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Volume 1. Chapter 1 Introduction
V1.1.1 Overview of the Final EIR

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR or FEIR) has been prepared
in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as amended
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (California
Administrative Code Section 15000 et seq.).

Volume 1 of this Final EIR contains a list of persons, organizations, and public
agencies commenting on the proposed Mount Etna Community Plan Amendment
and Rezone Project (proposed project) Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIR); comments received on the DEIR; and the County of San Diego
(County’s) responses to significant environmental points raised in those
comments. As lead agency, the County circulated the DEIR for a 45-day public
review period to allow for public agencies and members of the public to submit
comments on the environmental analyses and significant environmental impacts,
if any, provided within the DEIR for the proposed project. In addition, public
review of the DEIR ensured a meaningful opportunity for agency and public input
to be incorporated into the decision-making process. All comments made to the
County during the DEIR comment period are included in this Final EIR for
consideration by the County prior to making a final decision on the project.

Volume 2 of this Final EIR includes responses to comments on the DEIR that
have resulted in revisions to the DEIR text. Other minor clarifications have also
been made. Volume 2 reflects all changes made to the Final EIR in
strikeout/underline text. Volume 3 of this Final EIR includes the full DEIR with
changes made from Volume 2 in strikeeut/underline text.

V1.1.2 Public Review of DEIR

In accordance with Section 15105 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Guidelines, a public review and comment period was provided for the
DEIR beginning October 9, 2019. Following a 45-day review period, the public
review and comment period on the DEIR closed on November 25, 2019.

As shown in Table V1.1-1, a total of 38 written comment letters were received by
the County on the DEIR. The comment letters have been separated by the
chapters within which they are addressed in this Final EIR.
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Table V1.1-1
List of Commenters on the DEIR

Letter #

Commenter

Date of Comment

Chapter 2 — Agency Comments

Caltrans

Al 11/21/2019
A2 City of San Diego 11/25/2019
A3 Office of Planning and Research 11/25/2019
Chapter 3 — Individual Comments
11 Julie 10/11/2019
12 Michelle Freeland 10/11/2019
13 Stuart Johnson 10/15/2019
14 Jessica Bowlin 10/18/2019
15 Candy Cumming 10/23/2019
16 Lindsay Depalma 11/08/2019
17 Candy Cumming 11/08/2019
18 Denise Abell-Hove 11/12//2019
19 Bruce Cole 11/15/2019
110 Candy Cumming 11/17/2019
111 Jill Hasselquest 11/18/2019
112 Marija Hristova 11/20/2019
113 Nazeeh Shaheen 11/20/2019
114 Lisa Johnson 11/21/2019
115 Kelly Lower 11/21/2019
116 Arlene Spencer 11/22/2019
117 Thomas Kirby 11/24/2019
118 David Rogers 11/24/2019
119 Gary Dixon 11/24/2019
120 Sherry Dixon 11/24/2019
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Table V1.1-1
List of Commenters on the DEIR

Letter # Commenter Date of Comment
121 Lyn Booth 11/24/2019
122 John Noble 11/24/2019
123 Julie Wilds 11/25/2019
124 Stephanie Pfaff 11/25/2019
125 Jeremy Heath 11/25/2019
126 Mitchell Tsai 11/25/2019
127 Quentin Yates 11/25/2019
128 Michael Dwyer 11/25/2019
129 Cole Street 11/25/2019
130 Janet Ingersoil 11/25/2019
131 Holly Churchill 11/26/2019
132 Cynthia Eldred 11/26/2019
133 Tom Cebulski 11/26/2019
134 Larry Sites 11/09/2019
135 Darwin and Linda Saylor 11/21/2019

V1.1.3 Refinements to the Design

Following the publication and circulation of the DEIR, and after considering public
input, the County and developer refined the design to the future residential
development. The revisions do not change the DEIR conclusions, nor do they
result in any new impacts, impacts that are more adverse or severe than
disclosed in the DEIR, or impacts that warrant consideration of additional
mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce or avoid new or more adverse
impacts. As such, recirculation of the DEIR is not necessary.

In the DEIR, the future residential development included 254 family affordable
units and 150 senior residential units. It is expected that the ultimate design
would include less family affordable units and more senior units, with the total
units still equaling 404 units. Senior units produce 4 daily trips per units, while the
multi-family units produce 6 daily trips per unit. Increasing the number of senior
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family units and decreasing the number of multi-family units would decrease the
average daily trips (ADT) generated by the proposed project. In addition, a
reduction in multi-family residential units would also reduce the amount of school-
age children associated with the proposed project, reducing the number of
students that would be enrolled in nearby schools.

The DEIR text in Section 3.6.3.3 on former page 3.6-11 is revised as follows:

The proposed project would allow for a future residential development with
a maximum of 404 units on the project site, which would have the potential
to generate new students and service demand from SDUSD. The future
development would likely include 254 family affordable units and 150
senior residential units. The 150 senior residential units are excluded from
this analysis, as school-age children would not be permitted to live in the
units. If the number of senior residential units increases, the number of
school age children would decrease.

The future residential development could include a subterranean parking garage.
If the project ultimately is designed with underground parking, it would have no
significant impacts on paleontological resources, as the City’s existing grading
ordinance (Ordinance 20919) requires paleontological monitoring during grading
activities. Paleontological monitoring is an existing requirement of the City
associated with construction of projects that involve 1,000 cubic yards or greater,
and 10 feet or greater in depth, in a high resource potential geologic
deposit/formation/rock unit.

The DEIR text in Section 5.2.4 on former page 5-8 is revised as follows:

According to the City’s General Plan EIR, the Clairemont Mesa community
is located on the Scripps Formation and Ardath Shale Formation, both
which have high paleontological resource sensitivity (City of San Diego
2007). Construction actlvmes would mclude ground- dlsturblng actlvmes-

proposed project mvolve 1,000 cubic vards or greater, and 10 feet or

greater excavation in depth, requlations associated with the City’s grading
ordinance would be required, including paleontological monitoring.

V1.1.4 Master Responses

This section provides comprehensive discussions on a set of reoccurring themes
identified by commenters on the DEIR. The master responses are organized
alphabetically.
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Affordable Housing Density Bonus

Several comments have expressed concern regarding the high number of units
proposed. As detailed in Section 1.2.1.3 (DEIR former page 1-3), the rezone of
the project site to the proposed RM-3-9 zone would allow 297 multi-family units
on the project site without an affordable housing density bonus. Utilizing the
City’s Affordable Housing Regulations within the San Diego Municipal Code
(SDMC) (Chapter 14, Article 3, Division 7) a total of 448 units would be allowable
on site. As detailed in Chapter 1, Project Description, Section 1.2.1.2 (DEIR
former page 1-2), while the Community Plan Amendment (CPA) would allow for a
density of up to 448 residential units onsite, the County, through a Disposition
and Development Agreement, would cap the site capacity at a maximum of 404
dwelling units onsite. Therefore, with the affordable housing density bonus, the
CPA, and rezone, the unit count of the proposed project would be within
allowable density capacities on the project site. In addition, the Affordable
Housing Regulations allow for incentives in exchange for affordable housing
units, which allow for waivers from development standards such as height. In
addition, as the future development would be an affordable housing project, the
development would be allowed to exceed the community’s 30-foot height limit
overlay.

Alternative Location

Several comments have stated that they want the project moved to another
location. As detailed in Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, Section 4.3.1 (DEIR
former page 4-3), eleven other County owned properties within the County were
identified as “surplus” and proposed for affordable housing redevelopment. The
majority of the eleven sites are located within the City of San Diego, and one
each in the City of Escondido, City of El Cajon, and the County. A screening
process was used to determine whether each site was conducive to affordable
housing, in order to maximize the County’s efforts to provide affordable housing.
The screening process included a land use and zoning analysis, environmental
due diligence, screening criteria determination, and development opportunity
identification. The development opportunity assessment took into consideration
such factors as commercial/retail and public transit proximity and land use
compatibility.

Of the eleven screened sites, only five of the sites were deemed viable for
affordable housing, including the proposed project site. None of the viable sites
were determined to be an alternative location for the proposed project because
they were less conducive than the Mount Etna site for near-term redevelopment,
already planned for other land uses, were not currently available for lease, and/or
were not located near commercial retail/office uses and within an existing or
planned transit priority area (TPA) to serve the needs of future residents.
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Building Height and Character

Several comments have expressed concern regarding the height of the proposed
project and that the adjacent seven and ten story structures are not indicators of
community character given that other structures meet the 30-foot height limit. As
detailed in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, (DEIR former page 3.1-6) the DEIR uses the
City’s significance determination guidelines when assessing project impacts to
community character. As stated in the City guidelines, projects that severely
contrast with surrounding character must be evaluated in the context of the
height and bulk of the existing patterns of development in the vicinity and would
have to exceed those patterns of development by a substantial margin. The
analysis in the DEIR looks at the existing visual characteristics of structures
within the vicinity of the project site, including the commercial and residential
structures nearby as well as the two adjacent Balboa Towers that are seven and
ten stories (or approximately 84 and 120 feet in height), respectively. As
suggested in the City’s guidelines, these towers were taken into account when
determining that a 70-foot building would be consistent with this existing
character established in the project area. The CPA (Appendix B) includes
Supplemental Development Regulations, including setback regulations and
building articulation standards, which would help reduce the mass and scale of
the structure and encourage pedestrian scale features and compatibility with
adjacent uses. The design of the future residential project would be required to
comply with the standard development regulations required in the proposed
zoning, as modified by the site-specific CPIOZ A Supplemental Development
Regulations in the CPA.

Several comments recommend restricting the proposed project to the existing
30-foot height limit that exists throughout most of the Clairemont Mesa
Community Plan (CMCP) area and question why the DEIR did not consider this
as an option to the proposed project. The DEIR analyzes the project that is
reasonably foreseeable by the lead agency, which is the proposed future
development that could be up to 70 feet in height. It should be noted that the
height limit would allow the future development to effectively screen rooftop
equipment, such as HVAC units or solar panels, to install elevator shafts to serve
the top floors, and to provide vertical architectural features that would contribute
visual interest to the facades of the structure. Should the developer propose a
structure that is less than 70-feet, the DEIR is still considered sufficient, as it
analyzed a conservative height limit of 70-feet. In addition, as the future
development would be an affordable housing project, the development would be
allowed to exceed the community’s 30-foot height limit overlay, in accordance
with the SDMC Section 101.0452.5.D.

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in substantial alteration to the
existing or planned character of the area, and impacts would be less than
significant, as concluded in the DEIR.
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Fire Protection Services

Several comments have expressed concern regarding adequate fire protection
resources that would serve the project site. Fire protection is analyzed in Section
3.6, Public Services, of the DEIR. As detailed in Section 3.6.3.1 (DEIR former
page 3.6-9), while the project would allow for a future residential development
that would increase the number of residents in the community, project
implementation would not expand the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department
(SDFD) and Emergency Medical Services (EMS) service boundaries or increase
the amount of urban land requiring fire protection and life safety services. While
the SDFD is currently not meeting the City’s response time standards (DEIR
former pages 3.6-2 and 3.6-9), the City’s significance determination thresholds
states that “at the present time, significant response times deficiencies due to a
lack of personnel or equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory
approval by the City Council of the affected departments budget proposal for
operations within the affected area because developers cannot be required to
fund ongoing operational costs nor can they make budget decisions regarding
such funding” (City of San Diego 2016). Nevertheless, the developer would be
required to pay the most current City development impact fees related to the
provision of fire protection service prior to the issuance of a building permit.
Payment of the development impact fees would be based on the total number of
units proposed for the future residential development and would ensure that the
future residential project contributes its fair-share contribution to providing
funding for the SDFD and associated facilities.

Several comments have also expressed concern with how residents without cars
would be able to evacuate. The proposed project would have site managers on
site at all times who would ensure safe evacuation from the project site. During
the daytime hours, the property would be staffed with representatives from
services, such as Serving Seniors, who would be running programs for the senior
residents, who would also be available to assist in the case of an evacuation.

Several comments have expressed concern with the fire department equipment
not being able to serve a five story building, as the public incorrectly believes the
nearest ladder truck is in Pacific Beach. However, the nearest ladder truck is
located at Station 28, which is less than two miles east of the project site. SDFD
and EMS currently have equipment to serve buildings higher than the proposed
project, such as the adjacent Balboa Towers, and would be able to adequately
serve the project site. In addition, the future development would be required to be
designed to comply with all applicable fire safety standards, including those
contained in the California Building Code and Fire Code, which requires features
such as fire suppression sprinklers, fire alarms, onsite fire hydrants, and ensuring
adequate emergency access. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the need for new of
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physically altered governmental facilities, and impacts would be less than
significant, as concluded in the DEIR.

Ministerial Review

Several comments have expressed concern that by allowing the project to be
processed ministerially, it removes the community’s ability to be part of the
planning process. The proposed project first goes through an extensive
discretionary review, and only if it is approved, will the subsequent site
development be ministerial, which is consistent with the City’s planning
regulations and the SDMC, Chapter 11, Article 2, Division 5, Section 112.0502.
The future residential development would need to be consistent with the
Community Plan, as amended by the site specific CPIOZ A Supplemental
Development Regulations, in order to be processed ministerially. The Clairemont
Mesa community does get a discretionary review of the project by providing input
before the CPA would be approved. Thus, the community has input opportunities
during the CPA process, EIR review process, and subsequent development
design development. The affordable housing developer may also solicit input on
the project design features after the discretionary review process.

Non-CEQA Issues

A number of comments raised issues that related neither to potential
environmental impacts nor to the adequacy of the DEIR. Such comments,
including general statements supporting or opposing the proposed project,
expressions of opinion, and questions about the need for the proposed project,
are not within the purview of CEQA.

CEQA Framework

CEQA's framework sets forth a series of analytical steps intended to promote the
fundamental goals and purposes of environmental review—information,
participation, mitigation, and accountability. “The purpose of an [EIR] is to provide
public agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the
effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways
in which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to
indicate alternatives to such a project” (Public Resources Code Section 21061).
Thus, the primary purpose of an EIR is to identify a project’s potential impacts on
the environment. Concerns about the non-environmental aspects or impacts of a
project are not analyzed in an EIR.

Need for Project

An EIR is not intended or required to provide justification or demonstrate the
need for a particular project. In accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the
EIR identifies applicant’s project objectives and the proposed project’s
anticipated physical environmental impacts. Alternatives to the project are
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compared with the project objectives to evaluate whether a less environmentally
impactful alternative could achieve similar goals. Project objectives are meant to
capture the high-level goals and purposes of the project without being so
narrowly defined as to exclude meaningful analysis of alternatives. The project
objectives of DEIR (see Section 1.1 of the DEIR) are to:

1. Establish the ability for residential developers to construct affordable
homes on surplus County property, consistent with San Diego regional
housing policies.

2. Deliver a development-ready site, including demolition and removal of
existing onsite structures and related facilities, and provision of stubbed-
out utilities.

3. Encourage an increase in the supply and variety of housing types —
affordable for people of all ages and income levels — in an area with
existing or planned frequent transit service (i.e. transit priority area) and
with access to a variety of public and commercial services.

4. Ensure high-quality development occurs on the site through the
development of architectural and landscape supplemental development
regulations.

Comments received on the appropriateness of the objectives do not pertain to
the physical environmental impacts of the Project and, as such, they are not
relevant to the adequacy of the DEIR. Nevertheless, these comments are noted
and included within the Administrative Record and will contribute to the
information that will be considered by the decision-makers in the context of the
entire record.

Opinions Regarding Support or Opposition to the Project

A number of comments expressed opinion in support of, or in opposition to, the
proposed project. The County welcomes all comments; however, opinions and
expressions of support or opposition unrelated to physical environmental impacts
do not pertain to whether impacts were appropriately analyzed in the DEIR or to
the adequacy of the environmental analysis contained in the DEIR. The opinions
expressed are included within the Administrative Record, contributing to the
information that provides the basis for decision and, as such, these opinions are
considered by the decision-makers in the context of the entire record. However,
the purpose of an EIR is to present objective information as to a project’s
potential environmental impacts. The purpose of allowing the public and
agencies to comment on an EIR is to allow any errors or omissions to be
identified and corrected. Opinions concerning issues not within the purview of
CEQA (such as socio-economic issues), as well as expressions of opposition or
support for a project, are made a part of the Administrative Record and
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forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration in taking action on the
proposed project, but they are not responded to in a CEQA document.

Parking

Several comments have expressed concern regarding parking, and notes that
the project would include less than one parking space per unit. Text within the
DEIR that references 354 parking spaces is a typographical error contained in
Section 2.1, Air Quality, of the DEIR. As detailed in Appendix D, air quality
modeling assumed a minimum of 404 parking spaces would be constructed. If
the developer increases the amount of parking spaces being constructed on site,
an air quality impact would not be triggered. Air pollutant emissions estimates are
based on pounds of each pollutant per day (of an 8-hour workday). An increase
or decrease of parking spaces would provide for a minor increase or decrease in
the number of construction days needed to construct the spaces, but would not
increase the daily air emissions each day, which are compared to daily
thresholds. The DEIR text in Section 2.1.3.2 on former page 2.1-20 is revised in
the Final EIR as follows:

The modeling assumes that the proposed future 404 apartment
units would include 354-404 parking spaces.

Commenters also express concern with over flow parking on adjoining residential
streets. Parking is not a topic required to be analyzed in a CEQA document. The
future residential development would be required to be parked in compliance with
the parking regulations contained in the SDMC.

Privacy

Several comments have expressed concern regarding the privacy of the
residential homes adjacent to and west of the SDG&E owned site. Privacy is not
a topic required to be analyzed in a CEQA document. However, it is indirectly
addressed in the context of the aesthetics analysis in the DEIR. As detailed in
Section 3.1, Aesthetics, the future residential project would be set back from that
property line and be required to comply with the City’s landscape guidelines. In
addition, the CPA (Appendix B) includes Supplemental Development
Regulations, including setback regulations and landscaping regulations that are
specific to the project site. Building articulation standards in the CPA would help
reduce the mass and scale of the structure. For the single family residences
directly west of the project, the intervening SDG&E owned site provides a 150-
foot wide buffer between off-site residential properties and the project site, in
addition to the setback requirements contained in the SDMC. Therefore, the
proposed project would not be built against the adjacent homeowner’s property
line resulting in privacy issues.
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Schools

Several comments have expressed concern regarding capacity of local schools
to accommodate future school-age children from the project. Schools are
discussed within Section 3.6, Public Services, of the DEIR. As detailed in Section
3.6.3.3 (DEIR former page 3.6-12), according to discussions with San Diego
Unified School District (SDUSD), there is adequate capacity to accommodate
grade 6-8 and grade 9-12 students at the schools in the community. However,
the DEIR discloses that Holmes Elementary School is currently at capacity. Other
nearby elementary schools in the Clairemont Mesa community would likely have
sufficient capacity to house the projected number of K through 5 students, should
capacity at Holmes Elementary not be available at the time of the new student
enrollment, per SDUSD input received during DEIR preparation. No new school
facilities would be required according to the input received from the SDUSD.
Furthermore, the need for additional school facilities associated with new
development is addressed through compliance with school impact fee
assessment. Payment of statutory fees by developers serves as CEQA mitigation
to satisfy the impact of development on schools, per Sections 66000 et seq. of
the California Government Code.

Transit

Several comments have expressed concern regarding the definition of a transit
priority area (TPA), and express concern that transit services are currently
unreliable such that the project area should not be treated as a TPA. As detailed
in Section 3.4.1 (DEIR former page 3.4-1) of the DEIR, in accordance with SB
743, “Transit priority areas” mean “an area within one-half mile of a major transit
stop that is existing or planned, if the planned stop is scheduled to be completed
within the planning horizon included in a Transportation Improvement Program
adopted pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of
Federal Regulations.” “Major transit stop”, as defined by Section 21064.3, means
“a site containing an existing rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a
bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with
a frequency of service of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon
peak commute periods”.

As detailed in Section 2.4.1.6 (DEIR former page 2.4-11) of the DEIR, there are
two bus routes that run adjacent to the project site, each with a bus stop located
within 400 feet of the project site. MTS Bus Route #27 (along Balboa Avenue)
runs every 30 minutes during peak periods and hourly during off-peak period on
weekdays and hourly on Saturdays. MTS Bus Route #41 (along Genesee
Avenue) runs every 15 minutes during peak periods and every 30 minutes during
off-peak periods. As detailed in Section 2.4.2.2 (DEIR former page 2.4-13) of the
DEIR, the project site is identified as a TPA in the SANDAG San Diego Forward:
The Regional Plan (i.e., the local Transportation Improvement Program adopted
pursuant to Section 450.216 or 450.322 of Title 23 of the Code of Federal
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Regulations), the City of San Diego’s Climate Action Plan (City of San Diego
2016), and the City of San Diego Transit Priority Areas per SB743 map (City of
San Diego 2019). The project site is in a TPA due to its location with high-
frequency transit service on Genesee Avenue planned high frequency bus
service along Balboa Avenue being phased in by 2020, per the SANDAG Smart
Growth Map using information from the RTP, with planned rapid transit
scheduled for 2035. Once funding for these additional transit services is secured
by MTS, two high-frequency bus routes would intersect in the project area to
support the TPA identification. The expanded transit service along Balboa
Avenue would also provide connections to the trolley station being constructed at
Balboa Avenue and Morena Boulevard, planned to be operational by

2021. Therefore, frequent transit service occurs or is currently planned in the
project area and the project’s residents would benefit from that service during the
lifetime of the project’s operations. The DEIR text in Section 2.4.3.1 on former
page 2.4-15 is revised as follows:

Additionally, trip reductions from the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual
were applied to the trip generation estimates to account for its location in a
TPA with high-frequency transit service on Genesee Avenue and planned
high frequency bus service along Balboa Avenue being phased in by
2020, per the SANDAG Smart Growth Map using information from the
RTP, with planned rapid transit scheduled for by-2035. Once funding for
these additional transit services is secured by MTS, two high-frequency
bus routes would intersect in the project area to support the TPA
identification. The expanded transit service along Balboa Avenue would
also provide connections to the trolley station being constructed at Balboa
Avenue and Morena Boulevard, planned to be operational by 2021.

The developer is also seeking Cap and Trade funding through the Affordable
Housing and Sustainable Communities grant, which would provide transit
connection improvements to existing and proposed major transit stops within the
Clairemont Mesa community. Priorities include pedestrian and bicycle
connections and bus and van transit to light rail. These funds could be used to
increase bus frequency on both Genesee and Balboa Avenues, as well as
improve pedestrian and bicycle lanes connecting this region to transit.

Several comments have expressed concern that the DEIR assumes that seniors
will not own cars and will solely rely on transit. As detailed in the Transportation
Impact Study Addendum Table 1 (Appendix I-2), traffic calculations assumed that
the multi-family units would generate six vehicle trips per day and the senior units
would produce four trips per day, in accordance with the City of San Diego Land
Use Code Trip Generation Manual. The DEIR accurately accounted for seniors
using their own vehicles while living at the future residential development.
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Volume 1. Chapter 2 DEIR — Agency Responses

This chapter contains the comment letters received from public agencies on the
proposed project DEIR and the County’s responses to comments related to the
DEIR and/or issues related to efforts on the environment. Each letter, as well as
each individual comment within the letter, has been given an assigned letter and
number for cross-referencing. Responses are sequenced to reflect the order of
comments within each letter. Table V1.2-1 lists all public agencies who submitted
comments on the DEIR during the public review period.

Table V1.2-1
List of Agency Commenters on DEIR

Comment Response
Letter Page Page
No. Commenter Date of Comment Number Number
Al Caltrans 11/21/2019 1-14 1-18
A2 City of San Diego 11/25/2019 1-21 1-30
A3 Office of Planning and Research 11/25/2019 1-52 1-53
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Letter A1 Response

Caltrans

Al-1

Al-2

Al-3

Al-4

Al-5

This comment is introductory in nature and states that the
commenter provides further comments in an attached letter. This
comment is general in nature and no specific response is required.

