolote Village District and Morena Station Districts) and proceeds to significant visual impact requiring preparation of an EIR for

conclude that “potential impacts related to public views associated with build-out of Specific individual development proiects could be avoided. Instead, future

Plan land uses within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area including . ) p proj ) T !

implementation of the TODEP would be significant.” The PEIR draft further concludes that discretionary projects could tier from the analysis in the PEIR.

“A significant impact related to neighborhood character would occur as a resull of future : : :

development within the Linda Vista portion of the Specific Plan area due to increased heights Visual Impacts of future development would still need to be

and development intensity that could conflict with existing neighborhood character.” (Draft addressed by demonstrating consistency with applicable policies

EEIR. page 6750 in the Specific Plan and any other applicable City regulations

BR-5  The document also does not analyze building height impacts in the Clairemont Mesa prOteCtive of views and scenic resou rces, however, the burden of
requiring individual projects to demonstrate a less than
significant impact to visual resources would be eliminated.
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Community Plan portion of the Specific Plan (which would include the neighborhood of Mid-
Coast Light Rail Trolley Station at Clairemont Drive), ostensibly because, as the PEIR points
out, no changes are currently being proposed to the existing the 30-foot height limit in that
area. (See pp. 6.7-2 - 6.7.5).
BR-6 The Discussion of Visual Impacts Is Inadequate. The draft PEIR’s visual impacts analysis is
insufficient. The discussion delays analysis of visual impacts to a later point in time and
therefore, at least as to the visual impacts, the discussion is general only and lacks any attempt
at empirical assessment. The conclusions of impact are thus essentially only guesswork. The
simple solution is to undertake a formal study that includes professionally prepared visual
simulations that illustrate how new buildings could appear in the landscape from the vantage
points from different locations around the impacted neighborhoods. A strong visual
assessment study is thus in order. Absent additional visual analysis, the discussion of height
impacts is not meaningful and is not supported by substantial evidence.

BR-7 ion i essi s oty / . T recognize that the PEIR is a
program-level document, and that CEQA authorizes such planning. T also acknowledge that,
from a practical standpoint, impacts of specific projects are best addressed in detail at the
discretionary permit stage. But, in this case, the Specific Plan does already provide enough
information and details on heights and neighborhood and urban design to support a
meaningful visual impacts analysis. We already have some indication of how taller buildings
might appear in the viewshed — therefore, some attempt can be made to assess at least what
kind of impacts can occur — e.g.. from specific sample vantage points, what specific landscape
features could be newly obstructed, whether existing buildings already block views, and so
forth. This may stimulate a Specific Plan policy with criteria. In short, 1t 18 not necessary or
helpful in this case to delay meaningful visual impacts analysis until specific development
projects are proposed. We can at least have some idea what impacts can be, now.

BR-8 Fears of Significant Visual Impacts Seem FExaggerated. As a neighborhood resident, [ have

considered what the built-out Specific Plan landscape of taller transit-oriented developments

surrounding the 3 trolley stations ('Tecolote, Morena, and Clairemont) could appear from

vantage points in the neighborhoods east and uphill of the Specific Plan areas. To be fair, 1

predict that such developments will be visible from the uphill neighborhoods -- even though

existing developments will block much of the view of any newer buildings. That said, I remain
highly skeptical that such build-out will destroy the community character or, for that matter,
significant obstructions to public views of Mission Bay and other important local landscape
features. In fact, [ predict that with mitigation, impacts can be made minimal, even with taller
structures such as those allowable potentially under the maximum height development under
the TODEP.

Yet, the PEIR has already concluded, without undertaking a meaningful visual impacts
analysis, that the transit-oriented developments in the Linda Vista area will have a significant
impact on neighborhood character; the PEIR otherwise just kicks the “impacts analysis
review” can down the road by delaying visual impacts analysis to project development

stages. I feel the entire community can benefit most have having at least some detailed impacts
analysis at this time.

As an aside, although I recognize that no height increases are proposed in the Clairemont
District portion of the plan, in my comments on the Specific Plan [ am requestingt that taller
heights be evaluated for in the neighborhood near the Clairemont trolley station. The City

BR-9

BR-6 Comment noted. Refer to response to comment BR-5.

BR-7 Comment noted. This comment does not suggest an inadequacy

in the analysis of the PEIR.

BR-8 Comment noted. Visual simulations would be more appropriate
at the project level as actual developments are proposed. See also

response to comment BR-5.