This comment is introductory in nature and describes the purpose
of the comments to follow. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no specific response is
required.

This comment asks for clarification on the mixed-use and transit
reductions and if they are based on the SANDAG VMT Reduction
Tool. This comment is referencing Appendix I, which is based on a
previous project description and was not analyzed as a project
alternative in the DEIR. Appendix I-4 includes the correct project
analysis presented in the DEIR. Regarding the reduction
assumptions, the reduction percentages were obtained from Table
3 in the City of San Diego’s Traffic Impact Study Manual.

This comment states that the reclassification of Balboa Avenue,
between Charger Boulevard and 1-805 Southbound Ramps is not a
mitigation measure. It should be noted that the commenter is
referring to the original TIA and not the mitigation in the TIA
Addendum and DEIR that does not recommend reclassification.
Reclassification of the roadway changes the volume capacity of the
roadway. In this case where the mitigation is to reclassify Balboa
Avenue between Charger Boulevard and 1-805 Southbound Ramps
from a 6-lane Major Arterial to a 6-lane Expressway, the roadway
capacity increases from 50,000 daily traffic volume to 80,000, which
would serve the additional project demand and improve vehicle
operations to better than pre-project conditions. However,
reclassifying entails altering the roadway’s characteristics (e.qg.
speed, roadway width, land use frontages, etc.), and given the
physical constraints of Balboa Avenue, reclassification was not
determined to be feasible mitigation. Partial mitigation is, however,
proposed but the impact remains significant and unavoidable.

This comment requests for the TIS and analysis presented in the
DEIR to utilize the 2002 Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of
Traffic Impact Studies (2002 Caltrans Guide) as thresholds of
significance in assessing project impacts. The 2002 Caltrans Guide
states that “Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the
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transition between LOS C and D on State highway facilities.” The
significance criteria utilized in this case is supported by substantial
evidence, and second, by its express terms, the text relied upon in
the 2002 Caltrans Guide is permissive (“Caltrans endeavors”) and
not mandatory (“Caltrans acknowledges that [maintaining target
LOS] may not always be feasible”).

Under CEQA, the lead agency has discretion to determine the
significance criteria by which to assess impacts. Pursuant to the
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15064.7), lead
agencies are encouraged to adopt and publish significance
thresholds for use in determining whether environmental impacts
are significant. Where a question is raised regarding the relevance
of an adopted threshold, a lead agency determination that the
threshold applies will be upheld if supported by substantial
evidence. (See Save Cuyama Valley v. County of Santa Barbara
(2013) 213 Cal.App.4th 1059, 1072.)

Courts uphold lead agency discretion as to the determination of
how to evaluate traffic impacts and which significance standards
and methodologies to use. (See Sierra Club v. City of Orange
(2008) 163 Cal.App.4th 523, 541 [upholding significance criteria on
basis of performance standards adopted by local jurisdictions];
Napa Citizens for Honest Gov’t v. Napa County Bd. of Supervisors
(2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 342, 362 [upholding significance standard for
traffic impacts developed by drafters of EIR].)

By its express provisions, the 2002 Caltrans Guide does not
mandate its use when assessing impacts as the relevant text
indicates its use is permissive, not mandatory -- “Caltrans
endeavors to maintain a target LOS at the transition between LOS
‘C’ and LOS ‘D’ on State highway facilities,” (Caltrans Guide, p. 1
[emphasis added].) The use of the action verb “endeavor’—not
“shall”, “must”, or “required’—demonstrates that use of the Caltrans
Guide to establish thresholds of significance is not mandatory.
(See, e.g., San Francisco Tomorrow v. City and County of San
Francisco (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 498, 519-522.)

In this regard, the City of San Diego’s approved Significance
Determination Thresholds (Guidelines) were applied in the DEIR.

This comment questions what would occur to Table 2.5 when
Caltrans criteria for ramp intersection queues or delays is used.
The commenter is referred above to Response to Comment A1-5.
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Al-7

Al-8

Al-9

Al-10

Al-11

This comment questions what would happen when project trips are
added to the ramp processing rate. The TIS analyzes ramp meter
operations with the project traffic. The analysis results are included
in Tables 2.4-5, 2.4-10, and 2.4-13. The proposed project is not
expected to significantly impact the on-ramp operations with the
additional project traffic.

This comment states that transit reductions were incorrectly applied
and need to be removed, as the nearby bus stops are not
considered a transit station. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Transit.

The Route 27 bus stops located at the Genesee Avenue/Balboa
Avenue intersection currently has the highest boardings/alightings
along the corridor within the Clairemont community, similar to the
number of boardings/alightings of Route 41 (along Genesee Ave)
stops. Additionally, Route 27 will service and connect to the future
Mid-Coast Trolley Balboa Avenue station that is planned to open in
year 2021. Therefore, given these reasons and per the SANDAG
Smart Growth assumptions, it is reasonable to conclude increasing
Route 27 is a high-priority for SANDAG and MTS to provide a
robust east-west transit service in Clairemont that will connect the
future Mid-Coast Trolley to communities in the east
(https:/mwww.sandag.org/uploads/projectid/projectid 296 14002.pdf).

Consequently, since the project is identified by the SANDAG and
the City to be in a planned TPA, a transit trip reduction is deemed
appropriate to use in the analysis, in accordance with the City
Traffic Impact Study Manual.

This comment states that the project location does not qualify as a
major transit stop. The commenter is referred above to Response
to Comment A1-8.

This comment states that any work performed within Caltrans’
Right-of-Way will require discretionary review and approval by
Caltrans and an encroachment permit would be required. The
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and
therefore no specific response is required.

This comment provides the contact information for Caltrans. The
County acknowledges this comment. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and
therefore no specific response is required.
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Letter A2 Response

City of San Diego

A2-1

A2-2

A2-3

A2-4

A2-5

This comment is introductory in nature and states that they provide
further comments in an attached letter. This comment is general in
nature and no specific response is required.

This comment is introductory in nature and describes the purpose
of the comments to follow. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no specific response is
required.

This comment states that the City of San Diego Storm Water
Division was not notified of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the
proposed project. The County mailed the NOP to the City of San
Diego Planning Department on September 10, 2018 and October 8,
2018. In addition, the County has met with the City numerous times
since the NOP was published.

The comment correctly states that the NOP was not included in the
DEIR, and that the NOP was posted online to the project website.
The County mailed the NOP to all responsible agencies and
interested patrties, including the City Planning Department, on
September 10, 2018 and October 8, 2018. The CEQA Guidelines
do not require the NOP to be included as part of the DEIR,
nevertheless, the NOP has been added as part of Appendix A of
the Final EIR. The comment states that the Initial Study and
Environmental Checklist were omitted from the NOP. However, an
Initial Study or Environmental Checklist were not prepared for the
proposed project, as it was determined early in the process by the
County that an EIR was the appropriate CEQA document. The
DEIR scope and conclusions are based on evidence in the
administrative record.

This comment states that no information was provided in the EIR
on hydrology, water quality, or drainage infrastructure, and states
concern that these issues were not listed in Chapter 3,
Environmental Effects Found Not to Be Significant. The commenter
is referred to Chapter 5, Other CEQA Considerations, of the DEIR,
specifically Section 5.2.5, Hydrology, (DEIR former page 5-8) which
discusses hydrology, water quality, and drainage.

The comment correctly states that the DEIR lists a Stormwater
Management Plan as a County requirement for demolition of the
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proposed project (former page 1-4 of the DEIR). The comment
incorrectly states that the DEIR refers to Section 3.8, Utilities and
Service Systems, for stormwater issues. The sentence the
commenter is referring to is regarding demolition debris and
recycling, which is discussed in Section 3.8, Utilities and Service
Systems.

This comment correctly notes that the Project Description (DEIR
former page 1-5) details that erosion control features would be
required during the grading phase, including straw waddles. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and therefore no specific response is required.

This comment correctly notes that Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 would
help address potential water pollution concerns associated with
demolition and construction. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no specific response is
required.

This comment states that the language in Section 5.2.5, Hydrology,
raises uncertainty regarding the requirement of the Storm Water
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The DEIR text in Section 5.2.5
on former page 5-8 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Hs-assumed-that Due to the limits of disturbance being
larger than one acre, ferthe proposed project would require
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

This comment correctly states that discussions within Section 3.4,
Land Use and Planning, refer to Section 5.2.5, Hydrology. It is
acknowledged that the cross reference regarding floodplains is not
included in Section 5.2.5, Hydrology. The DEIR text in Section 5.2.5
on former page 5-9 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Drainage within the project site would continue to be
serviced by the existing storm drain system. Additionally, no
stream or river courses exist within the site vicinity that could
be affected by the proposed project. In addition, the project
site is not located within a Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) designated 100-year floodplain or floodway.
Therefore, impacts on the existing drainage pattern
regarding siltation or erosion and surface runoff on- or off-
site would be less than significant.

This comment identifies the City of San Diego as a responsible
agency. The comment is introductory in nature for the later
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A2-11

A2-12

A2-13

A2-14

provided recommendations. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no specific response is
required.

This comment recommends for the Initial Study and Environmental
Checklist to be provided. The commenter is referred above to
Response to Comment A2-3.

This comment recommends including information that the project
site drains to Tecolote Creek and Mission Bay and is part of the
Mission Bay Watershed Management Area. The DEIR text in
Section 5.2.5 on former page 5-8 is revised in the Final EIR as
follows:

Hs-assumed-that Due to the limits of disturbance being
larger than one acre, ferthe proposed project would require
a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The
project site drains to Tecolote Creek and Mission Bay and is
part of the Mission Bay Watershed Management Area
subject to the Mission Bay Water Quality Improvement Plan
(WQIP). Compliance under the Construction Permit and
SWPPP would ensure that construction activities would not
degrade the surface water quality of receiving waters to
levels that would be below the standards that are considered
acceptable by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) or other regulatory agencies.

This comment recommends identifying existing drainage facilities in
and around the project site and any issues or concerns associated
with these facilities in the context of the proposed project. At this
time, the design for the future residential development project has
not been developed, including the location of inlet/outlet

structures. However, because the future residential will redevelop a
developed site that is covered with impervious surfaces and will
introduce landscape areas and stormwater facilities that will be
pervious, the DEIR assumed that the amount of runoff from the site
will either be the same or slightly less than the existing conditions
and would not affect the capacity of the stormdrain system serving
the project site. When the housing development design is advanced
and the developer applies for City building permits, this assumption
will be confirmed as part of the stormwater regulations compliance
process.

This comment recommends addressing how site drainage and
drainage infrastructure could be affected by demolition activities,
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site preparation, and stubbing out of utilities. As detailed in Section
5.2.5, Hydrology, (DEIR former page 5-8), during demolition and
site preparation activities and during construction of the future
development, exposed soil could temporarily increase the amount
of sediment in runoff, which would enter the existing storm drain
system. The proposed project would be required to obtain and
comply with the Construction General Permit from the State Water
Resources Control Board. Stormwater best management practices
(BMPs) would be required to limit erosion, minimize sedimentation,
and control stormwater runoff water quality during construction
activities. Due to the limits of disturbance being larger than one
acre, the proposed project would require a SWPPP. Compliance
with existing regulations would prevent sedimentation and an
increase of runoff from entering the drainage infrastructure. The
DEIR text in Section 5.2.5 on former page 5-8 is revised in the Final
EIR as follows:

Compliance under the Construction Permit and SWPPP
would ensure that construction activities would not degrade
the surface water quality of receiving waters to levels that
would be below the standards that are considered
acceptable by the San Diego Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB) or other regulatory agencies. In addition
compliance with existing regulations would prevent erosion,
sedimentation, and an increase of runoff from entering the
existing drainage infrastructure.

A2-15 The comment recommends stating that the proposed project would
be required to conform to applicable provisions of the City’s
Jurisdictional Runoff Management Plan, Storm Water Standards,
Drainage Design Manual, and Storm Water Management and
Discharge Control Ordinance. The DEIR text in Section 5.2.5 on
former page 5-8 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The proposed project would be required to obtain and
comply with the Construction General Permit from the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). In addition, the
proposed project would be required to conform to applicable
provisions of the City’s Jurisdictional Runoff Management
Plan, Storm Water Standards, Drainage Design Manual, and
Storm Water Management and Discharge Control
Ordinance.

A2-16 This comment recommends identifying or committing to identify
BMPs to prevent discharges that could cause water pollution during
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A2-17

A2-18

A2-19

A2-20

demolition and construction and following site redevelopment. The
commenter is referred to Section 5.2.5, Hydrology, (DEIR former
page 5-8) of the DEIR, which states that stormwater BMPs would
be required to limit erosion, minimize sedimentation, and control
stormwater runoff water quality during construction activities. In
addition, upon completion of construction of the future
development, the project site would be developed and landscaped,
where any additional BMPs would be incorporated to minimize
discharge of pollutants into the existing municipal storm drain
system.

This comment states to confirm that cross-referenced sections
contain the information referred to and that conclusions are
internally consistent. The commenter is referred above to
Response to Comment A2-9.

This comment recommends including a requirement for the
preparation of a City of San Diego Climate Action Plan (CAP)
checklist in the Supplemental Design Regulations. The requirement
to prepare a CAP Checklist is contained in the Supplemental
Development Regulations under Environmental Protection
Standards, which was contained in Appendix B to the DEIR. The
residential housing developer will comply with this requirement as
part of their building permit process.

This comment is introductory in nature, stating the Traffic
Development Section of the Development Services Department has
reviewed the DEIR and has comments to follow. This comment
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no
specific response is required.

This comment states that the County could either install adaptive
signal controls or other mutually acceptable mitigation measure
through coordination with the City to offset the project’s direct
impacts to roadway segments along Balboa Avenue. As noted on
former page 2.4-44 of the DEIR, there is insufficient right-of-way to
expand the capacity of the impacted roadway segments along
Balboa Avenue. However, based on subsequent interagency
consultations conducted between the City and County in response
to this comment, the DEIR has been revised to commit the project
to installing traffic systems management technology at the two
intersections that intersect with the impacted roadway segments.
Implementation of the new Mitigation Measure TRA-3 at
Cannington Drive & Balboa Avenue, as well as Mitigation Measure
TRA-4 (formerly TRA-3 and revised in the Final EIR response to
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this comment) at Charger Boulevard & Balboa Avenue would
partially mitigate the project’s direct impacts to roadway segments.
However, because the impacts cannot be fully mitigated, the direct
impact would remain significant and unavoidable in the FEIR.

This comment states that the restriping proposed in TRA-3 would
create a significant offset in the northbound direction, which renders
mitigation infeasible. The proposed mitigation contained in TRA-4
(formerly TRA-3 but renumbered in the Final EIR) would restripe
the existing northbound shared through lane to an exclusive
through lane and change the signal phasing to protected left-turn
phasing. Since the improvement includes only removing the left-
turn from the existing shared left-through lane, it is not changing the
alignment for the northbound through movement and therefore
does not create a new offset. Consequently, this improvement is
considered feasible and would mitigate the project’s impact. A
conceptual layout of the proposed improvements has been included
in the revised EIR Appendix I-2 and based on feedback received at
a coordination meeting between the County and City, the mitigation
measure is considered acceptable to the City.

This comment states that the DEIR must identify fair share
contribution percentages, and identify these as partial mitigations if
full funding is not identified. As part of the FEIR, the fair share
percentages have been calculated and incorporated into Mitigation
Measures TRA-5 and TRA-6 (formerly TRA-4 and TRA-5 in the
DEIR). Even with payment of the fair share cost of the
improvements, the cumulative impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable since the measures are not fully funded. The DEIR text
in Section 2.4.5 on former page 2.4-46 and 2.4-48 is revised in the
Final EIR as follows:

TRA-5: Genesee Avenue & Clairemont Mesa Boulevard
Adaptive Signal Control System (All Access Options).
Prior to issuance of the first building permit, Owner/Permittee
shall pay its fair share (5.0 percent) toward eptimizing-sighal
timing-or installing traffic systems management (TSM)
strategies (e.g. adaptive signal technology) to maximize
efficiency of the existing roadway through improved signal
communications and operations, satisfactory to the City
Engineer.

TRA-6: Clairemont Drive & Balboa Avenue Adaptive
Signal Control System (All Access Options). Prior to
issuance of the first building permit, Owner/Permittee shall
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A2-23

A2-24

pay its fair share (4.3 percent) toward eptimizing-sighal
timing-or installing traffic systems management (TSM)

strategies (e.g. adaptive signal technology) to maximize
efficiency of the existing roadway through improved signal
communications and operations, satisfactory to the City
Engineer.

This comment states that the cumulative project impact on the
segment of Mount Etna Drive between Mount Everest Boulevard
and Genesee Avenue under Access Option 1 could be mitigated by
removal of on-street parking or avoided by pursuing Access Option
2. Based on discussions with the City’s Development Services
Department on September 9, 2019, a two-way-left-turn lane on Mt
Etna Drive between Genesee Ave and Mt Everest Blvd is not
considered feasible as it would require the removal of on-street
parking fronting the existing retail and offices near Genesee Ave,
but more importantly, in front of the single family residents near Mt
Everest Blvd. Therefore, there was no feasible mitigation provided
that could increase capacity within the existing right-of-way and
mitigate the project’s impact, and the Mt Etna Drive roadway impact
was identified to be significant and unavoidable.

This comment recommends for the County to select an access
option prior to the Final EIR. The EIR will not specify a chosen
access option at this time in order to maintain developer design
flexibility. However, the CPA (Appendix B) Supplemental Design
Regulation 9, Environmental Protection Standards, has been edited
to include that project site access shall be determined to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a building
permit.

This comment states that the proposed project would not be
screened out for VMT analysis due to being in a 2035 TPA, but
would be screened out based on its 100 percent affordability. The
DEIR text in Section 2.4.3.4 on former page 2.4-40 is revised in the
Final EIR as follows:

The Regional TIS Guidelines, ard-OPR and City provides
several screening thresholds to determine if a project is
required to do a VMT analysis based on the project’s land
use and location. The proposed project would allow for 100
percent affordable housing units for residents who earn
equal to or less than 50 percent of the Area Median Income

(AMI)-and-would-belocated-n-aplanned (2035 FPRA, which

are-is one of the City criteria for VMT screening. Therefore, a
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more detailed VMT analysis is not required and the
proposed project is presumed to have a less than significant
impact on VMT.

A2-25 This comment states that sections are missing from the Table of
Contents. The DEIR text in the Table of Contents on former page i
is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

4.1 Scope and PUIMPOSE .....ccoeeeeeeeiiiie et e e e e e 4-1
4.2 Criteria for Selection and Analysis of Alternatives........................ 4-2
4.3 Rationale for the Selection of Alternatives........... coceeeivviieennenn .. 4-3
4.4 No Project/No Redevelopment Alternative.....oooeeiie e ivivieinene.s. 4-5
4.5 No Project/Existing Community Plan and Zoning

A BTN A B ittt ittt i it e et teetesetteet i teetesesstentereneeretrrerarriareats 4-7
4.6 Reduced Intensity Project Alternative ..o ceieieieiiieiiennnss. 4-10
4.7 Summary of ARREINatiVES .........ueiii i 4-14

A2-26 This comment states that Table 2.3-13 should have the Year 2022

in the table title. The addition of 2022 in the title of the table does
not change the adequacy or data shown in the DEIR. As detailed in
the DEIR Section 1.2.1.6 (DEIR former page 1-5), building
occupancy is stated to occur in 2022. Inserting 2022 into the
heading of the table is not appropriate given that the noise level
calculations are based on a comparison of Existing and Near-term
with Project traffic noise conditions. The DEIR text in Section 2.3,
Noise, Table 2.3-13 on DEIR former page 2.3-25 and Table 2.3-14
on former page 2.3-26 are revised in the Final EIR as follows:

TABLE 2.3-13
ESTIMATED OFF-SITE TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS — Bui-BouT NEAR-TERM YEAR WITH PROJECT CONDITIONS

CNEL (dBA)

Existing Existi Existing

Near-term with  Project

Land Uses
Located Near-term Project Incre-ment
along
Roadway Exceed
Roadway Segment Segment (A) (B) (B-A) Threshold?
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Table 2.3-14
Estimated Off-Site Traffic Noise Levels — Future (2050) with Project Conditions

CNEL (dBA)
Existing Existing
Land Uses Existi Future (2050)
Located with Project
along  Euture (2050) Project Incre-ment
Roadway Exceed
Roadway Segment Segment (A) (B) (B-A) Threshold?
A2-27 This comment states that that the County cannot assure that the

City will implement adaptive signal controls along the Balboa
Avenue corridor and should coordinate with the City related to TRA-
2. However, specific to the location noted in this comment, the
County is proposing to fully mitigate its direct impact to Genesee
Avenue & Balboa Avenue by implementing TRA-2 as noted in the
DEIR (former page 2.4-42).

A2-28 This comment states that optimization of signal timing is done
regularly by City signal operations staff and that TRA-2 should not
be considered a mitigation measure. However, the measure
requires more than signal timing optimization. The DEIR does not
conclude for this measure that the County cannot assure its
implementation. Instead, as noted in the text below the measure on
DEIR former page 2.4-42, the County is assuming they would
implement the traffic systems management strategies at the
Genesee Avenue & Balboa Avenue intersection and impacts would
be less than significant. The DEIR text in Section 2.4.5 on former
page 2.4-42, 2.4-46, and 2.4-48 is revised in the Final EIR as
follows:

TRA-2: Genesee Avenue & Balboa Avenue Intersection
Modifications (Access Option 3). Prior to issuance of the
first building permit, Owner/Permittee shall assure by permit
and bond the eptimization-of-sighal-timing-er installation of
traffic systems management (TSM) strategies (e.g., adaptive
signal technology) to maximize efficiency of the existing
roadway through improved signal communications and
operations satisfactory to the City Engineer. Improvements
shall be completed and operational prior to first occupancy.

TRA-45: Genesee Avenue & Clairemont Mesa Boulevard
Adaptive Signal Control System (All Access Options).
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Prior to issuance of the first building permit, Owner/Permittee
shall pay its fair share (5.0 percent) toward eptimizing-sighal
timing-or-the cost of installing traffic systems management
(TSM) strategies (e.g. adaptive signal technology) to
maximize efficiency of the existing roadway through
improved signal communications and operations,
satisfactory to the City Engineer.

TRA-56: Clairemont Drive & Balboa Avenue Adaptive
Signal Control System (All Access Options). Prior to
issuance of the first building permit, Owner/Permittee shall
pay its fair share (4.3 percent) toward eptimizing-sighal
timing-er-the cost of installing traffic systems management
(TSM) strategies (e.g. adaptive signal technology) to
maximize efficiency of the existing roadway through
improved signal communications and operations,
satisfactory to the City Engineer.

Implementation of the ITS improvements noted above in
Mitigation Measures TRA-4-5 and TRA-5-6 would partially
mitigate the project’s Cumulative plus Project impact at the
two study intersections listed abovete-aless-than-sighificant
level for all access options. These intersections are identified
in the TSCMP as deficient and in need of repair. Improving
signal timings could result in an increase in intersection
capacity, vehicle throughput, and reduction in vehicle delays.
However, the improvements are not fully funded at this time.

ClairemontDrive-& Balboa-Avenue: Therefore, Cumulative
plus Project impacts to these two intersections would remain
significant and unavoidable even with the fair share
payments noted above.

A2-29 This comment states for the DEIR to include a conceptual design to
demonstrate feasibility of TRA-3 (now renumbered TRA-4 in the
Final EIR). As discussed in a County/City coordination meeting on
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A2-30

A2-31

A2-32

A2-33

December 30, 2019, the restriping and exclusive through lane
recommendations appear feasible. A conceptual design was
prepared and included in the TIA (Appendix I-2) of the Final EIR.

This comment states that the County should coordinate with the
City related to TRA-5 and statements regarding the County’s
inability to assure certain mitigation in the DEIR. Coordination
meetings were held between the County/City in response to this
and other comments. Based on that input, the County has
committed to fully or partially mitigating the project’s direct impacts
and partially mitigating its cumulative impacts and remove
references to not being able to assure certain measures. The
revisions to the DEIR integrated into the Final EIR related to
assurance language do not change the conclusions reached in the
Final EIR. Therefore, the impact associated with TRA-5 (now TRA-
6 in the Final EIR) continues to be cumulatively significant and
unavoidable.

This comment states that the DEIR should clarify that the additional
1,500 square feet of community space will serve residents only and
not generate trips. The DEIR text in Section 2.4.3.1 on former page
2.4-15 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

It should be noted that freeway segments did not warrant
evaluation because the proposed project would contribute
less than 150 peak hour trips to nearby freeways. In
addition, it should be noted that no trips were assigned to the
proposed ground floor non-residential space, as the space
would serve the future residents only, and would not
generate additional trips.

This comment states to discuss traffic control measurements during
the demolition stage of the project. The DEIR text in Section 1.2.1.5
on former page 1-4 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Demolition would require the following administrative
approvals from the County: Traffic Control Plan, Debris
Management Plan, Haul Route Plan, Asbestos Abatement
Plan, Lead Hazards Notification, Stormwater Management
Plan, and a Site Specific Safety Plan.

This comment states that haul routes must be approved by the City
in addition to the County. The Haul Route Plans will be submitted to
the County and City of San Diego to review and approve prior to
construction.
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This comment recommends for the County to select an access
option prior to the Final EIR. The EIR will not specify a chosen
access option at this time in order to maintain developer design
flexibility. However, the CPA (Appendix B) Supplemental Design
Regulation 9, Environmental Protection Standards, has been edited
to include that project site access shall be determined to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer prior to the issuance of a building
permit.

This comment states that the DEIR should state that the project site
is located near the intersection of two arterial roads. The proposed
project is not located at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and
Balboa Avenue, where adjacent commercial uses are located. The
project site is located at the intersection of Genesee Avenue and
Mount Etna Drive. However, it is noted that both are not major
arterial roads. The DEIR text in Section 1.3 on former page 1-6 is
revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The project site is located near the intersection of twe-majer
arterialroads-Genesee Avenue and Mount Etna Drive.

This comment recommends for Section 1.3 to mention the project
site’s relationship to nearby commercial uses. As detailed in
Section 1.3 (DEIR former page 1-6), the DEIR states that the site is
surrounded by residential, office, and commercial land uses.
Commercial land uses are further detailed in Section 1.4.3, Existing
Onsite and Surrounding Land Uses (former page 1-7).

This comment recommends for Section 1.4.3 to describe the
frequencies of MTS service or delete the word frequent. Section
2.4.1.6 of the DEIR (former page 2.4-11) describes in detail the
existing transit frequencies. Nevertheless, the DEIR text in Section
1.4.3 on former page 1-7 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The project site is served by Metropolitan Transit System
(MTS) bus routes 27 and 41 with frequent services. MTS
Bus Route #27 runs every 30 minutes during peak periods
and hourly during off-peak period on weekdays and hourly
on Saturdays. MTS Bus Route #41 runs every 15 minutes
during peak periods and every 30 minutes during off-peak
periods on weekdays.

This comment recommends for Section 1.4.3 to describe what a
major transit stop means under SB 743. The DEIR text in Section
1.4.3 on former page 1-7 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:
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A2-39

The project site is located within a planned (2035) transit
priority area (TPA) as identified on the TPA map contained in
the SANDAG’s San Diego Forward: The Regional Plan
(SANDAG 2019), as well as the Smart Growth Map that
uses those transit assumptions. The project site is in a TPA
due to its location with high-frequency transit service on
Genesee Avenue and planned high frequency bus service
along Balboa Avenue being phased in by 2020 with planned
rapid transit scheduled for 2035. Once funding for these
additional transit services is secured by MTS, two high-
frequency bus routes would intersect in the project area to
support the TPA identification. The expanded transit service
along Balboa Avenue would also provide connections to the
trolley station being constructed at Balboa Avenue and
Morena Boulevard, planned to be operational by 2021. In
accordance with Senate Bill (SB) 743, TPA means an area
within one-half mile of a major transit stop that is existing or
planned. “Major transit stop”, as defined by Section 21064.3,
means “a site containing an existing rail transit station, a
ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or
the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a
frequency of service of 15 minutes or less during the
morning and afternoon peak commute periods”.

This comment states that the Balboa Restaurant project at 6395
Balboa Avenue should be updated in Table 1-2 as application
deemed completed by 6/18/19. The DEIR text in Table 1-2 on
former page 1-11 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

257308 Balboa

6395 Proposed restaurant with drive-thru  Application-neversubmitted: PTS#
Restaurant Balboa to replace existing Valvoline oil 634180, SDP, application deemed
Ave changer complete 6/18/19.

It is important to note that even though the project status has been
updated in Table 2-1, the cumulative analysis will not change. The
cumulative projects list was developed during the time of the Notice
of Preparation, which was released on September 10, 2018. A
scoping and presentation of assumptions meeting occurred
between the County, project team, and the City of San Diego’s
Development Services Department (DSD) on December 19, 2018
to discuss the proposed project and transportation analysis
assumptions. During this meeting, a cumulative projects list was
developed and approved by the City of San Diego’s DSD staff,
which included projects that have been approved during that time.
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A2-40 This comment states that the status of projects 388165, 489476,
and 530427 should be updated in Table 1-2 to approved not yet
demolished. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment A2-39. The DEIR text in Table 1-2 on former page 1-12
is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

388165 Mount Acadia 3560 Mount Demolish an existing commercial building and Approved. Building
CUP TPM* Acadia Blvd construct a 59,472 SF residential care facility and  not yet demolished
a 5,672 SF retail building
489476 The Summitat 3139 Develop approximately 499 residential units which ~ Approved. Building
MB — EOT* Clairemont Dr  will replace an existing 323-unit apartment not yet demolished
complex.
530427 Fairfield 4345 Mission Demolish existing buildings and develop a 106- Approved. Buildings
Marriott Suites  Bay Dr unit hotel not yet demolished
CDP*
A2-41 This comment states that the status of the Morena Corridor Specific

Plan should be updated to adopted. The commenter is referred
above to Response to Comment A2-39. The DEIR text in Table 1-2
on former page 1-13 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

— Morena Western Clairemont Specific Plan for pedestrian-oriented village FinalElRcirculated
Corridor Mesa and Linda Vista with mixed-use and employment adjacentto  Feb-2019-Adopted.
Specific Plan CPAs trolley stations.

A2-42 This comment states for the DEIR to include the date of adoption,

not the date of the most recent CPA. While the DEIR uses the
latest CMCP amendment date as the citation, the DEIR has been
revised to acknowledge that the plan was originally adopted in
1989. The DEIR text in Section 1.8 on former page 1-15 is revised
in the Final EIR as follows:

According to the adopted CMCP, future development of the
vacant residential land and redevelopment opportunities
could result in an additional 1,100 dwelling units (not
including mixed-use development), totally 33,000 dwelling
units or a three percent increase over the existing housing
stock in the 15 years after the existing Community Plan was
adopted in 1989 (City of San Diego 2011).

A2-43 This comment states that the header in Section 2.2, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, shows Section 2.5. The headers throughout
Section 2.2 (former pages 2.2-2 through 2.2-20 are revised in the
Final EIR as follows:

2.52 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
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A2-44

A2-45

A2-46

A2-47

A2-48

This comment states that the introduction of Section 2.4 should
mention Appendix I-4. The DEIR text in Section 2.4 on former page
2.4-1 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Information used in this section is from the Transportation
Impact Study (TIS) (Appendix I-1), the TIS Addendum
(Appendix 1-2), and the VMT Addendum (Appendix I-3), and
the revised traffic analysis tables and Synchro worksheets
(Appendix 1-4), prepared by Chen Ryan for the proposed
project (Chen Ryan 2019), which are all included as
Appendix | of this EIR.

This comment states that Section 2.4.1.1 should state the day and
dates that traffic counts were collected. The DEIR text in Section
2.4.1.1 on former page 2.4-1 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Traffic counts were conducted at the study area roadway
segments and study area intersections irJandary-2019-on
Tuesday, January 29, 2019, when all schools were in
session and the weather was dry and normal.

This comment states for the DEIR to remove to word average from
page 2.4-9, as City of San Diego methodology uses the most
restrictive meter rate. The ramp meter analysis was updated in the
Final EIR using the most restrictive meter rate. The DEIR Tables
2.4-7TA and 2.4-7B, 2.4-10A and 2.4-10B, 2.4-13A and 2.4-13B
present the revised ramp meter analysis results, which are based
on the most restrictive rate and analyzes the SOV and HOV lanes
separately. Based on the City of San Diego’s Significance Criteria,
the proposed project would not cause a significant impact to any of
the study ramp meters since the change of delay is less than two
minutes under all the project scenarios.

This comment states that Table 2.4-3 ramp meter calculations
should be shown separately for SOV and HOV lanes. The
commenter is referred above to Response to Comment A2-46.

This comment states that the DEIR should provide a table showing
maximum observed delay and maximum observed queue at each
metered on-ramp. The commenter is referred above to Response
to Comment A2-46. The most restrictive rates were used in the
analysis, and field observations were conducted on December 11,
2019 to observe the meter rates, delays, and queuing on the on-
ramps. The observed rates were consistent with the most restrictive
rate provided by Caltrans District 11 and therefore, does not need
to be calibrated to develop the maximum observed delay and
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A2-50

A2-51

A2-52

A2-53

A2-54

A2-55

V1-1. Response to Comments

gueue. The ramp meter table headers have been updated to clarify
that the results represent maximum observe delay and queue.

This comment states that Section 2.4.3.1 should mention Appendix
I-4. The DEIR text in Section 2.4.3.1 on former page 2.4-15 is
revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Information used in this section is from the Transportation
Impact Study (TIS) (Appendix I-1), the TIS Addendum
(Appendix 1-2), and the VMT Addendum (Appendix I-3), and
the revised traffic analysis tables and Synchro worksheets
(Appendix 1-4), prepared by Chen Ryan for the proposed
project (Chen Ryan 2019), which are all included as
Appendix | of this EIR.

This comment states to update the statement on former page 2.4-
15 to include “planned (2035)”. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Transit for edits made to this discussion.

This comment states that Table 2.4-5 should include delta and
significance columns for each access option. The information is
contained in Table 3 of Appendix I-2. In response to this comment,
DEIR Table 2.4-5 is revised in the Final EIR to include the Change
in Delay and Significant Impact columns from that appendix table.

This comment states that Table 2.4-7 should use the most
restrictive meter rate. The commenter is referred above to
Response to Comment A2-46.

This comment states that Table 2.4-7 should use Caltrans data for
each location. Current and available Caltrans data was used for
analysis. Regarding the comment on specifying the HOV/SOV on-
ramp split, the commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment A2-46.

This comment states that Table 2.4-7 should include max observed
delay and max observed queue for Existing Conditions. The
commenter is referred above to Response to Comment A2-46 and
A2-48.

This comment states that the dates on page 2.4-20 and 1-5 should
be consistent. At the time the DEIR began its analysis, the
estimated year of completion for the proposed project was 2021.
However, as the CEQA process schedule was extended for the
proposed project, realistic construction is now estimated to be
2022.
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A2-56

A2-57

A2-58

A2-59

A2-60

This comment states that Table 2.4-8 should include the delta and
significance in columns for each of the three access options. The
information is contained in Table 5 of Appendix I-2. In response to
this comment, DEIR Table 2.4-8 on former page 2.4-24 is revised in
the Final EIR to include the Change in Delay and Significant Impact
columns from that appendix table.

This comment states that all impacts on former page 2.4-28 should
be identified as “direct”. The DEIR text in Section 2.4.3.1 on former
page 2.4-28 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Based on the City’s Significance Determination Thresholds,
outlined above in Table 2.4-4, the traffic generated by
Access Options 1 and 2 would result in a significant direct
impact at the following two study intersections (Impact TRA-

2)

The DEIR text in Section 2.4.3.1 on former page 2.4-28 is revised
in the Final EIR as follows:

Access Option 3 would result in a significant direct
intersection impact at the following three study intersections
(Impact TRA-2)

This comment states that the methodology section should add the
city draft methodology. However, the City’s new Traffic Impact
Study Guidelines are currently in peer review and not formally
adopted. Nonetheless, in response to this comment, the City’s draft
screening were applied resulting in the project being screened out
for detailed VMT analysis due to the affordable nature of the future
housing. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment A2-24, which shows revisions integrated into the Final
EIR.

This comment states that the 2035 TPA is not criteria for being
screened out per City draft VMT methodology, however, affordable
housing is screened out. The commenter is referred above to
Response to Comment A2-24.

This comment states that Cumulative Plus Project should be
identified as Horizon Year 2050 Plus Project. As detailed in Section
2.4.3.1 of the DEIR (former page 2.4-30), the definition of the
cumulative scenario is the 2050 horizon year conditions.

Therefore, no editorial revisions were made in the Final EIR.
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A2-61

A2-62

A2-63

A2-64

A2-65

A2-66

A2-67

A2-68

V1-1. Response to Comments

This comment requests for the Synchro files to be provided to the
City for review. In response to this comment, the Synchro files were
submitted to the City on December 12, 2019.

This comment states that fair share percentages must be identified
in the cumulative impact mitigation measure. The commenter is
referred above to Response to Comment A2-22.

This comment states that Mitigation Measures TRA-4 and TRA-5
should be revised, and that fair share will represent partial
mitigation. The County agrees and the commenter is referred
above to Response to Comment A2-27 and A2-28.

This comment states for the text on former page 2.4-48 to include
fair share percentages. The commenter is referred above to
Response to Comment A2-22.

This comment states for the DEIR to demonstrate feasibility of
intersection #14. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment A2-21.

This comment states for SU1 and SU2 to be revised to partially
mitigated. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment A2-27 and A2-28.

This comment states that the project site does not meet the criteria
of being in a TPA. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Transit.

The Route 27 bus stops located at the Genesee Ave/Balboa Ave
intersection currently has the highest boardings/alightings along the
corridor within the Clairemont community, similar to the number of
boardings/alightings of Route 41 (along Genesee Avenue) stops.
Additionally, Route 27 will service and connect to the future Mid-
Coast Trolley Balboa Avenue station that is planned to open in year
2021. Therefore, given these reasons and per the SANDAG Smart
Growth map that references the Regional Plan, it is reasonable to
conclude that once funding is secured increasing Route 27 is a
high-priority for SANDAG and MTS to provide a robust east-west
transit service in Clairemont that will connect the future Mid-Coast
Trolley to communities in the east.

This comment states that Section 3.4.3.1 should clarify that the
project is within a planned 2035 TPA. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Transit.
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A2-69

A2-70

A2-71

This comment recommends refined language for Table 3.4-1
regarding VMT. The DEIR Table 3.4-1 on former page 3.4-14 and
3.4-15 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Consistent: As indicated previously, the project would be
located along MTS bus routes 27 and 41 that run along
Genesee Avenue and Balboa Avenue in the project area,
with the closest route 41 bus stop near the Mount Etna
Drive/Genesee Avenue intersection, approximately 175 feet
east of the project site. Freproject-wouldreduceregional
hicle_mil e { ¥ K I heing i
aplannedFRA{ChenRyan2019)-

This comment recommends refined language on former page 4-1 to
be consistent with Section 2.4. Without specifics on how about the
statement highlighted in the comment is inconsistent with the traffic
section, a response cannot be provided.

This comment states that the DEIR should provide documentation
to support that the No Project/Existing Community Plan and Zoning
Alternative would result in increased significant and unavoidable
impacts. The statement in the alternatives section (Section 4.5.3.4)
is based on the fact that the No Project/Existing Community Plan
and Zoning Alternative would produce more daily trips and higher
peak hour volumes than the proposed project. Specifically, the
proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 2,018 daily
trips, including 138 (33-in / 105-out) AM peak hour trips and 169
(115-in / 54-out) PM peak hour trips (see Table 1 in Appendix I-2),
whereas the alternative would generate 3,395 daily trips, including
198 (159-in / 39-out) AM peak hour trips and 343 (103-in / 240-out)
PM peak hour trips. Because of the volume of trips that would be
generated by this alternative, the DEIR assumes that the impacts
would increase as compared to the proposed project in proportion
to the trip characteristics noted above. Because CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6(d) requires that the impacts of alternatives need
not be discussed at the same level of detail as the proposed project
and does not require a discussion of mitigation, references to the
effectiveness of project mitigation in reducing the impacts of the
alternative are speculative and have been removed from the DEIR.
Therefore, no additional documentation is required to support such
statements. The DEIR text in Section 4.5.3.4 on former page 4-10
is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Therefore, significant and unavoidable project impacts to
roadway segments and intersections in the Clairemont Mesa
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community would likely increase-and-mitigation-(Mitigation

. .
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A2-72 This comment states that Table 4-1 should include the word
“Driveway” in the table title and should include cumulative trip
generation information. The “Medical Office” land use only includes
driveway rates, so a cumulative trip generation table is not
applicable. The DEIR Table 4-1 on former page 4-10 is revised in
the Final EIR as follows:

Table 4-1
Driveway Trip Generation — No Project/Existing Community Plan and
Zoning Alternative

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Land Use Units Trip Rate % Dailly ADT %  TripsSplitin  Out %  Trips Split In Out
Office- Medical Office 70 ksf 50/ ksf - 3,500 6% 210 (8:2) 168 42 10% 350 (7:3) 105 245
Office Residential
Reduction due to - - 3% -105 55% -12 9 32 2% -7 -2 -5
Transit Stations*
Total 3,395 198 159 39 343 103 240

Source: Chen-Ryan 2019

Notes:

* Trip reductions applied per the City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual (July 1998)

** Trip generation developed using methods in City of San Diego Land Use Code — Trip Generation Manual (May 2003)

A2-73 This comment states that Section 4.6 should state how much the
project would have to be reduced to eliminate all less than fully
mitigation transportation impacts. The purpose of an alternatives
analysis in a DEIR is to identify a reasonable range of alternatives
so as to provide meaningful public participation and informed
decision-making. The alternatives can be limited to the ones that
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the
project but does not require the elimination of all significant
impacts. There are alternatives contained in the DEIR that reduce
the significant impacts of the proposed project, including one of the
less than fully mitigated transportation impacts. Furthermore, such
an alternative would not feasibly achieve the basic project objective
of establishing the ability for a residential developer to construct
affordable homes consistent with San Diego regional housing
policy. Current housing policy at both the City and County
encourage the maximization affordable housing stock to counter
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A2-74

A2-75

A2-76

A2-77

the needs within the region. Therefore, an additional alternative is
not warranted.

This comment states that the DEIR should include a trip generation
table for the Reduced Intensity Project Alternative. A new table,
Table 4-2, has been added into the Final EIR

This comment states that Section 4.6.3.4 should provide backup
documentation to support the conclusion. However, Table 4-2
clearly shows that a cumulatively significant roadway segment
impact would be avoided by the proposed project. In addition, given
that the Reduced Intensity Project Alternative would produce 460
less daily trips than the proposed project (comparing Table 1 in
Appendix I-2 and Table 4-2) and corresponding lower peak hour
volumes, there is documentation in the record supporting the
statement that traffic impacts would lessen under this alternative.
No additional documentation is required.

This comment states that documentation must be provided for all
conclusions stated in Table 4-3. Table 4-3 is a summary
comparison of the information and analysis contained in the body of
the chapter. Refer to response to comments A2-71 and A2-75 for
additional discussion.

This comment states that mitigation measures should address both
direct and cumulative impacts, that the project should mitigate all
direct impacts, and that fair share is only appropriate for long term
cumulative impacts. Fair share is only proposed in Mitigation
Measures TRA-5 and TRA-6 to partially mitigate the project’s
cumulative impacts to intersections. Refer to Response to
Comments A2-20 and A2-22. The DEIR Table 7-1 on former page
7-3 and 7-4 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Impact Number

Transportation and Traffic

TRA-1 (Existing Plus Project)

TRA-2 (Near-Term Plus Project)

TRA-3 (Cumulative Plus Project)
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This comment states that mitigation measures should separately
show direct and cumulative impacts and mitigation. The commenter
is referred above to Response to Comment A2-77.

This comment states that the reference to Chen Ryan should
include all supplemental documentation. The DEIR text in Section
8.5 on former page 8-4 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Chen Ryan, 2019. Transportation Impact Study, Mt Etna —
Clairemont Mesa Community Plan Amendment and Zone
Change; Transportation Impact Study Addendum; VMT
Addendum; Synchro Worksheets.

This comment thanks the County for the opportunity to provide
comments on the DEIR and provides contact information. The
County appreciates the close coordination the City has provided in
an effort to resolve issues associated with implementing the
proposed project that are contained in this letter.
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State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit i

Gavin Newsom . Kate Gordon
Governor Director

November 25, 2019

Marc Cass

San Diego County

5560 Overland Avenue, Suite 410
San Diego, CA 92123

Subject: Clairemont Mesa Community Plan Amendment and Rezone Project
SCH#: 2018091016 =

Dear Marc Cass:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named EIR to selected state agencies for review. The review
period closed on 11/22/2019, and the comments from the responding agency (ies) is (are) available on the
CEQA database for your retrieval and use. 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 promptly.

Please note that Section 21104(c) of the California Pu

“A responsible or other public agency shall ¢

activities involved in a project which are wit

required to be carried out or approved by the agency. I'hose comments shall be supported by
specific documentation.”

Check the CEQA database for submitted comments for use in preparing your final environmental
document: https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2018091016/2 . Should you need more information or clarification
of the comments, we recommend that you contact the commenting agency directly.

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

Sincerely,

— =

Scott Morgan
Director, State Clearinghouse

ce: Resources Agency J_

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044
TEL 1-916-445-0613  state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov www.opr.ca.gov
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Letter A3 Response
OPR

A3-1 This comment states the State Clearinghouse submitted the DEIR
for review to the selected state agencies, and indicated comments
from responding agencies are available for retrieval on the CEQA
database. This comment also acknowledges compliance with State
Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental
documents. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR, and therefore no specific
response is required.
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Volume 1. Chapter 3

DEIR — Individual Responses

This chapter contains the comment letters received from members of the public,
including organizations and individuals, on the proposed project DEIR and the
County’s responses to significant environmental points that were raised in those
comments. Each letter and each individual comment within the letter has been
given an assigned letter and number for cross-referencing. Responses are
sequenced to reflect the order of comments within each letter. Table V1.3-1 lists
all individuals who submitted comment letters on the proposed project during the
public review period.

Table V1.3-1
List of Individual Commenters on the DEIR
Comment Response

Letter Page Page

No. Commenter Date of Comment Number Number
11 Julie 10/11/2019 1-56 1-58
12 Michelle Freeland 10/11/2019 1-59 1-60
13 Stuart Johnson 10/15/2019 1-62 1-64
14 Jessica Bowlin 10/18/2019 1-67 1-70
15 Candy Cumming 10/23/2019 1-73 1-75
16 Lindsay Depalma 11/08/2019 1-77 1-78
17 Candy Cumming 11/08/2019 1-80 1-81
18 Denise Abell-Hove 11/12//2019 1-82 1-83
19 Bruce Cole 11/15/2019 1-86 1-87
110 Candy Cumming 11/17/2019 1-89 1-90
111 Jill Hasselquest 11/18/2019 1-91 1-92
112 Marija Hristova 11/20/2019 1-93 1-94
113 Nazeeh Shaheen 11/20/2019 1-97 1-98
114 Lisa Johnson 11/21/2019 1-99 1-123
115 Kelly Lower 11/21/2019 1-147 1-149
116 Arlene Spencer 11/22/2019 1-151 1-153
117 Thomas Kirby 11/24/2019 1-155 1-159
118 David Rogers 11/24/2019 1-163 1-164
119 Gary Dixon 11/24/2019 1-166 1-167
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Table V1.3-1
List of Individual Commenters on the DEIR
Comment Response
Letter Page Page
No. Commenter Date of Comment Number Number
120 Sherry Dixon 11/24/2019 1-168 1-169
121 Lyn Booth 11/24/2019 1-170 1-172
122 John Noble 11/24/2019 1-175 1-179
123 Julie Wilds 11/25/2019 1-182 1-185
124 Stephanie Pfaff 11/25/2019 1-189 1-190
125 Jeremy Heath 11/25/2019 1-191 1-193
126 Mitchell Tsai 11/25/2019 1-195 1-207
127 Quentin Yates 11/25/2019 1-214 1-215
128 Michael Dwyer 11/25/2019 1-216 1-219
129 Cole Street 11/25/2019 1-225 1-227
130 Janet Ingersoil 11/25/2019 1-230 1-231
131 Holly Churchill 11/26/2019 1-233 1-235
132 Cynthia Eldred 11/26/2019 1-237 1-238
133 Tom Cebulski 11/26/2019 1-240 1-241
134 Larry Sites 11/09/2019 1-242 1-243
135 Darwin and Linda Saylor 11/21/2019 1-244 1-245
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V1-1. Response to Comments

Letter |11 Response

Julie

11-1

11-2

11-3

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project and an
intention to further analyze the DEIR. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no specific
response is required. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Non-CEQA Issues.