BR-9 The comment does not raise an issue with regard to the adequacy
of the PEIR; however, all comments will be forwarded to decision

makers for consideration.
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must take advantage of every opportunity presented to allow more dense development, and we
must not automatically disallow higher buildings until we have done a serious analysis of the
impactls of such developments. I drive past the arca of the proposed Clairemont trolley station
every day and feel that a wiselv designed attractive development could reach as high at 65 feet
without destroying the neighborhood — in fact, it could greatly improve it!

BR-10  Conclusion: Thus, to make a stronger EIR and for the benefit of all concerned, 1 respectlully BR-10 Concludmg comment noted. Refer to response to comments BR-5

request that the City prepare a thorough visual impacts analysis at this stage and include it in and BR-8.
the final PEIR. The analysis should, at a minimum, includes professionally prepared visual
simulations that take into account such known factors of the proposed urban landscape,
showing new developments al maximum bulk and building heights, and using allowable
building designs. The simulations should illustrate how the buildings can appear from
different vantage points.

BR-11 T'o be clear: I do not necessarily disagree with a conclusion that taller buildings could have a .
significant visual impact. or that analvsis must be made at the development permit stage. My BR-11 Concludlng comment noted. Refer to response to comments BR-5
only point is that all conclusions of impact, including at the PEIR stage, need to be supported and BR-8.

by substantial evidence.
Thank you for your consideration of my comments.
Respeotlully submitted,

Anthony Cresap
Bay Park Resident
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From: Anthony Cresap

To: i

e Malone, Rebeccs; Black, Laurs; Prinz, Michael; ansen®@sandisqo.q
Subject: Comments on Morena Comidor Specific Plan Draft

Date: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 1:42:25 AM

Dear San Diego City Planning Department:
BR-12 Following are¢ my comments on the Dralt Morena Corridor Specilic Plan, version dated BR-12 Comment noted. This comment does not SuggeSt an madequacy

August 2018. T am not discussing the PEIR in this comment e-mail, but T am concurrently in the ana |ysis of the PEIR.
submitting a separate, short e-mail on the PEIR. I write as a resident of the Bay Park
neighborhood area that is located uphill, North and East of the Specilic Plan arca. [ am also
very concerned about homelessness in San Diego and hope (o see housing opportunities for
that population are made available near the transit and trolley stations. T am asking that this
letter be included in the public record for the Specific Plan.

I note this is overall an excellent document that reflects substantial input from many people
the community and City and other public agencies.

For the next revision of the Specilic Plan drafl, I request the Planning Department seriously
consider the following:

Chapter 2 or Chapter 8: Please Include a Commitment to Supportive and Transitional ITousin,

[ strongly urge the City to add language include a strong, express and specific policy of
commitment towards development of high-density, low-income supportive or transitional
housing facilities near the transit centers in the Speceific Plan area. The policy can fit into
cither Chapter 2 (Land Use) or Chapter 8 (Implementation). Such facilities are needed for
citizens who are recovering from homelessness, who are mentally or cognitively disabled, or
who or are otherwise extremely low income persons with special needs (including elderly
persons). This population is fairly broad but and includes many homeless veterans. Among the
needs are long-term rental opportunities, including group housing and residential care or
supportive housing facilities, as well as independent living arrangements in either a high
density SRO development or an apartment building of small efficiency apartment units.

These kinds of housing lacilities oflen need high density to be financially viable, and the
transit center neighborhoods in the Morena Corridor Specific Plan area are ideal locations for
them. In fact, I would even ask the City to adopt specific numerical target: it would be ideal if
the City could propose, for example, 100 individual units of supportive or longer-term
transitional housing near each of the three transit centers in the Plan area. (By “units™, I mean
beds in group housing facility arrangements, rooms in new Single Room Ocecupancy hotel
buildings. and small studio efficiency units for independent living. Such a commitment is only
a small contribution to the overall problem, but City policies and facts compel the conclusion
that we must accommodate as many new units as we can, and sieze the  opportunity to take
advantage of the light rail and trolley transit oriented developments.

Planning Documents.
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City and County documents already recognize that San Diego suffers from an extreme — and
growing — shortage of quality supportive and transitional housing opportunities for homeless
and extremely low-income eitizens, including persons with mental or cognitive

disabilities. For instance, the 2015 San Diego Regional Analysis Of Impediments To Fair
Housing Choicereported that a 2014 count of homeless population San Diego Regional Task
Force on the Homeless vielded 8,505 homeless persons living in the County, with
approximately 61 percent of those in the City of San Diego. A different estimate from just two
years earlier found that the “number of people who used an emergency shelter or transitional
housing program at any time from October 1, 2012 through September 30. 2013 was 12,817
persons.” (2015 Regional Analysis of Impediments, pp. 48-50.) The Analysis of Impediments
also identifies some programs and projects to help fill the gap in available housing
opportunities for this population.