This comment provides a definition for a TPA, which is the same
definition provided by the City of San Diego and detailed in Section
3.4.1 (former page 3.4-1) of the DEIR. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Transit Priority Area.

This comment provides analysis of the project with consideration of
the definition provided as part of the previous comment. The
comment states that Route 27 is not a “major transit stop” and that
the area cannot be a TPA. The commenter is referred to Master
Response: Transit Priority Area.
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Letter |12 Response
Michelle Freeland

12-1

12-2

12-3

12-4

This comment expresses opposition to the proposed project. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and
therefore no specific response is required. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues.

This comment expresses general opposition to changing the project
site from commercial to residential. As detailed in Section 3.4, Land
Use and Planning, under the proposed CPA, the site would be re-
designated from Commercial-Community Center to Residential-
High, changing its planned land use. As detailed within Section
3.4.3.1 (former page 3.4-10), while the project would require a CPA
to allow for a future residential development, the associated land
use change would not conflict with the environmental goals,
objectives, or recommendations of the General Plan and CMCP
with approval of the proposed CPA. Re-designating and rezoning
the property as proposed would not result in less commercial
development occurring in the community (former page 3.4-11).
Table 3.4-1 in the DEIR (former page 3.4-12) provides an analysis
of the project’s consistency with the General Plan and CMCP goals,
objectives, and policies applicable to the project. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

This comment expresses concern that the County is not able to
answer gquestions about the project’s compliance with policies in the
General Plan pertaining to amending the CMCP and states that a
subcommittee voted against recommending the project to the
Clairemont Community Planning Group. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required. The commenter is,
instead, referred above to Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues.

This comment provides text from the 1989 CMCP stating that “any
reuse of the existing hospital facility should be a community-serving
facility”. As detailed in Chapter 1, Project Description, of the DEIR
(former page 1-3), the proposed project includes non-residential
ground floor public spaces. The developer has indicated verbally
that they intend to partner with a community-serving group, such as
Serving Seniors, to utilize this space and provide a benefit to both
the future residents and the senior community at large. Additionally,
the proposed project would serve the community by providing
residents in the area with the opportunity to live in an affordable
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unit. As analyzed in Section 3.4, Land Use and Planning, Table 3.4-
1, while the project would require a CPA and zone change, the
proposed land use changes would not conflict with the CMCP.

12-5 This comment states that the CPA would allow for ministerial
review of future development, which would remove the opportunity
for community input. The ministerial process is governed by
procedures contained in the SDMC Section 112.0502 and not by
the policies in the CMCP. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Ministerial Review.

12-6 This comment states that the proposed project provides no benefit
to the existing community. This comment is broad in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no
specific response is required.

12-7 This comment references text in the CMCP, which states
“Therefore, requests for rezonings or other discretionary actions in
these areas that could result in construction of any type of
residential structures other than traditional single-family residential
dwellings, with one dwelling unit per lot, should be denied.” This
statement is pulled from a larger paragraph that specifically
references Figure 8 of the CMCP, which does not characterize the
project site as an area recommended for residential density ranges
of zero to ten dwelling units per net residential acre. As analyzed in
Section 3.4, Land Use and Planning, Table 3.4-1, while the project
would require a CPA and zone change, the proposed land use
changes would not conflict with the CMCP.

12-8 This comment states that changing the zoning removes jobs and
tax dollars from the community. The comment raises economic,
social, or political issues that do not relate to potential effects of the
proposed project on the environment. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Non-CEQA Issues.

12-9 This comment expresses general opposition to the project,
specifically with the rezone of the project site. This comment does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required. All comments are included in this Final EIR
for consideration by the City and County prior to making a final
decision on the project.
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Letter I3 Response
Stuart Johnson

13-1

13-2

13-3

13-4

This comment is introductory in nature and describes the
commenter’s general concerns with the proposed project. The
comment notes that the project would include 354 parking spaces,
which is a typographical error that has been corrected in the Final
EIR (refer to Master Response: Parking, where the parking spaces
have been changed to 404 spaces). The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Parking.

This comment states the project’s impact to aesthetics should be
considered significant and unavoidable, as the commenter’s private
views would be impacted significantly and avoidably. The DEIR
uses the City’s significance determination guidelines when
assessing project impacts to aesthetics, and the guidelines state,
views from private property are not protected by CEQA or the City
of San Diego. The DEIR adequately evaluated the project’s impacts
to public views. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Privacy. The effects of the 70-foot tall structure are
addressed, however, under visual character, which takes into
consideration the general patterns of urban development in the
project area, including the adjacent single family neighborhood and
adjacent Balboa Towers structures, and determined that the impact
would be less than significant. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Building Height and Character.

This comment states that views of the project site from the closest
neighborhood directly to the west are not included and requests
Viewpoint #7 be reevaluated from the backyards of houses on
Mount Castle Avenue. As stated above in Response to Comment
13-2, the DEIR uses the City’s significance determination guidelines
when assessing project impacts to aesthetics, and the guidelines
state that views from private property are not protected by CEQA or
the City of San Diego. Therefore, the DEIR adequately evaluated
the project’s impacts to public views and determined that those
impacts would be less than significant.

This comment expresses concern with the impact to community
character from the proposed 70-foot height limit that would be
allowed under the proposed project. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Building Height and Character.
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This comment expresses concerns regarding private views from the
commenter’s residence, and expresses concern with privacy. As
stated above in Response to Comment I13-2, the DEIR uses the
City’s significance determination guidelines when assessing project
impacts to aesthetics, and the guidelines state, views from private
property are not protected by CEQA or the City of San Diego.
Therefore, the DEIR adequately evaluates the project’s impacts to
public views. In addition, commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Privacy.

This comment states that the shade and shadow analysis is
insufficient and should consider shade and shadows impacts on
private property prior to 9:00 a.m. The shade and shadow analysis
within Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the DEIR, includes industry
standard times to analyze the various comprehensive shadow
projections throughout the day at various times. Therefore, the
DEIR adequately evaluates the project’s impacts to shade and
shadows. As noted in other responses to comments in this letter,
views from private property are not protected by CEQA or the City
of San Diego.

This comment expresses concern regarding glare from large
windows associated with the future development, and states that
the DEIR skips glare as a consideration. Glare is analyzed in
Section 3.1.3.3 (former page 3.1-12) of the DEIR. While the design
of the future development is unknown at this time, residential
buildings typically use non-reflective building materials, such as
stucco, wood, or stone veneer. While the building materials are
unknown at this time, the project would be subject to the standards
in the CPIOZ-A and reviewed for compliance during the building
permit process. In compliance with the SDMC Section 142.0730,
the proposed project would be required to have less than 50
percent of the building’s exterior comprised of reflective materials
that has a light reflectivity factor greater than 30 percent. Therefore,
impacts related to glare would be less than significant. The DEIR
adequately evaluated the project’'s impacts to glare.

This comment states that a significant impact to aesthetics does
occur in regards to Issues 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7. This comment is
general in nature and lacks specificity regarding the adequacy of
the DEIR and therefore no specific response is required.

This comment states that using the adjacent Balboa Towers as an
indicator of community character is not appropriate, as the towers
were built prior to the 30-foot height limit in the community. It should
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13-10

13-11

be noted that according to the CMCP, the West Clairemont Height
Limitation Overlay Zone was originally adopted in 1972 to protect
views to the Pacific Ocean and Mission Bay to the west and of
Fortuna Mountain and Cowles Mountain to the east and the local
open space canyons system. When the 1989 community plan was
adopted by the City, a community-wide 30-foot height limit replaced
the West Clairemont Height Limitation Overlay Zone and became
an implementation tool in the Residential Element of the community
plan to protect the low-density character of the predominantly
single-family neighborhoods (page 135 of the CMCP). The Balboa
Towers contained in the Commercial Core of the community are
recognized in the 1989 community plan as relatively new medical
buildings and are not the origin of the 30-foot height limit, as
suggested in this comment. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Building Height and Character.

This comment expresses concerns with the amount of onsite
parking that would be provided, specifically that there would be less
than one parking spot for each unit, and over flow parking would
occur on residential streets. As noted in Response to Comment 13-
1, the typographical error that implied that the project would not be
parked with one spot for each unit has been corrected in the Final
EIR. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Parking.

The County acknowledges this comment as providing the
conclusion of the comment letter, stating that the proposed project
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to aesthetics.
All comments are included in this Final EIR for consideration by the
County and City decision makers prior to making a decision on the
project.
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V1-1. Response to Comments

Letter 14 Response
Jessica Bowlin

14-1

14-2

14-3

14-4

14-5

14-6

This comment is introductory in nature, and provides further
comments in an attached letter. This comment is general in nature
and no specific response is required.

This comment expresses opposition to the rezoning of the
proposed project. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no specific
response is required.

This comment expresses concern about health impacts related to
air quality as a result of increased congestion and demolition of the
existing building, which could impact residents that contribute to the
economic value of the city. As detailed in Section 2.1, Air Quality, of
the DEIR (former page 2.1-34), with incorporation of Mitigation
Measure AIR-1, impacts from air quality would be reduced to a less
than significant level. The comment is general in nature and does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR.

This comment expresses concern with regard to the project’'s
impacts on community character. The commenter is referred above
to Master Response: Building Height and Character.

This comment express concern with the proposed project adding
more students to already overcrowded schools. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Schools.

This comment inquires about resources to provide additional water,
police services, and schools to the community. Section 3.6, Public
Services, of the DEIR analyzes project impacts on public services,
including impacts to police services. As stated in the DEIR (former
page 3.6-10), the project site would continue to be served by the
San Diego Police Department (SDPD)’s Northern Division. The
proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with any police protection facilities, and impacts
would be less than significant. The comment does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR.

Water resources are analyzed in Section 3.8, Utilities and Service
Systems, of the DEIR. As detailed in Section 3.8.3.1 (former page
3.8-9), the City’s PUD would continue to serve the project site,
similar to existing conditions. The proposed project would not
require the construction of new water treatment facilities or an
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expansion of existing facilities, and impacts would be less than
significant. The comment does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR.

Regarding schools, the commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Schools.

14-7 This comment expresses concern with congestion impacts as a
result of the proposed project. Traffic impacts are analyzed in
Section 2.4, Transportation and Traffic, of the DEIR. As detailed in
Section 2.4.8 (former page 2.4-49), project impacts to study
intersections and roadway segments would occur during the
Existing plus Project phase, Near-term plus Project phase, and
Cumulative plus Project phase, which would be mitigated or
partially mitigated. The proposed project would not impact the
intersection of Balboa Avenue and Genesee Avenue under all
conditions, rather significant impacts would occur only with
implementation of Access Option 3, which would be mitigated to
less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure
TRA-2. Further, while impacts to roadway segments along Balboa
Avenue would occur during the Existing plus Project, Near-term
plus Project, and Cumulative plus Project scenarios, however, not
all roadway segments along Balboa Avenue would have impacts as
a result of the proposed project. This comment is general in nature
and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no
further response is required.

14-8 This comment expresses opposition to the height of the proposed
project, and supports adhering to the 30-foot height limit. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Building Height
and Character.

14-9 This comment implies that crime is associated with affordable
housing development and states that crime would increase as a
result of the proposed project resulting in diminishing property
values. The comment raises economic, social, or political issues
that do not relate to potential effects of the proposed project on the
environment and are not required topics for discussion in a CEQA
document. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Non-CEQA Issues. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

14-10 This comment expresses that the project should either not be
approved or reduce the number of units to less than 100. The

Mount Etna Community Plan Amendment and Rezone Project 1-71 San Diego County Project No. WT-4224097
Final Environmental Impact Report January 2020



V1-1. Response to Comments

commenter is referred above to Master Response: Non-CEQA
Issues. This comment is general in nature does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and therefore, no specific response is
required.
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Letter IS5 Response
Candy Cumming

15-1

15-2

15-3

15-4

This comment is introductory and general in nature. No specific
response is required.

This comment expresses concern with the height of the building
and states that the project would be out of character of the single
family residences. In addition, the comment inquires about potential
alternatives to the proposed project, and why an alternative within
the 30-foot height limit was not considered. As detailed in Chapter
4, Project Alternatives, of the DEIR, the focus of the alternatives
analysis is on the ability to reduce or substantially lessen the
significant impacts of the proposed project. As aesthetics was not
determined to have significant impacts, the Reduced Intensity
Project Alternative was developed to reduce the proposed project’s
direct traffic impacts which would be significant and unavoidable. A
30-foot high residential structure would prevent the future developer
from constructing a project that achieves the basic project objective
of being consistent with the San Diego regional housing policies
that are looking to maximize the construction of affordable housing
to meet the regions’ projected demands. In addition, a 30-foot
height limit would not allow the housing developer to use
articulation or architectural treatments to create an aesthetically
pleasing and high quality building, also a stated project objective in
the DEIR. The commenter is referred above to the Master
Response: Building Height and Character for additional discussion
on this topic. The commenter also questions why no units were
proposed as an alternative. The DEIR was prepared in compliance
with the CEQA Guidelines, including Section 15126.6, which states
that a No Project Alternative shall be evaluated along with its
impact. The purpose of the No Project Alternative is to allow
decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed
project with impacts of not approving the proposed project.

This comment expresses concerns regarding community character,
and recommends keeping the project within the 30-foot height limit.
The commenter is referred above to Master Response: Building
Height and Character.

This comment expresses concerns with the amount of onsite
parking that would be provided as part of the proposed project. As
noted in Master Response: Parking, the typographical error that
implied that the project would not be parked with one spot for each
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15-5

15-6

I5-7

15-8

unit has been corrected in the Final EIR. The nearby medical
offices, shopping and transit links would support those residents
who do not drive or own a car. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Parking and the Master Response: Transit for
additional discussion on these topics.

This comment expresses concerns with the minimal traffic
mitigation at the intersection of Balboa Avenue and Genesee
Avenue and along Balboa Avenue from Interstate (I-) 805 to I-5.
The commenter is referred above to Response to Comment 14-7.

This comment states that the City’s current transit infrastructure is
inadequate. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Transit.

The comment expresses concerns with the proposed projects
impacts to public services, including police, fire, and schools and
guestions why no infrastructure improvements would be required to
serve the project. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment 14-6 with regard to police protection services. Regarding
schools and fire services, the commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Schools and Master Response: Fire Protection
Service, respectively. The DEIR estimates that the project would be
occupied by 829 residents and is based on the population
generation rates for the Clairemont Mesa community developed by
SANDAG, which is lower than the estimate provided by the
commenter. The comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR.

The County acknowledges this comment as providing the
conclusion of the comment letter. All comments are included in this
Final EIR for consideration by the County and City prior to making a
final decision on the project.
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Letter |16 Response
Lindsay Depalma

16-1 This comment is introductory in nature and describes the
commenter’s general concerns with the proposed project,
specifically with regard to the proposed density and related traffic
impacts at the intersection of Balboa Avenue/Genesee Avenue.
The comment states traffic impacts are significant, and can be
mitigated with a reduced density alternative. Impacts to the
intersection of Balboa Avenue/Genesee Avenue are predicted to
occur only if all three access options are used in the future; should
the housing developer only need two access options, the impact
would be avoided and no mitigation would be required at that
location. As detailed in Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, of the DEIR
(former page 4-12), the Reduced Intensity Project Alternative would
still cause significant impacts to Existing, Near-Term, and
Cumulative plus Project traffic conditions on the roadway network
surrounding the project site. However, the reduced trip generation
and peak hour traffic would lessen project impacts on area
intersections and would avoid a cumulatively significant roadway
segment impact along Balboa Avenue between its intersections
with Charger Boulevard and the Interstate 805 southbound ramps.
Direct impacts to intersections, including Balboa Avenue/Genesee
Avenue, would be lessened but not avoided and mitigation
(Mitigation Measures TRA-1, TRA-2 and TRA-4) would still be
required under this alternative.

16-2 This comment expresses opposition to the rezone of the project
site. The commenter is referred above to Master Response: Non-
CEQA Issues. The commenter provides a recommendation to
disallow the future developer from taking advantage of the density
bonus. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Affordable Housing Density Bonus.

16-3 This comment states that the Balboa Avenue/Genesee Avenue
intersection cannot support the proposed project. Traffic impacts
are analyzed in Section 2.4, Transportation and Traffic, of the
DEIR. As noted above under response to comment 16-1, impacts to
the intersection of Balboa Avenue/Genesee Avenue are predicted
to occur only if all three access options are used in the future;
should the housing developer only need two access options, the
impact would be avoided and no mitigation would be required at
that location. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR and therefore no further response is required.
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16-4 This comment states the recommendation to minimize the number
of units on the project site. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues. The County acknowledges
this comment and all comments are included in this Final EIR for
consideration by the County and City decision makers prior to
making a decision on the project.
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Letter |7 Response
Candy Cumming

17-1 This comment raises concerns regarding fire protection services,
specifically the ability of the SDFD to respond to an incident during
peak commuting hours. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Fire Protection Services. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

17-2 This comment describes a past experience with a brush fire in
Tecolote Canyon that came in close proximity to the commenter’s
property. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Fire Protection Services. This comment is general in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

17-3 This comment details a potential scenario that includes a fire from
the project site spreading to Tecolote Canyon. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Fire Protection Services. This
comment is speculative in nature and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.
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Letter I8 Response
Denise Abell-Hove

18-1

18-2

18-3

18-4

This comment raises concerns regarding poverty and crime with
respect to the development of high density affordable housing. The
comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not
relate to potential effects of the proposed project on the
environment. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Non-CEQA
Issues.

This comment inquires about onsite recreational facilities, such as
gymnasium, basketball court, or playground. While the recreational
features of the future residential development have not been
defined at this time, Project Description, (former page 1-3) of the
DEIR states that the future residential development would include
1,500 square feet of additional uses that would activate the ground
flood and provide community benefit for residents and the
surrounding community. In addition to the community space,
residential support uses would also be integrated into the
residential development on the project site. The developer has
indicated verbally in community meetings that they intend to partner
with a community-serving group, such as Serving Seniors, to utilize
this space and provide a benefit to both the future residents and the
senior community at large. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

This comment inquires if the project would include any social
services, such as classrooms for education, the Head Start
program, an employment office, or a place to purchase bus passes
easily. The commenter is referred above to Response to Comment
I8-2 related to proposed non-residential ground floor public spaces.
This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment inquires about onsite security guards and security
features, a potential new police substation on the project site, and
plans to deal with criminal activity. The DEIR analyzes Police
Services in Section 3.6, Public Services, (former page 3.6-11)
which concludes the proposed project would not require the
addition of new police facilities. Additionally, the comment raises
economic, social, or political issues that do not relate to potential
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18-5

18-6

18-7

18-8

effects of the proposed project on the environment. This comment
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues.

This comment inquires about the screening of future residents. The
developer has indicated verbally in community meetings that each
prospective resident will be required to commit to a standard
background check, which will screen for criminal records. The
comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not
relate to potential effects of the proposed project on the
environment. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Non-CEQA
Issues.

This comment raises concerns regarding the maintenance of the
proposed project after construction. The developer will be required
to maintain the future residential development in accordance with
their ground lease and development and disposition agreement
with the County. The comment raises economic, social, or political
issues that do not relate to potential effects of the proposed project
on the environment. This comment does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Non-CEQA
Issues.

This comment raises concerns related to noise impacts of the
proposed project, including noise from the units, domestic animals,
quiet zones, and cars in the parking lot. The DEIR analyses
impacts related to noise in Section 2.3, Noise, beginning on former
page 2.3-1. As detailed in Section 2.3.3.1 (DEIR former page 2.3-
17), project operation of the future residential development would
not increase the overall ambient noise levels and impacts would be
less than significant. As detailed on DEIR former page 2.3-21,
operation of the future development would be subject to the City’s
Noise Ordinance standards and the City’s Code Enforcement
Division that limit operational noise to a maximum level at the
property line. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR.

This comment raises concerns related to parking. The commenter
is referred above to Master Response: Parking. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.
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18-9 The County acknowledges this comment and all comments are
included in this Final EIR for consideration by the County and City
decision makers prior to making a decision on the project.
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Letter |19 Response
Bruce Cole

19-1 This comment describes the commenter’s history living in the
vicinity of the project. This comment is general in nature and does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no further
response is required.

19-2 This comment states the commenter has seen an increase in traffic
congestion within Clairemont over 50+ years. Traffic impacts of the
project are analyzed in Section 2.4, Transportation and Traffic, of
the DEIR. This comment is general in nature and does not address
the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no further response is
required.

19-3 This comment raises concerns with the proposed project being an
aircraft hazard due to its height with consideration for the proximity
to the nearest airport. As stated in DEIR Section 2.2.3.6, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, (former page 2.2-16) the proposed
project is not designated within a safety zone under the
Montgomery Field Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) or
the Marine Corp Air Station Miramar ALUCP. The future
development would be required to have a determination of no
hazard to air navigation from the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) prior to issuance of any building permit by the City of San
Diego. Compliance with FAA regulations would be required as a
condition of the building permit; therefore, as noted in the DEIR,
safety hazards for people residing or working in the vicinity of a
public or private airport would be less than significant.

19-4 This comment raises concerns with the impacts to parking as a
result of the proposed project. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Parking. This comment is general in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

19-5 This comment raises concerns regarding the impact to police, fire
and school services as a result of the proposed project. Section
3.6, Public Services, of the DEIR analyzes project impacts on
public services, including those noted in this comment. As stated in
the DEIR (former pages 3.6-9 and 3.6-11), the proposed project
would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated
with the need to expand any police or fire protection facilities, and
impacts would be less than significant. The commenter is referred
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19-6

19-7

above to Master Response: Fire Protection Services. Further, the
DEIR states (former page 3.6-13), the proposed project would not
result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
need for new school facilities. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Schools. This comment is general in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

This comment raises concerns with traffic and parking. The
commenter is referred above to Response to Comments 19-2 and
19-4.

The County acknowledges this comment and all comments are
included in this Final EIR for consideration by the County and City
decision makers prior to making a decision on the project.
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Letter 110 Response
Candy Cumming

110-1

110-2

This comment requests the County consider building within the
established 30-foot height limit to conform to the existing aesthetics
of the neighborhood, and states this was not considered as an
alternative to the proposed project. As detailed in Chapter 4,
Project Alternatives, of the DEIR, the focus of the alternatives
analysis is on the ability to reduce or substantially lessen the
significant impacts of the proposed project. As the DEIR analysis
determined that the project would not result in significant aesthetics
impacts, maintaining the 30-foot height limit was not a criteria for
developing the range of alternatives. It should, however, be noted
that the No Project/Existing Community Plan and Zoning
Alternative, wherein a commercial office development would be
constructed on site, would be capable of adhering to the 30-foot
height limit identified in the Community Plan. A 30-foot high
residential structure would prevent the future developer from
constructing a project that achieves the basic project objective of
being consistent with the San Diego regional housing policies that
are looking to maximize the construction of affordable housing to
meet the regions’ projected demands. In addition, a 30-foot height
limit would not allow the housing developer to use articulation or
architectural treatments to create an aesthetically pleasing and high
quality building, also a stated project objective in the DEIR. The
commenter is referred above to the Master Response: Building
Height and Character for additional discussion on this topic.

This comment states a smaller building with fewer residents would
have less impact on traffic, schools, fire and police. Although this
statement is generally consistent with the analysis of the Reduced
Intensity Project Alternative, a smaller residential development
would prevent the future developer from constructing a project that
achieves the basic project objective of being consistent with the
San Diego regional housing policies that are looking to maximize
the construction of affordable housing to meet the regions’
projected demands. This comment is general in nature and does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no further
response is required.

The County acknowledges this comment and all comments are
included in this Final EIR for consideration by the County and City
decision makers prior to making a decision on the project.
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Letter 111 Response
Jill Hasselquist

111-1

111-2

111-3

111-4

111-5

111-6

This comment expresses concern that the proposed project is too
large for the project site. The commenter suggests that a smaller
development, such as the Reduced Intensity Project Alternative, or
a mixed use development would be better suited for the site. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Non-CEQA
Issues.

This comment raises concerns regarding impacts to traffic resulting
from the proposed project. This comment is general in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no
further response is required.

This comment raises concerns with the impact to police and fire
staff as a result of the service demands associated with the
proposed project. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment states that the City’s current transit infrastructure is
inadequate. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Transit. No specific response is required because of the general
nature of the comment.

This comment raises concerns regarding safety services within the
future development for handicapped and seniors. As detailed in the
DEIR, Project Description, (former page 1-3) residential support
uses would also be integrated into the residential development on
the project site. The developer has indicated verbally that they
intend to partner with a community-serving group, such as Serving
Seniors, to utilize this space and provide a benefit to both the future
residents and the senior community at large. This comment does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

The County acknowledges this comment and all comments are
included in this Final EIR for consideration by the County and City
decision makers prior to making a final decision on the project.
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Letter 112 Response
Marija Hristova

112-1

112-2

112-3

112-4

112-5

112-6

This comment is introductory in nature and states the commenter
has multiple concerns with the proposed project, detailed in further
comments. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment raises concerns with safety impacts as a result of
understaffed fire stations. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Fire Protection Services.

This comment raises concerns regarding impacts to emergency
response times due to the increase of traffic associated with the
proposed project. As detailed in Section 2.4.3.2 (former page 2.4-
38), the proposed project would meet all requirements for access
and ingress/egress of emergency vehicles. Driveways and internal
access roads would be constructed in accordance with California
Fire Code and SDMC requirements. Additionally, the City’s traffic
signals currently and would continue to provide emergency
response signal preemption, which allows emergency vehicles
right-of-way through the corridor to help reduce response time.

This comment raises concerns with parking overflowing to the
surrounding streets as a result of the proposed project. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Parking. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment states traffic will significantly increase in the area,
and that no detailed studies have been completed to determine if a
dedicated left turn lane on Mount Everest Boulevard would improve
traffic. An analysis was conducted for this mitigation measure
(TRA-1). Restriping the northbound and southbound approaches to
provide a separate left-turn lane a shared through-right turn lane,
and converting the northbound and southbound left-turn phasing to
protective would improve the efficiency of the signal and reduce the
overall intersection delay to better than pre-project conditions.
Please refer to Table 2.4-16 in the DEIR.

This comment states developmentally handicapped and senior
persons will need 24-hour onsite support services. The comment
raises social issues that do not relate to potential effects of the
proposed project on the environment. This comment does not

Mount Etna Community Plan Amendment and Rezone Project 1-94 San Diego County Project No. WT-4224097
Final Environmental Impact Report January 2020



V1-1. Response to Comments

address the adequacy of the DEIR, and therefore no specific
response is required.

112-7 This comment raises concerns regarding safety of nearby residents
and school children at Mt. Everest Academy with the placement of
developmentally handicapped individuals at the project site. The
comment raises economic, social, or political issues that do not
relate to potential effects of the proposed project on the
environment. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR, and therefore no specific response is required. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Non-CEQA
Issues.

112-8 This comment express concern with the proposed project adding
more students to already overcrowded schools. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Schools.

112-9 This comment states that there would be an increased need for
nearby grocery stores. The comment raises economic, social, or
political issues that do not relate to potential effects of the proposed
project on the environment. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

112-10 This comment states the commenter’'s recommendation to move
forward with the environmentally superior alternative or a lower unit
count to abide by the 30-foot height limit. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Affordable Housing Density
Bonus and Master Response: Building Height and Character. It
should be noted that the 30-foot height limit is not feasible under
the Reduce Intensity Project Alternative, similar to the proposed
project. The DEIR text in Section 4.6.1 (former page 4-11) is
revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Under this alternative the permitted unit count would be
reduced from 404 units to 312 units. All other aspects of the
project (including building above the 30-foot height limit)
would remain the same as the proposed project, except that
the required amount of parking would be reduced to reflect
the lower number of residents.

The County Board of Supervisors will hold a public hearing to
certify the EIR and either approve the proposed project or one of its
alternatives (and the Planning Commission and City Council will
hold hearings to consider the certified EIR and approve the CPA
and rezone). While an environmentally superior alternative has
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112-11

112-12

been identified in the EIR, decision makers are not required to
approve that alternative. Should decision makers approve the
proposed project, a Statement of Overriding Considerations will be
required, which documents the decision makers’ views on the
ultimate balancing of the merits of approving a project (including
social and economic factors such as the need for affordable
housing in the region), despite its environmental impacts.

This comment states the Balboa Library is currently overcrowded
and the proposed project would increase demand on this facility, as
well as having a similar impact on recreational facilities. The DEIR
analyzes impacts to libraries in Section 3.6, Public Services (DEIR
former pages 3.6-13 to 3.6-14), which states that the future
applicant for the residential development would be required to pay
the most current City development impact fees related to library
facilities prior to issuance of a building permit, and concludes the
proposed project would not result in substantial adverse physical
impacts associated with the need for new or physically altered area
libraries. Further, impacts to recreational facilities are analyzed in
Section 3.7, Recreation and Park (former page 3.7-7), which
concludes that “the future developer would be providing for the
development of additional parklands, either through the payment of
development impact fees or by directly constructing or providing the
parkland, and the increased use of existing parks and recreational
facilities would not result in substantial physical deterioration of the
existing facilities.

This comment states the proposed project would have an impact on
infrastructure, including water, plumbing, gas, and electric utilities.
The DEIR analyzes impacts to Utilities in Section 3.8 (former pages
3.8-9 through 3.8-14), which concludes there would not be a need
for new or expanded water, wastewater, natural gas,
communication systems, or solid waste facilities. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR.
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Letter 113 Response
Nazeeh Shaheen

113-1 This comment is introductory in nature and states the commenter’s
concerns are detailed in the comments below. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.

113-2 The remaining portion of this letter is identical to concerns
through expressed in Comment Letter 112. Commenter is referred to
113-12 Response to Comments 112-2 through 113-12.
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V1-1. Response to Comments

Letter 114 Response

Lisa Johnson

114-1

114-2

114-3

This comment is introductory in nature and states the commenter
provides further comments in an attached letter. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Executive
Summary and questions why the environmentally superior
alternative was not selected, and how the County can select an
option that has unmitigated impacts. The County Board of
Supervisors will hold a public hearing to certify the EIR and either
approve the proposed project or one of its alternatives (and the
Planning Commission and City Council will hold hearings to
consider the certified EIR and approve the CPA and rezone). While
an environmentally superior alternative has been identified in the
EIR, decision makers are not required to approve that alternative.
Should decision makers approve the proposed project, written
Findings must be made for each of the significant impacts that
would arise due to the project and provides rationale for why
measures are not feasible. Specific economic, legal, social,
technological and other factors must be spelled out in the Findings
if mitigation measures or project alternatives identified in the EIR
are considered infeasible. Should significant and avoidable impacts
remain due to mitigation infeasibility, a Statement of Overriding
Considerations must be adopted, which documents the decision
makers’ views on the ultimate balancing of the merits of approving
a project (including social and economic factors such as the need
for affordable housing in the region), despite its environmental
impacts.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Project
Description Section 1.2.1.2 and questions how the height of the
proposed project compliments single family residential uses. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Affordable
Housing Density Bonus and Master Response: Building Height and
Character. The project would complement the surrounding
community core and single-family housing by introducing multi-
family housing near commercial development and transit, thus
fulfilling the City of Villages planning strategy outlined in the City’s
General Plan, which encourages Smart Growth development by
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114-4

114-5

114-6

114-7

establishing a mix of uses near shopping, employment and transit
opportunities.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Project
Description Section 1.4 and states that the project site is located
within a planned TPA. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Transit.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Project
Description Section 1.5 and questions who is certifying the EIR. As
detailed in Section 1.5.1 of the DEIR (former page 1-10), the
County is the designated Lead Agency responsible for certifying the
EIR. The City, as a Responsible Agency, will consider the certified
EIR when making a decision to approve the land use policy
amendments outlined in Table 1-1 of the DEIR (former page 1-10).

This comment refers to Table 1.2 of the DEIR and questions why
the CMCPU, Morena Corridor Specific Plan, or Mid-Coast Trolley
expansions are not considered in the traffic analysis, and questions
why the Balboa (Avenue Station Area) Specific Plan is not listed at
all. As detailed in Section 1.7 of the DEIR (former page 1-11), the
cumulative projects list was developed during the time of the Notice
of Preparation, which was released on September 10, 2018. A
scoping and presentation of assumptions meeting occurred
between the County, project team, and the City of San Diego’s
Development Services Department (DSD) on December 19, 2018
to discuss the proposed project and transportation analysis
assumptions. During this meeting, a cumulative projects list was
developed and approved by the City of San Diego’s DSD staff,
which included projects that have been approved during that time.
Because those other projects were not approved until after the
NOP was circulated, it would have been speculative to have
included them in the traffic analysis. It is assumed that the traffic
study for CMCPU will take into consideration the two recently
approved Specific Plans, as well as the proposed project, as part of
that EIR process for the CMCPU.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Air Quality
Section 2.1.2.3 which details the goals of the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG) San Diego Forward: The
Regional Plan. This portion of the DEIR is the regulatory setting of
the proposed project. The goals listed are the goals of the
SANDAG Regional Plan, not of the proposed project.
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The commenter states that the project area is not urban, rather it is
suburban. It is industry standard to describe areas as urban or
rural, and in this case, the project area is located in an urbanized
area.

The comment also states that the existing transportation is
insufficient, questions what the plan is for transportation
improvements, and questions where funding is coming from. The
comment also states that the proposed project is not located in a
TPA. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Transit.

The comment questions how a reduction of greenhouse gas
emissions is being accomplished with a high density project with
impacts. The project site is located near commercial uses and
transit lines, allowing for walkability and use of transit to travel to
nearby uses and less dependence on cars. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Transit. The commenter is
referred to Section 3.3, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the DEIR,
which concludes that the proposed project would not have any
significant impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions.

114-8 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Air Quality
Section 2.1.3.4 of the DEIR and does not provide any further
comments, therefore, no specific response is required.

114-9 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Hazards and
Hazardous Materials Section 2.2.1.5 detailing the electronic
magnetic fields and questions if there will be a disclosure to the
residents and employees. The transmission lines are visible
adjacent to the project site. Disclosure of transmission lines to
residents and employees are not a requirement of development. In
addition, a discussion of EMF is provided for the benefit of the
public and decision-makers on former page 1-7 of the DEIR.

114-10 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Hazards and
Hazardous Materials Section 2.2.3.1 and states that the project site
is surrounded on three sides by Very High Fire Hazard Severity
Zones (VHFHSZ) within 0.25 or 0.5 miles, and that all evacuation
routes are within hazardous fire zones. The comment does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

The comment also questions how the SDFD will evacuate the
future residents, including those that don’t drive vehicles. The
comment also questions how rescues can be accomplished without
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114-11

a ladder engine. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Fire Protection Services.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Hazards and
Hazardous Materials Section 2.2.3.2 and expresses concern that
the mitigation measure related to contaminated media, including
asbestos and lead materials, is not sufficient considering the
project’s location near schools. There are many regulations
pertaining to the control of hazardous materials at construction
sites, as noted in Section 2.1.2 of the DEIR. The DEIR text in
Section 2.2.6 on former page 2.2-18 is revised in the Final EIR as
follows to clarify how the project would comply with those
regulations to prevent impacts to nearby sensitive receptors from
those substances:

HAZ-1: Soil Contamination, Lead, and Asbestos
Recommendations. During demolition of the existing
buildings, site preparation for the future development, and
construction of the future development, the construction
contractor shall fellew implement the findings and
recommendations of the Phase | ESA, including:

¢ Infuture developmentof the project site; preparation-and
implementation-of-a-A soil management plan shall be
prepared by a qualified specialist and implemented used
during project construction activities near areas of known
contamination—_Athere-contaminationis-known-or
suspected—and or where grading or other soil
disturbance activities could encounter contaminated
media, undocumented USTSs, or other unknown
contamination or hazards.;-mplementation-of-a The soll
management plan prevides shall contain protocols to
address site-specific hazardeus-conditions;—#
encountered; in aceordance compliance with local, state,
and federal regulations.

e Soil sampling shall be performed at the time of the-UST
removal to evaluate whether an unauthorized release has
occurred. If contaminated soil is identified, protocols in
the soil management plan shall be implemented in
compliance with local, state, and federal requlations.

e A worker health and safety plan shall be prepared and
implemented during construction near areas of known
contamination.
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e A-The extent of asbestos-containing materials and lead-
based paint shall be evaldated determined through
appropriate testing techniques prior to razirg-of-the-site
building demolition. Proper protocols for the removal of
asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint shall
be followed in compliance with local, state, and federal

requlations.

The comment also questions how significance is determined for
construction air quality impacts when the air quality monitoring
station is in a different location. The ambient air quality data
collected from the nearest monitoring station is commonly used to
characterize the existing regional air quality near a project site.
Because air pollutant emissions are regional in character, it is
standard practice to rely on data collected by the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District for such information.

114-12 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Hazards and
Hazardous Materials Section 2.2.3.3 and expresses concern with
residents being able to evacuate when the level of service (LOS) of
streets are rated E or F. As detailed within the DEIR in Section
2.2.3.3 (former page 2.2-14), the future development would be
required to meet all requirements for access and ingress/egress of
emergency vehicles, in accordance with the California Fire Code
and City Municipal Code requirements. The proposed project would
not change or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
evacuation plan.

The comment also questions if lane closures could be scheduled in
the lower fire season when temperatures are lower and there is
more rain. Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, as detailed on former pages
2.2-18 and 2.2-19 of the DEIR, allows for flexibility for the
construction schedule. Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 would require a
traffic control plan be implemented by the contractor to ensure
adequate access and circulation are maintained in the project
vicinity throughout the construction phases of the project, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer.

114-13 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Hazards and
Hazardous Materials Section 2.2.4 and expresses concern
regarding evacuation routes passing through canyons and fire risk
to those evacuation routes. Evacuation routes are determined by
the City and the SDFD and are existing conditions of the
surrounding area. The proposed project would not change or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency evacuation plan.
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The comment also expresses concern with how residents would be
evacuated from the project site. The commenter is referred above
to Response to Comment 114-10 and Master Response: Fire
Protection Services.

114-14 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4 and questions why the traffic study assumed
that no future residents would use the freeways to get to work or
school. The SANDAG Series 13 Travel Demand Model was used to
calculate the project’s trip distribution estimates using a select zone
analysis. Based on the model and select zone analysis (Appendix B
of the TIS), the project will add trips but less than 150 peak hour
trips to the freeways, which is the threshold for including them in
the study. Therefore, no freeway segments were analyzed based
on the City’s study area criteria.

114-15 This comment questions whether turn lanes are considered “arterial
driving lanes”. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR; therefore, no specific response
is required.

114-16 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.1.1 and questions whether the city
considers LOS of E or F to be unacceptable. The goal in the City’s
General Plan considers a LOS D as acceptable for intersections
and roadway segments as stated on former page 2.4-2 of the
DEIR. When those facilities operate at LOS E or F, the criteria
listed in DEIR Table 2.4-4 are used for identifying if a project would
have impacts.

114-17 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Project
Description Section 1.7 and questions why the Clairemont
Community Plan Update, Mid-Coast Trolley, or Morena Corridor
Specific Plan were not considered. The commenter is referred
above to Response to Comment 114-6.

114-18 This comment expresses concerns with pedestrian and bicycle
connections to the trolley, as the bus service is currently inefficient.
The commenter is referred above to Master Response: Transit.

114-19 This comment states that American with Disabilities Act (ADA)
compliance is not intact at five locations and questions whether
deficiencies will be addressed by the project. These sidewalk
deficiencies are existing conditions in the project vicinity (not on the
project site itself), and are not deficiencies due to the proposed
project. The proposed project does include internal pedestrian
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connections on the project site, which would be required to be
ADA-compliant as part of the developer’s building permit. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Transit
regarding Cap and Trade funding, which could include pedestrian
improvements.

114-20 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.1.6 and states that existing transit conditions
are inadequate and no funding is allotted for additional transit with
the proposed project. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Transit regarding timing of high-frequency bus services
and Cap and Trade funding.

114-21 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.2.2 and states that no funding is dedicated
for improved transportation. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Transit regarding Cap and Trade funding.

114-22 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.3.1 and questions how the DEIR can
assume that no residents would use the 163 freeway or travel
southbound on Genesee. Based on the City’s criteria for identifying
which transportation facilities should be studied in the CEQA
document is not whether the project produces any trips but rather if
the project would contribute 150 peak hour trips to freeway
mainlines. In the case of the proposed project, the project would not
produce enough trips on the freeways. Refer to Response to
Comments 114-15 for additional discussion on the technical process
for determining the scope of the traffic study area.

114-23 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.3.1 and expresses concern that the
proposed project would have 13 years in inadequate mobility. It
should be noted that high frequency bus service is planned along
Balboa Avenue for 2020, which is prior to the proposed project’s
occupancy period. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Transit.

114-24 This comment references Table 2.4-7, Ramp Metering Analysis, of
the DEIR and questions why only Interstate (I-) 805 is referenced in
the DEIR, when I-5, State Route (SR) 52, and SR 163 are within
three miles of the project site. Refer to Response to Comments 114-
15 for additional discussion on the technical process for
determining the scope of the traffic study area.
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114-25

114-26

114-27

114-28

114-29

This comment references the DEIR Transportation and Traffic
Section 2.4.3.3 and states there would be substantial impacts on
the existing transportation systems. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.3.3 and states that access to private
residences and schools in close proximity of the project site would
be reduced. The Issue 5 threshold referenced in the comment letter
is related to physical changes to the existing circulation network,
such as removal of a road or bike lanes. As detailed in Section
2.4.3.3, the project would not require changes to the existing
circulation network.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.3.3 and questions why the project would not
require changes to the existing circulation network. The commenter
states that the proposed project would reduce access to nearby
parks and schools. The commenter is referred above to Response
to Comment 114-26. The commenter also disagrees that the project
site is urban. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment 114-7. In addition, the comment states the opinion that
the project area should not be defined as a TPA. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Transit.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.3.4 and questions what the transit plan is
until 2035. It should be noted that high frequency bus service is
planned along Balboa Avenue for 2020, which is prior to the
proposed project’s occupancy period. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Transit. The commenter also questions
how the proposed project can have a less than significant impact
on Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) when there are significant traffic
impacts. As detailed in Section 2.4.3.4, the proposed project would
allow for 100 perfect affordable housing units, which is a state-
defined criterion for screening, and a detailed VMT analysis is not
required for the proposed project. Therefore, a less than significant
impact would occur related to VMT.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.5 and questions why the City and the
County can’t work together to fully mitigate traffic impacts. The
County has consulted with the City throughout the review process
for the proposed project. However, in order for the County to
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conclude in the DEIR that the project’s direct and cumulative
impacts will be mitigated to a less than significant level, there needs
to be assurance from the City that the recommended improvements
on City streets and intersections can be implemented within the
timeframe when impacts are predicted to occur. Although the City
has indicated that adaptive signal controls could be implemented to
improve traffic signal communications in the project area, there is
no funding program or capital improvement plan (CIP) in place to
facilitate those improvements. Therefore, the County cannot assure
that the improvements along the deficient corridor will be
implemented since the facilities are outside of their jurisdiction.

114-30 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Transportation
and Traffic Section 2.4.5 and questions why the City and the
County can’t work together to fully mitigate traffic impacts. The
commenter is referred above to Response to Comment 114-29.

114-31 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Aesthetics
Section 3.1.2 and does not provide any further comments,
therefore, no specific response is required.

114-32 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Aesthetics
Section 3.1.2 and states that the community’s attributes have not
changed since the creation of the Claremont Mesa Community
Plan. The comment states that the community has asked for
maintenance of the community’s character by reducing the density
of the proposed project and maintaining the 30-foot height limit. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Affordable
Housing Density Bonus and Master Response: Building Height and
Character.

114-33 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Aesthetics
Section 3.1.3 and states that Issues 2 through 4 should be
considered significant due to the change in the site’s bulk and
scale. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Building Height and Character. The Community Plan Amendment
language contained in Appendix B to the DEIR outlines site-specific
development regulations which are aimed at diminishing the overall
mass of the building and providing visual interest through
articulation (or modulating the fagcade of the structure to break up
the flat walls). These architectural regulations are above and
beyond the standard requirements in the City’s Land Development
Code. As such, the aesthetics impacts would be less than
significant as described in the DEIR.
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114-34

114-35

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Aesthetics
Section 3.1.3.4 and states that the proposed project deviates from
the commercial character of the community core area. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Building Height
and Character. The comment also agrees that an architectural
theme is not prominent in the area, and states that the theme for
the community is related to the height and type of uses in the
community. The commenter is referred to Section 3.1.1 of the DEIR
(former page 3.1-1), which details the existing visual landscape of
the proposed project similar to how the commenter details the
vicinity of the project site.

The commenter also expresses concern that the proposed project
would degrade the visual character of the community for existing
residents, and questions how the character can be assessed
without visuals from the developer. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Building Height and Character. In
addition, as detailed in Section 3.1.3.4 of the DEIR (former page
3.1-8), while the exact design of the future development is unknown
at this time, the proposed Community Plan Implementation Overlay
Zone (CPIOZ) Type A supplemental development regulations
included in Appendix B of the DEIR provide aesthetic regulations
that would guide the design of the future development. Design
guidelines include setbacks, landscape screening, building
articulation, screening and fencing of storage areas, and residential
open space. Refer to Response to Comment 114-33 for additional
discussion on this topic.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Aesthetics
Section 3.1.3.5 and states that the proposed project’s density is
incompatible with the surrounding development. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Affordable Housing Density
Bonus and Master Response: Building Height and Character. The
commenter also questions where similar developments of the
proposed project’s size and density have been approved. Approval
of the proposed project does not require a previous development of
similar size or density to be built. Instead, this area is identified as
having a moderate potential for village development in the City’s
General Plan, which aims to redirect development away from
undeveloped lands and toward already urbanized areas and/or
areas with conditions allowing the integration of housing,
employment, civic and transit uses. As noted on former page 3.4-4
of the DEIR, there are a number of factors that were used to
identify where in the villages site could be established. Refer to the
Villages Propensity Map of the General Plan for additional details
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on where the City sees future village development being
implemented,
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/planning/genpla
n/pdf/generalplan/lulvilprop.pdf. This concept of City of Villages
was adopted in 2002 and lead to a comprehensive update of the
General Plan in 2015. The proposed project is consistent with the
City’s current policy vision in the General Plan.