To respond to the ongoing homeless situation, the City’s Housing Element includes strong
commitments to accommodate and increase the supportive and transitional housing. The
Specific Plan points out that it implements the goals of the General Plan:

“The Specitic Plan is consistent with, and furthers the goals and policies of the General
Plan and community plans by allowing for development of mixed-use transit-oriented
“villages™ within the “City ol Villages Strategy.”

The Specific Plan implements the General Plan and guides land use, circulation, and
infrastructure improvements in the Specilic Plan area.”, (Dralil Specific Plan, p. 3.) The
Housing Element is a part of the General Plan, so the goals and policies with respect 1o
supportive and transitional housing must be implemented through the Specific Plan.

The Housing Element contains several relevant provisions. Under Goal 4, Objective I:
Community Balance and Fair Housing:

“HE-L1.3 Based on the Housing Element and General Plan policies, each community
community’s affordable housing needs and identifies appropriate policies and
programs to achieve the goal. Community Plan updates should also include policies
promoting the location of affordable and workforce housing in close proximity to

emplovment and transit.

HE-L.4The City's highest housing priovityshall be to provide housing for very low-
and low-income families and special needs populations.

HE-L3Encourage new housing that relies on transit useand environmentally
sustainable patterns of movement.”

(Housing Element, p. 124; emphasis added.)

<!--[if !supportLists]--»¢ <!--[endif ]-->The Housing Element also identifies
transil stations for higher density:
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“The areas that are most suitable for higher-density infill housing are primarily those
that arc located near transit stations. major commercial corridors and in “village”
locations that may be designated in [uture community plans.” (Housing Element, Goal
3. . HE-91, emphasis added. )

<1--[if !supportLists]-->e <!--[endif]-->Additionally, the Housing Element
includes a specific program that acknowledges the City’s obligations towards supportive and
transitional housing proposals under state law SB2. The Element states: “known as the Cedillo
Bill. enacted in October 2007, [SB2| clarifies that local governments must analyze constraints
to the development of emergency shelters, transitional, and supportive housing.....SB2
provides that Transitional Housing and Supportive Housing must be treated the same as any
other residential use within the same zone.” The Element then proceeds to acknowledge an
application of [air housing laws.

(Housing Element, pp. 126-127.)

<1--[if 'supportLists]--»e <!--[endif]-->Because under SB32 directs that supportive
and transitional housing be treated the same as other residential uses in the same zone, it
follows that the City should plan for supportive and transitional housing just as any other high
density development near the transit centers.

<1--[if !supportLists]--»e <!--[endif]-->The Housing Element also incorporates a
program that states that the City will take actions to remove impediments identitied in the
2011 Housing Impediments Analysis. (Ilousing Llement, Program 2 (Reduce Impediments to
Iair Housing, p. [1E-127.)

The Housing Impediments is prepared under the City of San Diego’s Fair Housing Action
Plan. It sets out one impediment as “Limited housing choices for persons with disabilities”. A
goal is then set in the document to “Increase housing choices for persons with disabilities™.
Activities and strategies Lo achieve the goal includes: “Expand the variety ol available housing
types and sizes. Increasing housing options for not only persons with disabilities, but also
senior households, families with children, farmworkers. the homeless, etc.” (2010-15 Fair
[lousing Action Plan, Appendix D.)

The 2013-2020 update to the Impediments Analysis specifically calls out NIMBYism against
supportive group housing facilities for persons with disabilities. : “Community opposition to
high-density housing, affordable housing, and housing for persons with special needs
(disabilitics and homeless) is directly linked 1o the lack of such housing options for residents
in need. In particular, community opposition is typically strongest against high-density
affordable housing and group homes for persons with mental disabilities.”

['he Impediments Analysis further states, under “Housing Options™: “Impediments: Housing
choices for special needs proups, especially persons with disabilities, are limited.” (2015
Impediments update, page. 204.) The scheduled action is the same as the City set it out in the
2010 version: “Increase housing options for special needs populations, including persons with
disabilities, senior howseholds, families with children, farmworkers, the homeless, efc.”
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I specifically request that the City increase the height limit in the Clairemont District area of
the Specific Plan, and plan for a transit-village at that location. The “village” need not be as
big as one developed the Transit Oriented Development Enhancement Program Linda Vista,
but I feel that 30 feel is too restrictive and that we need to increase the height to at least 45
feet.

Conclusion: Because the City has a compelling need 1o add man new units in supportive or
transitional housing for persons with disabilities or other special needs, 1 urge the City to
include policies as described above.

I'hank you very much for considering my input.
Respectfully submitted,

Anthony Cresap
Bay Park
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