This comment also expresses concern regarding the zero-foot
setback along Genesee Avenue, and incorrectly states that the
developer stated that no additional landscaping or pedestrian
setbacks would be along Genesee Avenue. As detailed in the CPA
(Appendix B), landscaping and street trees would be required for
the proposed project. Setbacks are intended to encourage
pedestrian scale and compatibility with adjacent uses. While the
design of the project is still unknown at this time, the developer has
verbally stated that the zero-foot setback would not occur along the
whole length of Genesee Avenue. Any ultimate building placement
would be required to meet City engineering standards for site
visibility and access requirements prior to issuance of the building
permit.

The comment states that the architectural character of the project
vicinity is of residential and commercial uses separately, but not
mixed-use development. The project is not proposing a mixed-use
development. As detailed in Section 1.2.1.1 (former page 1-2), the
proposed project’s land use designation would change from
Commercial Employment, Retail & Services to Residential, and as
detailed in Section 1.2.1.3 (former page 1-3), the project site would
be rezoned from Commercial Office to Residential.

In addition, this comment states that the design features of the
project are undefined and therefore can’t be analyzed without
developer drawings. The commenter is referred above to Response
to Comment 114-34.

The commenter states that the proposed project is visually
incompatible with the adjacent Balboa Towers, as the towers are
medical uses rather than residential uses. In accordance with City
guidelines, the aesthetics analysis analyzes height and bulk, not
the use of buildings. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Building Height and Character.

114-36 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Aesthetics
Section 3.1.4 and states that the proposed project is not like the
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114-37

114-38

surrounding cumulative projects, and states that similar
developments are not similar to the proposed project’s size, scale,
or density. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment 114-35.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Aesthetics
Section 3.1.7 and states that the language in Section 3.1.3.4 (the
section number is incorrectly referenced in the comment) do not
match. The DEIR text in Section 3.1.7 on former page 3.1-14 is
revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Although implementation of the proposed project would
include new development that would change the use and
height-visual-characteristics of the project site, it would not
substantially degrade the surrounding visual character or
quality.

The comment states that the proposed project is similar to a new
housing division, but vertical in dimension. The comment does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Energy Section
3.2.2.4 related to the City’s Climate Action Plan (CAP). This portion
of the DEIR is the regulatory setting of the proposed project. The
goals listed are the goals of the CAP, not of the proposed project.

The comment states that the pedestrian, transit, and cycling routes
are insufficient in the project area, and details the existing
characteristics of sidewalk and bicycling infrastructure. The
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

The comment states that the designation of the project site being in
a TPA is unfounded and unfunded. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Transit.

The comment also states that the proposed project would
contradict the CAP, as traffic impacts would occur. The future
residential development project would be required to prepare a
CAP Consistency Checklist in accordance with the Environmental
Protection Features of the CPA language (see Appendix B to the
DEIR). Implementation of the requirements of the CAP would
ensure the project’s consistency with the greenhouse gas
emissions assumptions in the CAP. If the project were not
approved and commercial development were implemented (as
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described under the No Project/Existing Community Plan and
Zoning Alternative), more than 2,018 daily trips would be generated
from the site, making the traffic conditions worse than predicted for
the proposed affordable housing development.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Energy Section

3.2.4 and states that there is no funding available for future transit
improvements that would reduce VMT per capita. The commenter
is referred above to Master Response: Transit regarding planned

transit infrastructure and Cap and Trade funding.

The comment also states that credit allotted in the TIS for transit
use are inaccurate, and that the TPA status will not go into effect
until 2035. As detailed in the DEIR Section 2.4.3.1 (former page
2.4-15) (and as edited in Master Response: Transit), trip reductions
from the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual were applied for the trip
generation estimates to account for its location in a TPA with high-
frequency transit service on Genesee Avenue and planned high
frequency bus service along Balboa Avenue being phased in by
2020 with planned rapid transit scheduled for 2035.

The comment states that the proposed project is not consistent with
the state’s goals or the City’s CAP. The commenter is referred
above to Response to Comment 114-38.

The comment questions how cumulative projects demonstrate
compliance with the City’s VMT goals. As detailed in Section 3.2.4
(former page 3.2-14), cumulative projects would demonstrate
consistency with VMT goals by assessing their consistency with the
VMT thresholds being developed by the City and will be required to
incorporate mitigation measures through conditions of approval or
via the CEQA review process. The City would be responsible for
ensuring this consistency review is completed as part of the project
review process.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Section 3.3.1.1 and correctly states that the DEIR notes
that the frequency and intensity of wildfires will increase due to
climate change. The commenter states that consideration needs to
be made in regards to the project site’s proximity to the VHFHSZ,
additional fire services for the area, and evacuation routes passing
through VHFHSZs. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Fire Protection Services and Response to Comment
114-10 and 114-13.
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114-41

114-42

114-43

114-44

114-45

114-46

114-47

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Greenhouse Gas
Emissions Section 3.3.1.2 and does not provide any further
comments, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4 and states that the Clairemont Community
Planning Group and Subcommittee decided that the zoning change
did not meet the requirements of the current community plan. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.1 and states that the community is old and
built out with a high density population, and that commercial and
residential areas have been segregated in the community, with
single-story detached housing. This comment is general in nature
and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.1 and questions what Transportation
Improvement Program is in place, and that the project area cannot
be defined as a TPA. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Transit.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.2.3 and states that the proposed project is not
an equitable development because there is already low-income
housing in the community. This portion of the DEIR is discussing
that the Land Use Element addresses equitable development, not
the proposed project. This comment is general in nature and does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.2.3 and states that they have been told by the
City that the Community Plan has not been updated since 1989.
The commenter correctly states that the Community Plan was
amended in 2011. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.2.3 and states that the project site should
remain as a commercial use. This comment is general in nature
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and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

The comment also disagrees with the San Diego Municipal Code
Decision Process 3 and Process 2, stating that decisions of the
project are made privately without the community planning group or
public input. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

114-48 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.2.3 and states that the proposed project is not
consistent with the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan and that the
proposed project is not compatible with the neighborhood. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Building Height
and Character.

The comment also states that the proposed project will impact
facilities and services. This comment is general in nature and does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

The comment states that the proposed project does not address
transportation or adequate parking. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Parking. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

114-49 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.3 and states that the proposed project would
eliminate commercial use on the project site and would be
inconsistent with the community plan. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

The comment also states that the proposed project’s building height
and density would divide the existing single family residential use
from the commercial center. The threshold for Issue 7 is in regard
to a physical division, such as a new highway. The proposed
project would replace and existing building with another building,
and would not create a physical division of an established
community.

114-50 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.3.1 and states that the project site should be a
commercial retail use. If the proposed project was a commercial
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114-51

114-52

114-53

114-54

retail use, the proposed project would not be consistent with the
proposed residential land use, would conflict with the project
objectives, and would result in greater environmental impacts (as
outlined in the No Project/Existing Community Plan and Zoning
Alternative). This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.3.1 and questions how the proposed project
would not result in less commercial development. Commercial Uses
have never existed on the project site, so rezoning the property as
proposed would not result in less commercial development
occurring in the community. The commenter also expresses
concern regarding low employment levels in the community. While
the proposed project would not be a commercial use, the proposed
project would require jobs through the construction of the future
development and operation of the project. As detailed in the DEIR
Section 3.5.3.1, during operation of the proposed project,
maintenance personnel and property management staff would be
needed during operation of the future development. In addition,
staff would be required for the proposed senior services, with
specialists from organizations such as Serving Seniors and
Southern California Housing Collaborative.

The comment also incorrectly states that the project site is not in a
TPA. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Transit.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Land Use and
Planning Section 3.4.3.2, references Table 3.4-1, and states that
the project site is not zoned as a residential property, specifically at
the height and density that is being proposed. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment references Table 3.4-1 and states that the proposed
project is incompatible with the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan,
specifically since the proposed project is not a commercial use.
This comment is general in nature and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

This comment references Table 3.4-1 regarding mobility and states
that due to the topography of the community, walkability is limited
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surrounding the project site. This comment is general in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

114-55 This comment references Table 3.4-1 regarding transit and does
not provide any further comments, therefore, no specific response
is required.

114-56 This comment references Table 3.4-1 and states that that current

transit is subpar and no improvements are proposed for the next 13
years. The comment also states that bike mobility is limited and
unsafe. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Transit.

114-57 This comment references Table 3.4-1 regarding public facilities and
states that schools and libraries are old. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

The comment states that fire protection throughout the City is below
the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) standards. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

The comment also states that the police station can’t serve 100,000
residents in the area. This comment is general in nature and does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

114-58 This comment references Table 3.4-1 regarding the Clairemont
Mesa Community Plan objective to provide a diversity of housing
options in the community. The comment states that that the
proposed project contributes to too much low-income housing in the
community, segregating lower income earners together. As detailed
in Table 3.4-1 (former page 3.4-20), the majority of residential
development within the Clairemont Mesa community consist of
single-family detached residential homes (62 percent). The
proposed project would increase residential diversity by providing
residential options other than single-family detached housing units
and provide much needed affordable housing.

114-59 This comment references Table 3.4-1 and states that the proposed
project is not compatible with the existing lower density and lower
height neighborhood. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Building Height and Character.
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114-60

114-61

114-62

114-63

114-64

The comment also states that the proposed project would
overburden Holmes Elementary School and emergency services,
including evacuation. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Schools, Master Response: Fire Protection Services,
and Response to Comments 114-10, 114-12, and 114-13.

This comment references Table 3.4-1 and states that the proposed
project would not provide adequate parking. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Parking.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Population and
Housing Section 3.5.2.4 and states that the community has one of
the lowest job offerings in the county and the proposed project
would be incompatible with job availability. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

The comment also states that Clairemont is not an appropriate
location for increased housing due to its lack of adequate
transportation. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Transit.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Population and
Housing Section 3.5.2.4 and questions where the reference came
from in the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan. The commenter is
referred to the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan page 27.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Population and
Housing Section 3.5.7 and questions what the plans are for public
services, specifically for police and fire protection. The commenter
is referred to Section 3.6, Public Services, where an evaluation of
the project’s impacts on the cited services is provided in the DEIR.
This comment is general in nature and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.1.1 and states that station 37 is in Scripps Ranch. Text
within the DEIR that references Fire Station 37 is a typographical
error, as it is Fire Station 27 that would serve the project site (in
addition to Fire Station 36). While the station number was incorrect,
the address and information about the station is correct. The DEIR
text in Section 3.6.1.1 on former page 3.6-1 is revised as follows:
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The next closest fire station is Fire Station 3727, located
approximately 1.5 miles northwest of the project site at 5064
Clairemont Drive, which is equipped with a fire engine.

In addition, the DEIR text in Section 3.6.3.1 on former page 3.6-9 is
revised as follows:

These additional residents would create a net increase in
demand for fire potential and life safety services from the
SDFD Fire Station 36 and 3727, which could result in
potentially significant impacts to fire protection and life safety
services.

114-65 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.1.1 and correctly states that the fire department
response time standards are not being met. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.

114-66 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.1.3 and states that Holmes Elementary School has
been at capacity for years, and questions what the plan is for
students of the proposed project. The commenter is referred to
Section 3.6, Public Services, where an evaluation of the project’s
impacts on schools base on input from the San Diego Unified
School District is provided in the DEIR. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Schools.

The comment also questions if further impacts to traffic would occur
with residents commuting to schools. The traffic calculations
already include trips generated by students traveling to schools,
and no change in traffic congestion would occur with the school
location.

114-67 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.1.2 and questions how many patrolling officers are on
duty at one time, and if the allocation of officers would change due
to the proposed project. The comment also states that the San
Diego Police Department (SDPD) is not meeting established
response times, and not adequately serving the existing community
and proposed project. Any personnel deficiencies in the SDPD are
not an issue under CEQA. While the SDPD is currently not meeting
the City’s response time standards (DEIR former page 3.6-2 and
3.6-3), the City’s significance determination thresholds state that “at
the present time, significant response times deficiencies due to a
lack of personnel or equipment can be helped only by continued,
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114-68

114-69

114-70

114-71

114-72

mandatory approval by the City Council of the affected departments
budget proposal for operations within the affected area because
developers cannot be required to fund ongoing operational costs
nor can they make budget decisions regarding such funding” (City
of San Diego 2016). Nevertheless, the developer would be required
to pay the most current City development impact fees related to the
provision of police protection service prior to the issuance of a
building permit.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.1.4 and states that the mileage listed to the San Diego
Public Library (SDPL) North Clairemont Branch is inaccurate. The
DEIR states that the library is 1.4 miles northwest of the project
site. Mileages are measured in a straight line from property line to
property line, not the driving mileage to access the facility. The
DEIR measurement is accurate.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.2.3 and excerpts from the City of San Diego General
Plan. The comment states that the Clairemont Mesa Community
Planning Group Clairemont Plan Update Subcommittee has
formally requested additional fire equipment services for the
community. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Fire Protection Services.

This comment includes an excerpt from the City of San Diego
General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element and
states that fire, life safety, and police facilities and services must be
improved in the community. The commenter states that police, fire,
and safety services service times don’t meet national or city
standards, facilities are 50 and 60 years old, and each station is
only equipped with one engine, unable to serve the proposed
project. The commenter is referred above to Master Response: Fire
Protection Services and Response to Comment 114-67.

This comment includes an excerpt from the City of San Diego
General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element and
states that the SDFD is not meeting response time standards, and
that the proposed project would increase density that would further
require updated facilities or services. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Fire Protection Services.

This comment includes an excerpt from the City of San Diego
General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element and
guestions if additional facility financing will be part of the proposed
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project. As noted in Section 3.6 of the DEIR, the future residential
developer will be required to pay the most recent City development
impact fees related to fire protection, police protection, schools and
library services prior to issuance of a building permit. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Fire Protection
Services.

This comment includes an excerpt from the City of San Diego
General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element and
guestions what the acreage is of existing fire stations, and
recommends for Fire Station 36 to be relocated onto the project
site. This comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the City of San Diego
General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element and
states that Fire Station 36 is already at service capacity, and adding
the density of the proposed project would impact life safety in the
project area. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Fire Protection Services.

This comment includes an excerpt from the City of San Diego
General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element and
states that fire impacts need to be studied further. The commenter
is referred above to Master Response: Fire Protection Services.

This comment includes an excerpt from the City of San Diego
General Plan Public Facilities, Services, and Safety Element and
does not provide further comment. The project site is surrounded
by urbanized and developed properties and does not interface
directly with wildland areas. This comment is general in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3 and an excerpt from the City of San Diego CEQA
Determination Thresholds. The comment states that SDFD Station
27 and 36 lack equipment, including a ladder truck, to serve the
proposed project, and adequate response times fall short of
standards. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Fire Protection Services and Response to Comments 114-67.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3 and states that fire and police services fall short of the
General Plan and national standards. The commenter is referred
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114-79

114-80

114-81

114-82

above to Master Response: Fire Protection Services and Response
to Comments 114-67 and 114-72.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3.1 and questions how the DEIR can state that the
proposed project would not result in permanent population growth.
The sentence referenced by the commenter is detailing how the
site demolition and preparation activities would not result in
permanent population growth, and therefore, those temporary
construction activities are not discussed in the section. However,
the DEIR does state that operation of the proposed project would
increase population by 829 residents.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3.1 and states that the DEIR underestimates the
number of future residents. As stated in the DEIR Section 3.5.3.1
(former page 3.5-8), the American Community Survey from
SANDAG states that the community of Clairemont Mesa has an
average multi-family person household size of 2.05 people.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3.1 and questions why implementation of the proposed
project would not increase the need for fire and life safety services.
As detailed in Section 3.6.3.1 (former page 3.6-9), the DEIR
acknowledges that additional residents would create a net increase
in demand for fire protection and life safety services; however, that
demand would not trigger the need for additional facilities. Personal
and equipment issues within the existing facilities are not the
subject for CEQA documents, which focus on the environmental
impacts. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Fire Protection Services and Responses to Comments 114-67.

The comment states that the proposed project would increase the
amount of urban land requiring protection and life safety services.
As detailed in Section 3.6.3.1 (former page 3.6-9), the project site is
currently served by SDFD and EMS as the site is contained within
their service area. The comment also states that the proposed
project would require different equipment and staff due to the height
of the building. SDFD and EMS currently have equipment to serve
buildings higher than the proposed project, such as the adjacent
Balboa Towers, and would be able to adequately serve the project
site.

This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3.1 and questions what development impact fees would
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be required and how much the fees would total. Development
impact fees are determined by the City of San Diego at the time the
building permits are issued. This comment does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

114-83 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3.1 and states that the DEIR’s conclusion is incorrect
and adverse physical impacts would occur. This comment is
general in nature does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

114-84 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3.2 and questions whether the Police Community
Relations Office would service the proposed project, and asks how
many officers are stationed at this location. Should the station
nearest to the project site need emergency backup, officers from
nearby stations, including the Police Community Relations Office,
would respond to emergency calls. This comment does not address
the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

114-85 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3.2 and questions how many calls are currently routed
to the project site. The comment states that the existing building is
vacant, and the proposed project would increase the amount of
police protection required at the project site. It should be noted that
the site has only been vacant since 2018 and has historically been
occupied since 1961. As detailed in Section 3.6.3.2 (former page
3.6-10), the DEIR acknowledges that the proposed project would
generate up to an additional 829 residents, which would increase
demand on the SDPD. However, the demand would not necessitate
the construction of new police facilities to provide service to the
site.

The commenter also questions why the SDPD has a program
designated to safe multi-family development. This comment does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

114-86 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3.2 and questions what development impact fees would
be required and when fees are paid. Development impact fees are
determined by the City of San Diego and paid at the time of the
issuance of the proposed project’s building permit.
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114-87 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Public Services
Section 3.6.3.2 and states there is a discrepancy in the DEIR
related to adverse physical impacts. It is unclear where the
commenter is referring to; however, the project would not require
new public facilities. This comment is general in nature and
therefore, no specific response is required.

114-88 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Project
Alternatives Section 4.1 and does not provide any further
comments, therefore, no specific response is required

114-89 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Project
Alternatives Section 4.3.1 and states that the Clairemont Mesa
Planning Group has designated the project site as mixed use, and
has the intention of retaining commercial land uses on the project
site. The commenter is referred above to Response to Comment
114-50. This comment is general in nature and does not address
the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

114-90 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Project
Alternatives Section 4.3.1 and recommends the County waiting a
year so that the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan can be
completed. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

114-91 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Project
Alternatives Section 4.3.1 and questions why the County can’t wait
a year for the Clairemont Mesa Community Plan Update to be
completed. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

114-92 This comment includes an excerpt from the DEIR Project
Alternatives Section 4.8 and questions why the environmentally
superior alternative is not being selected. The commenter is
referred above to Response to Comment 114-2.
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Letter 115 Response

Kelly Lower

115-1 This comment describes the commenter’s history living in the
vicinity of the project, and having to live with a lack of parking in the
area. This comment is general in nature and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no further response is
required.

115-2 This comment raises concerns with the impacts to parking as a
result of the proposed project, and states future residents will own
cars and not solely rely on transit. The commenter is referred above
to Master Response: Parking and Master Response: Transit.

115-3 The commenter states they are concerned with the number of units
proposed in relationship to the size of the project site. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Affordable
Housing Density Bonus.

115-4 This comment states the proposed project is located near the
already very congested intersection of Balboa Avenue and
Genesee Avenue, and raises concerns regarding the additional
traffic impacts as a result of the proposed project and cumulative
project impacts. As noted above under Response to Comment 16-1,
impacts to the intersection of Balboa Avenue/Genesee Avenue are
predicted to occur only if all three access options are used in the
future; should the housing developer only need two access options,
the impact would be avoided and no mitigation would be required at
that location. This comment does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR and therefore no further response is required.

115-5 This comment states general opposition for the proposed project,
stating objections to the height and density of the proposed project.
The commenter is referred above the Master Response: Affordable
Housing Density Bonus and Master Response: Building Height and
Character.

115-6 This comment requests for additional services for the community,
including police and fire services. The commenter is referred above
to Master Response: Fire Protection Services. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR,
and therefore no specific response is required.
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115-7 This comment provides a conclusion to the letter. The County
acknowledges this comment; all comments are included in this
Final EIR for consideration by the County and City decision makers
prior to making a decision on the project.
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V1-1. Response to Comments

Letter 116 Response

Arlene Spencer

116-1

116-2

116-3

116-4

116-5

116-6

116-7

This comment is introductory in nature and establishes the
commenter’s understanding of the proposed project. This comment
is general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment states the commenter likes the idea of developing a
variety of housing types. This comment is general in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

This comment raises concern with the density of the proposed
project compared to the size of the project site. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Affordable Housing Density
Bonus. The comment also raises concerns about the project’s
density impacting the well-being of future residents. The comment
raises economic, social, or political issues that do not relate to
potential effects of the proposed project on the environment. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment raises concerns related to parking. The commenter
is referred above to Master Response: Parking.

This comment inquires that if the proposed project is on a bus
route, that it will guarantee and promote residents to take the bus.
The Route 27 bus stops located at the Genesee Ave/Balboa Ave
intersection currently has the highest boardings/alightings along the
corridor within the Clairemont community, similar to the number of
boardings/alightings of Route 41 (along Genesee Avenue) stops.
Additionally, Route 27 will service and connect to the future Mid-
Coast Trolley Balboa Avenue station that is planned to open in year
2021.The commenter is also referred above to Master Response:
Transit.

This comment states Balboa Avenue and Genesee Avenue have
heavy traffic during peak traffic times, and the proposed project
would have a negative impact on these roads. The commenter is
referred above to Response to Comment 115-4.

This comment inquires if neighborhood elementary schools are at
maximum capacity, and, if so, how will these schools accommodate
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116-8

116-9

116-10

116-11

116-12

116-13

new students that would result from a future housing development.
The commenter is referred above to Master Response: Schools.

This comment expresses concern over the height of the proposed
project. The commenter is referred to Master Response: Building
Height and Character.

This comment states the commenter supports a variety of housing
types, but expresses concern with the number of units and height of
the proposed building. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Affordable Housing Density Bonus and Master
Response: Building Height and Character.

The comment also recommends including greenery and sidewalks,
and in favor of HOA-type rules. As detailed in the CPA (Appendix
B), landscaping and street trees would be required for the proposed
project. The developer would be required to maintain the future
building and grounds, in accordance with the County ground lease.

This comment request ample parking be provided for residents to
reduce the impact on the surrounding neighborhood and
commercial parking. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Parking.

This comment recommends for the County to construct several
smaller affordable housing projects. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Alternative Location.

This comment provides the commenter’'s assumptions of what
could happen if the No Project/Existing Clairemont Mesa
Community Plan and Zoning Alternative is adopted. As detailed in
Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, of the DEIR, the focus of the
alternatives analysis is on the ability to reduce or substantially
lessen the significant impacts of the proposed project. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment inquires if changes to the Reduced Intensity Project
Alternative could occur, including reducing the number of units and
the height. The comment also recommends including a park-like
environment, ample parking, and HOA-type rules. The commenter
is referred above to Response to Comment 116-9 through 116-11.
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V1-1. Response to Comments

Letter 117 Response

Thomas Kirby

117-1

117-2

117-3

This comment is introductory in nature and states the commenter’s
concerns that the DEIR underestimates the amount of traffic that
will be generated by the proposed project. This comment is general
in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment states the DEIR did not consider the use of ride
sharing services, such as Uber and Lyft, which have been
demonstrated to increase traffic and decrease use of public transit.
It is important to note that the traffic counts that were recently
collected and used in the analysis already include rideshare
demand in the counts, so the analysis did account for existing
levels of rideshare in the baseline scenario. While the referenced
articles have shown that rideshare has linked to an increase in
traffic in some metropolitan cities, such as San Francisco, New
York, and Los Angeles, these articles are based on very urban and
dense environments with limited parking that are not comparable to
the project study area (i.e. suburban single-family residential
community). Consequently, since the baseline traffic counts are
used to develop the future year volumes, the rideshare demand
included in the baseline count was grown and some level of
rideshare traffic is included the future year traffic forecasts.

The project’s trip generation estimates were based on approved
industry standards in the City of San Diego, and the traffic
engineering industry and/or City has not yet developed any land
use trip rates to account for rideshare traffic. At this time, there are
no approved studies on how to account for rideshare traffic and it
would be speculative to assume some level of rideshare activity in
the project traffic without any supporting research. Consequently,
the traffic analysis was appropriately conducted with approved
standards for transportation impact studies in the City of San Diego.

This comment states the DEIR did not consider how increased
internet shopping has proven to significantly increase delivery
traffic. It is important to note that the traffic counts that were
recently collected and used in the analysis already includes delivery
traffic in the counts, so the analysis did account for some level of
delivery traffic in the baseline scenario. Consequently, since the
baseline traffic counts are used to develop the future year volumes,
the delivery traffic included in the baseline count was grown and
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117-4

117-5

117-6

117-7

117-8

some level of delivery traffic is included the future year traffic
forecasts.

Delivery traffic varies by season, day, and hour, and are typically
during the non-peak commute hours. Also, there are no industry
standards for delivery trip rates due to the inconstant characteristics
of delivery traffic flow, so it would be speculative to include project
related delivery traffic that are not based on any approved
standards. For these reasons, the traffic analysis was appropriately
conducted with approved standards for transportation impact
studies in the City of San Diego.

This comment states the DEIR did not consider impacts to air
quality from the increased traffic and idling. The DEIR analyses
impacts related to air quality, including from vehicles, in Section
2.1, Air Quality. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment states the proposed project did not consider traffic
impacts to Mount Acadia Boulevard, which is one of only four
streets that run east-west between the 1-8 and SR-52 freeways.
The SANDAG Series 13 Travel Demand Model was used to
calculate the project’s trip distribution estimates using a select zone
analysis. Based on the model and select zone analysis (Appendix B
of the TIS), only 1% of project traffic is estimated to travel on Mount
Acadia Boulevard, which is approximately 20 daily trips. According
to the City of San Diego’s Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, a
roadway and/or intersection is to be analyzed if the project will add
50 or more peak hour trips in either direction. Therefore, Mount
Acadia Boulevard was not analyzed since the proposed project is
anticipated to add a nominal amount of traffic and does not meet
the City’s study area criteria.

This comment provides an abstract and link to an article from the
Science Advances journal, which considers the impact of ride
sharing services on traffic in San Francisco. The commenter is
referred to Response to Comment A17-2 above.

This comment provides a statement from NBC News’ review of the
above study, which reiterates the study’s conclusion. The
commenter is referred to Response to Comment A17-2 above.

This comment provides a statement from NPR’s review of the
above study, which states the study is the most detailed look that’s
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117-11

117-12

117-13

117-14

117-15

V1-1. Response to Comments

been done in any given city. The commenter is referred to
Response to Comment A17-2 above.

This comment offers a link to another study of the impacts of
transportation network companies published by Schaller
Consulting, and provides an abstract from NPR’s review of the
study. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment A17-2
above.

This comment asserts the DEIR fails to consider how transportation
network companies double the amount of traffic for each of their
trips in the areas they serve. The commenter is referred to
Response to Comment A17-2 above.

This comment asserts the DEIR fails to consider the rise in internet
shopping and the subsequent increase in traffic from residential
delivery services. The commenter is referred to Response to
Comment A17-3 above.

This comment states the traffic in the area around the proposed
project is already impacted due to its centrality within the City of
San Diego. The comment also states that there are few through
streets due to the topography of the community, which then have to
take on all of the traffic burden. This comment is general in nature
and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

This comment asserts the DEIR fails to consider the impact on
traffic to Mount Acadia Boulevard. The commenter is referred to
Response to Comment A17-5 above.

This comment states the EIR needs to further evaluate impacts to
traffic, and disagrees with the conclusion in Section 2.4,
Transportation and Traffic, of no significant impact to the nearby I-
805 and I-5. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment states the DEIR fails to consider the adverse health
effects from the hazardous smog that will be generated with the
increased traffic from the proposed project, and states the EIR only
evaluates impacts during the demolition and construction phases.
Section 2.1 Air Quality of the DEIR provides an analysis and
addresses the adverse effects of generation of ground-level ozone
(also known as “smog”) “when volatile organic compounds (VOCSs)
and nitrogen oxides (NOx), both by-products of fuel combustion
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117-16

117-17

117-18

(i.e., vehicle tailpipe emissions), react in the presence of ultraviolet
light (sunlight)”. Section 2.1.3.2 of the DEIR (former page 2.1-19)
states that project daily air pollutant emissions (including those that
generate ozone) during project construction (site preparation and
demolition as well as future building development) and operation (of
future building including vehicle traffic) do not exceed SDAPCD
daily air pollutant thresholds.

This comment provides a link to a study from the American Lung
Association, which reports that San Diego has the sixth worst
ozone pollution in the country for the fifth year in a row, and
provides a link to a San Diego Union Tribune article that states,
San Diego ranks 6" among most polluted cities in the U.S. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment refers to the DARTE Annual On-road CO2
Emissions 2019 report, and requests the EIR consider the impacts
of smog on local residents from the traffic high density development
brings. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment A17-
15 above.

This comment summarizes the concerns detailed above. The
comment notes that the project site is a good location for affordable
housing, but not at a high density. The County acknowledges this
comment; all comments are included in this Final EIR for
consideration by the County and City decision makers prior to
making a decision on the project.
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Letter 118 Response

David Roger

118-1

118-2

118-3

118-4

This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the
proposed project, and states the density is too high for the
neighborhood and would have impacts to traffic and infrastructure.
The comment is general in nature and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR, and therefore, no specific response is
required.

This comment suggests the County consider a smaller project that
would stay within the current 30-foot height limit to better conform
with the current neighborhood. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Building Height and Character.

This comment asserts a smaller project would put less strain on
infrastructure. Although this statement is generally consistent with
the analysis of the Reduced Intensity Project Alternative, a smaller
residential development would prevent the future developer from
constructing a project that achieves the basic project objective of
being consistent with the San Diego regional housing policies that
are looking to maximize the construction of affordable housing to
meet the regions’ projected demands. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no further response is required.

This comment asserts a smaller project within the current allowable
30-foot height limit would reduce traffic on Balboa Avenue and
Genesee Avenue. Impacts to the intersection of Balboa
Avenue/Genesee Avenue are predicted to occur only if all three
access options are used in the future; should the housing developer
only need two access options, the impact would be avoided and no
mitigation would be required at that location. As detailed in Chapter
4, Project Alternatives, of the DEIR (former page 4-12), the
Reduced Intensity Project Alternative would still cause significant
impacts to Existing, Near-Term, and Cumulative plus Project traffic
conditions on the roadway network surrounding the project site.
However, the reduced trip generation and peak hour traffic would
lessen project impacts on area intersections and would avoid a
cumulatively significant roadway segment impact along Balboa
Avenue between its intersections with Charger Boulevard and the
Interstate 805 southbound ramps. Direct impacts to intersections,
including Balboa Avenue/Genesee Avenue, would be lessened but
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not avoided and partial mitigation (Mitigation Measures TRA-1,
TRA-2 and TRA-4 t) would still be required under this alternative.

118-5 This comment expresses general opposition to the proposed
project due to the 30-foot height limit. The County acknowledges
this comment; all comments are included in this Final EIR for
consideration by the County and City decision makers prior to
making a decision on the project.
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Letter 119 Response

Gary Dixon

119-1 This comment details existing gridlock traffic conditions in the
project area, specifically at the intersection of Mount Etna Drive and
Genesee Avenue. The commenter states that a plan needs to be
created to mitigate additional traffic. The commenter is referred to
DEIR Section 2.4.5 (former page 2.4-42), which details the
mitigation measures required for the proposed project. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

119-2 This comment expresses the need for additional fire fighters and
fire trucks in the area, which would be further exacerbated by the
proposed project. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Fire Protection Services.

119-3 This comment expresses the need for additional police services in
the area. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment 114-67

119-4 This comment expresses support for affordable housing throughout
San Diego and recommends the Reduced Intensity Project
Alternative. The County acknowledges this comment and all
comments are included in this Final EIR for consideration by the
County and City decision makers prior to making a decision on the
project.
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Letter 120 Response

Sherry Dixon

120-1

120-2

120-3

120-4

120-5

This comment is introductory in nature and expresses support for
affordable housing in San Diego, however, is concerned with too
many units without infrastructure. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment raises concerns with impacts to traffic with
implementation of the proposed project, stating the addition of 404
units would exacerbate the existing traffic congestion at Genesee
Avenue and Mount Etna Drive. Traffic impacts are analyzed in
Section 2.4, Transportation and Traffic, of the DEIR. This comment
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no
further response is required.

The comment also inquires about the ability for fire trucks to move
through congestion, stating traffic is a safety issue. The City’s traffic
signals currently and would continue to provide emergency
response signal preemption, which allows emergency vehicles
right-of-way through the corridor to help reduce response time. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and
therefore no further response is required.

This comment states the SDFD is stretched thin with a limited
supply of fire trucks that are able to fight multi-story buildings. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Fire Protection
Services.

This comment states that the proposed project would increase
demand for police support, and that police services are stretched
thin. The commenter is referred above to Response to Comment
114-67.

This comment provides a conclusion to the letter and recommends
the proposed project to be restricted to 312 units, as discussed in
the Reduced Intensity Project Alternative. This comment is general
in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required. All comments are
included in this Final EIR for consideration by the County and City
decision makers prior to making a decision on the project.
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Letter 121 Response

Lyn Booth

121-1

121-2

121-3

121-4

121-5

121-6

This comment is introductory in nature, stating their involvement in
meeting and workshops related to the proposed project. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment expresses the community’s input to maintain the
current height limit and community character. The commenter is
referred to Master Response: Building Height and Character and
Master Response: Affordable Housing Density Bonus.

This comment states the process has not been community driven
and that the “housing crisis” should not bully residents into losing
their quality of life. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment states that the current residents of the community
are not in favor of a tall housing complex with over 400 residents.
The comment continues, stating the proposed project would
overshadow homes, increase traffic impacts, and place additional
burden on police, fire services, and schools. The DEIR addresses
shade and shadows in Section 3.1, Aesthetics; traffic impacts in
Section 2.4, Transportation and Traffic; and police protection, fire
services, and schools in Section 3.6, Public Services. The comment
is general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment recommends moving forward with the Reduced
Intensity Project Alternative. The comment is general in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

This comment states representatives of the SDFD have warned
against tall building in this area due to the already-stressed fire
services, with regard to personnel and equipment. The comment
also expresses concern on the difficulty to evacuate seniors living
on higher floors, and states the nearby canyons with dry brush are
prone to fire. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Fire Protection Services.
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121-7 This comment inquires why the EIR concluded impacts to Public
Services were less than significant considering evacuation routes
would be greatly impacted as a result of the proposed project. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Fire Protection
Services. In addition, as stated in the DEIR Section 2.2.3.3 (former
page 2.2-14), the project site is located in a developed area with
existing access to major roads that provide routes for emergency
evacuation. The future development would be required to meet all
requirements for access and ingress/egress, in accordance with the
California Fire Code and City Municipal Code requirements. With
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, the proposed project
would not physically interfere with an emergency evacuation plan.

121-8 This comment inquires why the EIR concluded impacts to Public
Services were less than significant considering police services are
currently understaffed. The commenter is referred above to
Response to Comment 114-67.

121-9 This comment inquires how or if the City of San Diego will pay for
the increasing need for infrastructure and services in the
Clairemont Mesa Community, and how the developer can
contribute to these costs. The comment is general in nature and
does not indicate which infrastructure or services they are referring
to. Nevertheless, as detailed in the DEIR Section 3.6.3.1 and
Section 3.6.3.2 (former page 3.6-9 and 3.6-11), the developer
would be required to pay the most current City development impact
fees related to police and fire protection services and facilities prior
to the issuance of a building permit.

121-10 This comment states that idling cars create more air pollution, and
inquires if increase gas emissions go against the City of San
Diego’s CAP. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment
114-38.

The comment also questions how the DEIR can only state impacts
would occur during construction of the building. The commenter is
referred to Section 2.1.3.4 (former page 2.1-25) of the DEIR, which
provides an analysis on the operation of the future residential
building. The comment is general in nature and does not address
the adequacy of the DEIR, therefore, no specific response is
required.

121-11 This comment inquires how parks and schools can handle
additional users without adding infrastructure. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Schools. As stated in Section
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121-12

121-13

3.7.3.1 of the DEIR (former page 3.7-7), because the future
developer would be providing for the development of additional
parklands, either through the payment of development impact fees
or by directly constructing or providing the parkland, the increased
use of existing parks and recreational facilities would not result in
substantial physical deterioration of the existing facilities, and the
need for new or altered facilities is not required. Therefore, impacts
to existing recreational facilities and parks would be less than
significant.

This comment inquires why the City of San Diego does not first
build additional infrastructure for police and fire services in areas
targeted for housing. The comment raises economic, social, or
political issues that do not relate to potential effects of the proposed
project on the environment and are not required topics for
discussion in a CEQA document.

This comment provides the conclusion for the comment letter and
recommends the reduced intensity project alternative. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required. All
comments are included in this Final EIR for consideration by the
County and City decision makers prior to making a decision on the
project.
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Letter 122 Response
John Noble

122-1 This comment is introductory in nature, and states the online EIR is
very different from what was originally released on October 9. No
changes were made to the DEIR after its release for public review
on October 9, except those changes made in this Final EIR, after
the close of the comment period.

122-2 This comment is introductory in nature providing the commenter’s
background, and expresses general opposition to the proposed
project. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Non-CEQA Issues. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

122-3 This comment asserts the proposed project is a public safety risk,
specifically with regard to wildfire risk and difficulties with
evacuating from the project site. Wildfire risk was analyzed in the
DEIR Chapter 5.0, Other CEQA Considerations, Section 5.2.10
(former page 5-11) and was determined to have a less than
significant impact. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Fire Protection Services and Response to Comment
121-7.

122-4 This comment states that the nearest fire station does not have
adequate equipment, and an evacuation would block fire fighters
from accessing a canyon fire. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Fire Services and Response to Comment 121-7.

122-5 This comment states that public housing project bring in more
residents and cars than the builders claim. The commenter is
referred above to Response to Comment 114-80.

The commenter also states that the additional residents would
overcrowd Holmes Elementary School. The commenter is referred
above to Maser Response: Schools.

122-6 This comment asserts the DEIR incorrectly established the project
site as being within a TPA and states that the developer plans to
provide insufficient parking. The commenter is referred to Master
Response: Transit and Master Response: Parking.
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122-7

122-8

122-9

122-10

122-11

122-12

122-13

122-14

122-15

This comment raises concerns regarding the amount of parking that
will be provided as part of the proposed project and concerns with
overflow parking into the surrounding neighborhood. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Parking.

This comment recommends keeping the commercial designation at
the project site and to build the proposed project on a different
location. The commenter is referred to Master Response:
Alternative Location.

This comment recommends for the proposed project to build fewer
than 404 units. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Affordable Housing Density Bonus.

This comment recommends reducing or eliminating car exits onto
Mount Etna. An ingress/egress driveway onto Mount Etna is
proposed as part of the project design. This comment does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and therefore no further
response is required.

This comment recommends refusing the developer the TPA
designation. The comment is referred above to Master Response:
Transit.

This comment recommends having more ingress and egress points
along Balboa Avenue and/or Genesee Avenue. Due to public input
during the NOP process, the DEIR analyzes three potential
vehicular access options. As detailed in the DEIR Section 1.2.1.6
(former page 1-5), the potential access options include a primary
access point on Mount Etna Drive, a second right-in, right-out to
Genesee Avenue, and a third right-in, right-out access point to
Balboa Avenue.

This comment recommends requiring the developer to purchase
fire house equipment. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Fire Protection Services.

This comment recommends requiring the developer to provide
space for an on-site school. The commenter is referred above to
Master Response: Schools.

This comment recommends requiring the developer to provide
space for an on-site park. As stated in Section 3.7.3.1 of the DEIR
(former page 3.7-7), the future developer would be providing for the
development of additional parklands, either through the payment of
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development impact fees or by directly constructing or providing the
parkland.

122-16 This comment expresses concern regarding cars leaving the
neighborhood in the case of an emergency. The comment states
that adding a designated left turn lane on Mount Everest will not
mitigate traffic problems. Roadway sizing and network
improvements are designed to accommodate daily project traffic
conditions, not the conditions wherein an emergency is occurring.
The City has emergency evacuation plans in place for this purpose.
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Letter 123 Response

Julie Wilds

123-1

123-2

123-3

123-4

123-5

This comment is introductory in nature and states the commenter’s
opposition to the proposed project, raising concerns with regard to
the height and density of the proposed project. The commenter also
shares their vision of how this project could be an example for the
rest of the county, showing how the County will work with the
community and developers to resolve housing issues. The
commenter is referred to Master Response: Building Height and
Character. This comment is general in nature and does not address
the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

This comment raises concerns regarding the safety of future
tenants of a 70-foot housing development in the event of a fire,
particularly if the residents are seniors and/or individuals with
disabilities. The comment also states that the fire department lacks
equipment, specifically a ladder truck, and adequate staffing. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Fire Protection
Services.

This comment states that the proposed project would include 860
residents, and asserts that the calculation provided for the number
of residents was calculated incorrectly. As stated in Section 3.5.3.1
(former page 3.5-8), the proposed project has the potential to
generate an additional 829 residents. The commenter is referred
above to Response to Comment 114-80.

This comment states the proposed project includes a senior facility
to be used by the public, and that the DEIR does not account for
the additional traffic for this use, or for the trips associated with the
workers of Serving Seniors, management, and caregivers. The trip
generation rate of 4 trips/unit used in the DEIR and traffic study is
based on industry standards and factors in all the trips associated
with a senior housing development. The traffic study did not assign
trips to the proposed ground floor non-residential space, as the
space would serve the future residents only, and would not
generate additional trips.

This comment states the traffic study does not accurately account
for the real number of residents, employees and visitors to the site,
and therefore it is possible that the impacts to traffic are under
estimated. The commenter is referred above to Response to
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123-6

123-7

123-8

123-9

Comment 123-4. The comment further asserts that it is
unacceptable that several mitigation measures may not be
implemented due to jurisdictional differences. The commenter is
referred above to response to Comment 114-29.

This comment states the traffic study did not include the
intersection of Genesee Avenue and Marlesta Drive, which is
approximately 1.2 miles south of the proposed project, and is an
existing highly impacted intersection. The SANDAG Series 13
Travel Demand Model was used to calculate the project’s trip
distribution estimates using a select zone analysis. Based on the
model and select zone analysis (Appendix B of the TIS), only 1% of
project traffic is estimated to travel on Marlesta Drive, which is
approximately 20 daily trips. According to the City of San Diego’s
Traffic Impact Study Guidelines, a roadway and/or intersection is to
be analyzed if the project will add 50 or more peak hour trips in
either direction. Therefore, Marlesta Drive was not analyzed since
the proposed project is anticipated to add a nominal amount of
traffic and does not meet the City’s study area criteria.

This comment states the Morena Specific Plan and the Mid-coast
trolley extension were not included in Table 1-2 of the TIS, and
were not taken into consideration in the traffic impact analysis. The
cumulative projects list was developed during the time of the Notice
of Preparation, which was released on September 10, 2018. A
scoping and presentation of assumptions meeting occurred
between the County, project team, and the City of San Diego’s
Development Services Department (DSD) on December 19, 2018
to discuss the proposed project and transportation analysis
assumptions. During this meeting, a cumulative projects list was
developed and approved by the City of San Diego’s DSD staff,
which included projects that have been approved during that time.

The commenter also notes that the TIS does not consider the 10-
13% increase in traffic due to Uber, Lyft and deliver vehicles. The
commenter is referred above to Response to Comment [117-2.

This comment states that the proposed project is not located within
a TPA. The commenter is referred to Master Response: Transit.

This comment states that approximately 96 percent of comments in
response to the NOP were in opposition of the project. The
commenter recommends a project that is 250-units and maintains
the current 30-foot height limit, in order for the County to show that
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they are working with the community. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Affordable Housing Density Bonus.

The commenter also states that some comments in response to the
NOP were unreadable. There was an issue with uploading the EIR
to the project website, which left some comments with unreadable
characters. This error has been fixed in the Final EIR, and all
comments are readable.

123-10 This comment requests the proposed project be reduced to 30-feet
and 250 units with 50 percent of the units at market rate. The
commenter is referred above to Response to Comment 123-9.

123-11 This comment makes several requests regarding the Traffic Impact
Study, including evaluation of all intersections that will be impacted,
the correct number of residents based on affordable housing rates,
cumulative analysis of all project currently being built (i.e. Morena
Specific Plan, Balboa transit, and Mid-Coast trolley), consideration
of the increase in traffic related to ride-share services and delivery
trucks, include Marlesta Drive and Boyd Avenue, and remove daily
trip credits for TPA. The commenter is referred above to Response
to Comment 123-5 through 123-8.

Regarding the request to study Boyd Avenue, the SANDAG Series
13 Travel Demand Model was used to calculate the project’s trip
distribution estimates using a select zone analysis. Based on the
model and select zone analysis (Appendix B of the TIS), Boyd
Avenue was not analyzed since the proposed project is anticipated
to add a nominal amount of traffic and does not meet the City’s
study area criteria.

123-12 This comment requests the inclusion of the following mitigation: all
impacted intersections and segments mitigated to LOS D or better
with Adaptive Traffic Control, right turn in/out of Mount Etna Drive
and on Genesee Avenue, increase parking since it is not in a TPA,
and construct a traffic circle at the intersection of Mount Everest
Boulevard and Mount Etna Drive. Regarding parking and the TPA,
the comment is referred above to Master Response: Transit and
Master Response: Parking. Regarding proposed modifications to
the mitigation measures in the DEIR, all improvements will be
designed using the City streets standards.

123-13 This comment requests for a bigger fire station at Mount Abernathy,
both a ladder and brush truck for Clairemont, increase fire staff, and
construct a police substation on Balboa. The commenter is referred
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above to Master Response: Fire Protection Services and Response
to Comment 114-67.

123-14 This comment states for the proposed project to increase the size
of the library to accommodate additional residents. As stated in
Section 3.6, Public Services, (former page 3.6-14), the proposed
project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities in order to maintain acceptable service
levels for area libraries. Impacts to libraries would be less than
significant with implementation of the proposed project.

123-15 This comment provides a conclusion to the comment letter. The
County acknowledges this comment, and all comments are
included in this Final EIR for consideration by the County and City
decision makers prior to making a decision on the project.
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Letter 124 Response

Stephanie Pfaff

124-1

124-2

124-3

124-4

124-5

124-6

This comment is introductory in nature and states the intent of the
letter, which is to provide comments on the proposed project. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment states that the DEIR does not adequately address
the safety and congestion issues, specifically that no mitigation
measures are included to reduce impacts to the Mount Etna Drive
and Mount Everest Boulevard intersection. The commenter
provides several options for potential mitigation measures to be
considered, including a light up cross walk, traffic roundabout, and
a right turn only on Mount Etna Drive. All of the suggested
measures will be taken into consideration when designing the traffic
mitigation outlined in the DEIR.

This comment states the proposed project is too large for the
project site and exceeds the current height limit. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Affordable Housing Density
Bonus and Master Response: Building Height and Character.

This comment states that a large amount of the community is
opposed to the proposed project. The commenter is referred above
to Master Response: Non-CEQA Issues. This comment is general
in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment states that the public is in support for building
housing at the project site, but recommends either 116 units or the
Reduced Intensity Project Alternative. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment provides a conclusion to the letter, recommending
the reduced impact alternative. This comment is general in nature
and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required. All comments are included in this
Final EIR for consideration by the County and City decision makers
prior to making a decision on the project.
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Letter 125 Response

Jeremy Heath

125-1

125-2

125-3

125-4

125-5

This comment states that the traffic study in Appendix | uses transit
reductions because it is in a Transit Oriented Development. The
comment states that the traffic study is invalid because Transit
Oriented Development is not defined and the project does not meet
the California Public Resources Code definition of a TPA. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Transit.

This comment asserts that the traffic study in Appendix | is invalid
because it incorrectly applies City of San Diego Traffic Impact
Study Manual’s trip reduction calculations due to not being in a
TPA. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Transit.

This comment recommends updating the road classification for
Mount Etna Drive and Mount Everest Drive to 2-lane Sub-Collector
with Single Family Frontage. While the two roadways are primarily
fronted with single family units and have characteristics of a 2-lane
sub-collector, the eastern segment of Mount Etna Drive and
southern segment of Mount Everest Drive that were analyzed are
fronted by other uses, such as retail, office, and schools, and
functions as a 2-lane collector than a sub-collector. The roadway
counts collected on Mount Etna Drive was taken near Genesee
Avenue, so it accounts for the higher demand that are accessing
the office and retail uses from that roadway, and the roadway
counts collected on Mount Everest Drive was near Mount Etna
Drive so it accounts for the demand accessing the school.
Therefore, the analysis of the Mount Etna Drive and Mount Everest
Drive roadway segments are correct.

This comment states the SYNCHRO 10.0 traffic analysis software
was not provided for review and that the traffic study does not state
which traffic model was used, SANDAG or City of San Diego. The
Synchro worksheets are provided in Appendix | and Appendix I-4 of
the DEIR. Additionally, the Transportation Impact Study specifies
that SANDAG Series 13 model was used to develop the future year
forecasts.

This comment states that the Traffic Signal Communications
Master Plan does not list specific fixes to intersections that fall
below LOS D. In addition, the comment states that the mitigation
measures described in Section 2.4, Transportation and Traffic, are
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125-6

125-7

125-8

insufficient without funding committed for the proposed mitigation.
The Appendix of the Traffic Signal Communication Master Plan
includes cost estimates for signal improvements for each subarea
(https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/tsw/pdf/trafficsi
gnalcomm/appendix.pdf).

This comment cites text from the City of San Diego Traffic Impact
Manual and asserts the proposed project does not meet the
established standards. The City of San Diego Traffic Impact Study
Manual specifies that the acceptable level of service standard for
roadways and intersections in San Diego is a Level of Service
(LOS) D. A project is considered to have a significant impact if it
degrades the operations of a roadway or intersection from an
acceptable LOS (D or better) to an unacceptable LOS (E or F), of it
adds additional delay to a facility already operating at an
unacceptable delay.

The comment does not specify under which scenario those listed
intersections are degraded with the project; however, if the
intersection is operating at acceptable LOS D or better with the
project, there are no volume increase thresholds as the intersection
is not impacted and no mitigation is necessary.

This comment states that the DEIR provides substantial evidence
that the proposed project would have significant impacts to traffic,
but does not provide actionable remedies to reduce the impact. The
DEIR identifies several impacts at locations and roadway segments
along Balboa Avenue and Genesee Avenue and provides
mitigation measures to improve the vehicle operations and mitigate
the project’s impact.

This comment requests the PDF be provided in a text searchable
format, specifically stating Appendix | is not searchable within the
DEIR. Searchable text is not a requirement of CEQA. This
comment does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.
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V1-1. Response to Comments

Letter 126 Response
Mitchell Tsai

126-1 This comment is introductory in nature and states the comments
are attached. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

126-2 This comment is introductory in nature and includes a description of
the Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters, the commenter’s
right to supplement these comments, and that the commenter
incorporates by reference all comments raising issues regarding
the EIR submitted prior to certification of the EIR for the proposed
project. This comment is general in nature and does not address
the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

126-3 This comment requests the Southwest Regional Council of
Carpenters are provided any and all notices referring or related to
the proposed project issued under CEQA, California Public
Resources Code, and the California Planning and Zoning Law. All
notices regarding the proposed project will be sent to interested
parties, including the commenter. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

126-4 This comment states the proposed project would be approved in
violation of CEQA, asserting it has two basic purposes, to inform
decision makers and the public about the potential significant
environmental impacts of a project and reduce environmental
damage when possible requiring alternatives and mitigation
measures. This comment is general in nature and does not address
the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

126-5 This comment states CEQA requires revision and recirculation of
an EIR when substantial changes or new information comes to
light, and outlines the requirements for recirculation of an EIR. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

126-6 This comment states the DEIR improperly defers formulation and
imposition of performance-based mitigation measures, and
provides supplementary court decisions. This comment is general
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in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

126-7 This comment asserts the Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 does not
provide an enforceable performance standard or specific criteria for
implementation of a soil management plan to be used during
construction activities, worker health and safety plan, or how
asbestos and lead will be identified and managed to avoid adverse
exposure impacts. The DEIR text in Section 2.2.6 on former page
2.2-18 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

HAZ-1: Soil Contamination, Lead, and Asbestos
Recommendations. During demolition of the existing
buildings, site preparation for the future development, and
construction of the future development, the construction
contractor shall fellew implement the findings and
recommendations of the Phase | ESA, including:

¢ Infuture developmentof the project site; preparation-and
implementation-of-a-A soil management plan shall be
prepared by a qualified specialist and implemented used
during project construction activities near areas of known
contamination—_Athere-contaminationis-known-or
suspected;—and or where grading or other soil
disturbance activities could encounter contaminated
media, undocumented USTSs, or other unknown
contamination or hazards.;-mplementation-of-a The soll
management plan prevides shall contain protocols to
address site-specific hazardeus-conditions;—#
encouhtered; in aceordance compliance with local, state,
and federal regulations.

e Soil sampling shall be performed at the time of the-UST
removal to evaluate whether an unauthorized release has
occurred. If contaminated soil is identified, protocols in
the soil management plan shall be implemented in
compliance with local, state, and federal requlations.

e A worker health and safety plan shall be prepared and
implemented during construction near areas of known
contamination.

e A-The extent of asbestos-containing materials and lead-
based paint shall be evaluated determined through

appropriate testing techniques prior to razirg-of-the-site
building demolition. Proper protocols for the removal of
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asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint shall
be followed in compliance with local, state, and federal

regulations.

126-8 This comment states Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 does not propose a
specific plan to manage traffic, and states a goal without proposing
any enforceable performance standards or details on what plan will
be developed and implemented by the contractor. As detailed in
Section 2.2.6 (former page 2.2-18), Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 is
clear that prior to the start of construction of the future
development, the construction contractor shall prepare a Traffic
Control Plan to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. The Traffic
Control Plan shall be prepared in accordance with the City’s traffic
control guidelines and shall be prepared to ensure that emergency
access will be continuously provided. This mitigation measure
states the plan to be prepared and implemented by the contractor,
and includes enforceable performance standards.

126-9 This comment states Mitigation Measure TRA-2 does not provide
an enforceable performance standard or details to ensure signal
timing or TSM strategies will actually be developed for the
intersection of Balboa Avenue and Genesee Avenue. The efficacy
of the improvements recommended in Mitigation Measure TRA-2
was evaluated by the project traffic engineer against the City’s
traffic standards outlined in Table 2.4-4, in accordance with the
methodologies outlined in the City’s Traffic Impact Study
Manual. The results of that evaluation are contained in Tables 2.4-
14 and 2.4-15 and detailed in Appendix I-2 to the DEIR. As shown
in the tables, improvements (or negative change) in delays would
occur at the intersection of Balboa Avenue and Genesee Avenue
as compared to the delays anticipated without mitigation in place.
All mitigating measures identified in the DEIR, including TRA-2, will
become conditions of project approval and the recommended
improvements must be permitted and bonded for prior to the fist
building permit and in place prior to project occupancy, as stated in
the mitigation language. Therefore, the mitigation in the DEIR is not
lacking in performance standards or enforceability, but rather
consistent with the requirements of CEQA and City traffic impact
study guidance.

126-10 This comments states Mitigation Measure TRA-4 does not provide
an enforceable performance standard or details to ensure signal
timing or TSM strategies will actually be developed for the
intersection of Genesee Avenue and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard.
The efficacy of the improvements recommended in Mitigation
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126-11

126-12

Measure TRA-4 (renumbered as TRA-5 in the Final EIR) was
evaluated by the project traffic engineer against the City’s traffic
standards outlined in Table 2.4-4, in accordance with the
methodologies outlined in the City’s Traffic Impact Study

Manual. The results of that evaluation are contained in Tables 2.4-
16 and detailed in Appendix I-2 to the DEIR. As shown in the table,
improvements (or negative change) in delays would occur at the
intersection of Genesee Avenue and Clairemont Mesa Boulevard
with TRA-4 in place as compared to the delays experienced without
mitigation in place. However, in the case of TRA-5, the County is
only responsible for paying its fair share of the cost of the
improvement because the impact is cumulative in nature and not
solely caused by the proposed project.

This comment states Mitigation Measure TRA-5 does not provide
an enforceable performance standard or details to ensure signal
timing or TSM strategies will actually be developed for the
intersection of Balboa Avenue and Clairemont Drive. The efficacy
of the improvements recommended in Mitigation Measure TRA-5
(renumbered as TRA-6 in the Final EIR) was evaluated by the
project traffic engineer against the City’s traffic standards outlined
in Table 2.4-4, in accordance with the methodologies outlined in the
City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual. The results of that evaluation
are contained in Tables 2.4-16 and detailed in Appendix I-2 to the
DEIR. As shown in the table, improvements (or negative change) in
delays would occur at the intersection of Balboa Avenue and
Clairemont Drive with improvements in place as compared to the
delays experienced without mitigation in place. However, in the
case of TRA-6, the County is only responsible for paying its fair
share of the cost of the improvement because the impact is
cumulative in nature and not solely caused by the proposed project.

This comment states the County failed to consult with all
responsible and trustee agencies prior to completing the DEIR,
specifically the Native American Heritage Commission, San Diego
County Water Authority, San Diego County Sanitation District, and
the City of San Diego’s Environmental Services Department. The
County, as lead agency, initiated tribal consultation in accordance
with Assembly Bill (AB) 52 and Senate Bill (SB) 18 for the project.
Consultation was initiated on September 28, 2018 and concluded
on December 28, 2018. No tribes requested consultation with the
County for the project. As for the San Diego County Water
Authority, San Diego County Sanitation District, and the City of San
Diego Environmental Services Department, the proposed project
did not trigger any permits or approvals from those departments
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that required consultation. Specifically, the City is a member
agency of the San Diego County Water Authority and they are the
water purveyor in charge of complying with State Water Code
compliance, including water supply determinations and
verifications. The DEIR relies on State Water Code screening
thresholds on the topic of water supply. Additionally, there is not an
agency called the San Diego County Sanitation District and the
project will comply with the Environmental Services Department
requirements for a Waste Management Plan, as noted in the
Appendix B to the DEIR.

126-13 This comment states the DEIR fails to disclose the project’s
significant and unavoidable impacts, specifically related to
inconsistency with the City of San Diego’s General Plan and the
CMCP related to commercial use and height restrictions. As
detailed within Section 1.2.1.1 and Section 1.2.1.1 of the DEIR
(former page 1-2), the proposed project itself includes a General
Plan Amendment and a Community Plan Amendment to change
the project site’s underlying land use designation from Commercial
Employment, Retail & Services to Residential, and from
Commercial-Community Center to Residential-High. As detailed
within Section 3.4.3.1 (former page 3.4-10), while the project would
require a CPA to allow for future residential development, the
associated land use change would not conflict with the
environmental goals, objectives, or recommendations of the
General Plan and CMCP with approval of the CPA. As for height
restrictions, the commenter is referred above to Maser Response:
Affordable Housing Density Bonus and Master Response: Building
Height and Character.

126-14 This comment states this project would be approved in violation of
the California Planning and Zoning Law. The comment states that
State law requires two levels of consistency within the General
Plan, horizontal, consistency between General Plan Elements, and
vertical, consistency with zoning ordinances and other land use
decisions. In addition, the comment states that all subordinate land
use decisions, including condition use permits, be consistent with
the General Plan. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

126-15 This comment states the proposed project is inconsistent with the
San Diego General Plan and the CMCP, specifically the project site
has a Commercial-Community Center land use designation within
CPIOZ-B and has a zoning designation of Commercial Office (CO-
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126-16

126-17

126-18

126-19

126-20

126-21

1-2). The comment then correctly establishes that the project
requires a General Plan Amendment (GPA), Community Plan
Amendment (CPA), and zone change to RM-3-9. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment states the proposed project is inconsistent with the
General Plan’s Land Use Goal D, due to commercial use and
height restrictions. Commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment 126-13.

This comment states the DEIR incorrectly concludes the proposed
project is consistent with the bicycling goals of the City of San
Diego General Plan’s Mobility Element, and concludes that unless
bicycle access in incorporated into the project site from Mount Etna
Drive, it remains inconsistent with the goal to promote bicycle use.
As stated in Section 3.4, Land Use and Planning, of the DEIR
(former page 3.4-15), the proposed project is consistent with Goal F
of the General Plan’s Mobility Element, because despite not having
bicycle facilities on Mount Etna Drive, there are Class Il Bike lanes
provided on both sides of Genesee Avenue, and the bike lane on
the west side of Genesee Avenue fronting the project site would be
retained under the project. Additionally, the commenter is referred
to Master Response: Transit.

This comment states the proposed project is inconsistent with the
CMCP, as the vision of the CMCP is to preserve the Community
Core as commercial. The commenter is referred above to
Response to Comment 126-13.

This comment states the proposed project is inconsistent with the
CMCP’s transportation objectives, because the DEIR states that
bicycle access to the site is limited. The commenter is referred
above to Response to Comment 126-18.

This comment states the proposed project is inconsistent with the
CMCP’s residential objectives, stating that the project is located
within the commercial core, and since a CPA and rezone are
required, the proposed project is inconsistent with the Community
Plan’s objectives. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment 126-18.

This comment provides a conclusion to the comment letter, stating
that the City should revise and recirculate the DEIR. The County
acknowledges this comment, and all comments are included in this
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Final EIR for consideration by the County and City decision makers
prior to making a decision on the project.
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Letter 127 Response

Quentin Yates

127-1 This comment expresses concern related to the electric and
magnetic fields (EMF), and states that the future residents located
in higher units would be closer to the SDG&E high voltage lines.
The commenter states that this subject was brushed over in the
DEIR. As detailed in Section 1.4.4 of the DEIR, the EIR does not
consider EMF in the context of the CEQA analysis of potential
environmental impacts because: [1] there is no agreement among
scientists that EMF creates a potential health risk, and [2] there are
no defined or adopted CEQA standards for defining health risk from
EMF.
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V1-1. Response to Comments

Letter 128 Response
Michael Dwyer

128-1 This comment is introductory in nature and states the comments
are in the attached file. This comment is general in nature and does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

128-2 This comment inquires if a park-like open space is to be provided
on-site. The proposed project does not include park-line open
space. As detailed in the DEIR Appendix B, the CPA includes SDR
8, Residential Open Space, which dictates the minimum amount of
outdoor living area proposed, including private exterior open space
and common space.

128-3 This comment inquires if stockpiles, staging, parking and
maintenance areas off-site will be minimized. All constructing
staging and placement of construction equipment would occur on
site. The DEIR text in Section 1.2.1.5 on former page 1-4 is revised
as follows:

To facilitate the future development of the site, all existing
onsite structures would be demolished and removed by the
County (or a contractor hired by the County through an
approved Demolition Contract). All demolition activities and
site preparation staging and activities would occur onsite.

The DEIR text in Section 1.2.1.6 on former page 1-5 is revised as
follows:

The future development project would be built as a
Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
Building Design Silver or equivalent. All future building
construction activities and staging would occur onsite, with
exception of any driveway reconfigurations needed within
the public right-of-way.

As detailed in Section 2.2.3.3 (former page 2.2-14), construction of
the future development could include driveway reconfiguration,
which could require lane closures and interfere with emergency
response services and evacuation routes. However, Mitigation
Measure HAZ-2 would ensure adequate access and circulation to
the satisfaction of the City’s Engineer. With implementation of
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Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, impacts would be reduced to less than
significant.

128-4 This comment inquires about speed limits being established during
construction and demolition periods. As described in Section 2.2.6
of this DEIR (former page 2.2-18) mitigation measure HAZ-2 would
require a Traffic Control Plan to be prepared prior to the start of
construction of the future development, which would allow for
adequate access and circulation to the satisfaction of the City
Engineer for motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists. The commenter
is also referred above to Response to Comment A2-32, which
states that a Traffic Control Plan would also be required to be
prepared prior to demolition activities.

128-5 This comment inquires about holiday moratorium periods during
construction. All construction activities would be required to comply
with the SDMC Section 59.5.0404, which states that it shall be
unlawful for any person, on legal holidays as specific in Section
21.0104 of the SDMC, with exception of Columbus Day and
Washington’s Birthday, or on Sundays, to erect, construct,
demolish, excavate for, alter or repair any building or structure in
such a manner as to create disturbing, excessive, or offensive
noise.

128-6 This comment inquires about the use of BMPs related to reducing
particulate emissions, soil erosion, and trackout. As stated in the
DEIR Section 2.1.3.1 (former page 2.1-18), project construction
would comply with SDAPCD Rules and Regulations, including
Rules 50, 51, and 55, which forbid visible emissions, nuisance
activities, and require fugitive dust control measures, respectively.
As for soil erosion BMPs, as stated in the DEIR Section 5.2.5
(former page 5-8), stormwater BMPs would be required to limit
erosion, minimize sedimentation, and control stormwater runoff
water quality during construction activities through the project’s
requirement of implementing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP).

128-7 This comment inquires about dust suppression during construction
activities. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment 128-6.

128-8 This comment inquires if paved areas will be washed down or
swept to control trackout. The commenter is referred above to
Response to Comment 128-6.
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128-14

128-15

128-16

V1-1. Response to Comments

This comment inquires about material blow-off prevention methods
being use during transport of construction materials. The
commenter is referred above to Response to Comment 128-6.

This comment inquires about the use of gravel bags and catch
basins during ground disturbing activities. The commenter is
referred above to Response to Comment 128-6.

This comment inquires about methods used to limit dust exposure
during construction activities. The commenter is referred above to
Response to Comment 128-6.

This comment inquires if a plan will be prepared for the
transportation and disposal of all excess construction debris and
fluids daily. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment 128-6. In addition, as detailed in the DEIR Section 1.2.1.5
(former page 1-4), demolition would require approvals from the
County, including a Debris Management Plan and Stormwater
Management Plan. The Debris Management Plan is required to
identify how and where 90 percent of the inert construction and
demolition debris, and 70 percent of all other construction and
demolition debris would be recycled. Demolition debris recycling
would occur either onsite or at an approved offsite location.

This comment inquires if a fire prevention and protection plan will
be developed for construction of the proposed project. As stated in
the DEIR Section 2.2.3.1 (former page 2.2-12), demolition and site
preparation activities would be required to adhere to all state and
local construction standards, including Cal/OSHA and the California
Fire Code. Therefore, impacts related to risk of loss, injury, or death
involving fires would be less than significant.

This comment inquires if sidewalks are closed will an alternate
walkway be provided. The commenter is referred above to
Response to comment 128-4.

This comment inquires how pedestrians will be directed around
construction and other vehicular traffic. The commenter is referred
above to Response to comment 128-4.

This comment inquires if pedestrians are redirected to the parking
lane will barriers be provided. The commenter is referred above to
Response to comment 128-4.
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128-17

128-18

128-19

128-20

128-21

128-22

128-23

This comment inquires if crosswalk closures are required what
measure will be employed to keep pedestrians safe. The
commenter is referred above to Response to comment 128-4.

This comment inquires about the traffic control measure that will be
used to comply with safety requirements to keep pedestrians and
vehicular traffic separated. The commenter is referred above to
Response to comment 128-4. As detailed in the DEIR Section 2.2.6
(former page 2.2-18), a Traffic Control Plan would be required to be
prepared prior to the start of construction of the future development.
The Traffic Control Plan would include all signage, striping,
delineated detours, flagging operations, and any other devices
required for construction of the future development to guide
motorists, pedestrians, and cyclists through the construction area.

This comment inquires if there is a plan for construction to avoid
rush hour traffic in the area. It is not a requirement for the hours of
construction to occur outside of rush hour. All construction activities
would be required to comply with the SDMC Section 59.5.0404
regarding the allowable hours of construction activities.

This comment inquires if driveway access to nearby business and
residences would be disrupted. The commenter is referred above to
Response to comment 128-4.

This comment inquires about obstructions and hazards for bicyclist
on adjacent streets during construction. The commenter is referred
above to Response to comment 128-4.

This comment inquires if the proposed parking structure would be
enclosed. As detailed in the DEIR Section 1.2.1.6 (former page 1-
5), the specific design and development of the project site is not
part of this proposed project but would be developed in the future
by an affordable housing developer who would be engaged with the
County from a DDA. As detailed in Section 2.2.3.3, the proposed
project would be required to be developed in accordance with the
California Fire Code and City Municipal Code requirements,
including requirements regarding carbon monoxide monitoring.

This comment inquires if the DEIR describes the lack of County
resources in the vicinity of the project site, such as public health
resources. The comment raises economic, social, or political issues
that do not relate to potential effects of the proposed project on the
environment and are not required topics for discussion in a CEQA
document.
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128-24 This comment states vy Senior Apartments and Bayview
Apartments should have been included in the list of cumulative
projects. The cumulative projects list was developed during the time
of the Notice of Preparation, which was released on September 10,
2018. A scoping and presentation of assumptions meeting occurred
between the County, project team, and the City of San Diego’s
Development Services Department (DSD) on December 19, 2018
to discuss the proposed project and transportation analysis
assumptions. During this meeting, a cumulative projects list was
developed and approved by the City of San Diego’s DSD staff,
which included projects that have been approved during that time.

128-25 This comment identifies a typographical error in the text of the
DEIR. The DEIR text in Section 3.7, Recreation, Table 3.7-1 on
former page 3.7-2 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

Population-Based Parks
Joint-Use Parks (Schools)

Field Elementary Joint-Use 4375 Bannock Avenue 3.35 1.2
Marston Junior High Joint-Use 3799 Clairemont Avenue-Drive 2.90 1.2
128-26 This comment inquires about the addition of Jefferson Pacific

Beach to the cumulative projects list as it is not in the Clairemont
Mesa community. The commenter is referred above to Response to
Comment 128-24.

128-27 This comment identifies a typographical error in the text of the
DEIR. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Parking.

128-28 This comment identifies that two different construction start dates

were stated in the DEIR. The DEIR text in Section 1.2.1.6 on former
page 1-5 is revised in the Final EIR as follows:

The analysis presented in this EIR assumes that onsite
building construction would begin in Mareh June 2021 and
be completed by October 2022.

128-29 This comment identifies a potential typographical error in the text of
the Transportation Impact Study (Appendix I). The text in Appendix
I, Transportation Impact Study, Table 5.2 on page 3.8 is revised in
the Final EIR Appendix I. The table had a text error for the
Clairemont Drive/Balboa Avenue intersection. The table has been
updated with the correct text specifying that the intersection is
significantly impacted under Existing Plus Project conditions. This
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text error was only in Table 5.2, and the remainder of the report
correctly specified this intersection as significantly impacted.
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Below are questions/requests for answers pertainin

Traffic Questions

As determined in the EIR, “...there would be significant and unavoidable impacts to traffic and
transportation.” with the installation of 297 to 404 .

at certain locations, there would be restriping of lan:

However, the EIR does not appear to include or addi

blocking the adjacent lane at bus stops and stopping the flow of traffic in that lane; this occurs both
when the light is green and for right hand turns into that lane. An example is south bound Genesee and
the bus stop just south of Balboa; buses at that bus stop cannot pull over far enough for vehicles to pass.
Please provide an explanation of how this issue will be mitigated by the proposed restriping and
signal optimizations, define “optimization,” and explain why fewer units would not reduce the traffic
to ‘significant and mitigated impacts.’

As Genesee/Balboa area is to be a “transportation hi
to be scheduled, this will further impact the aforeme
an explanation of how this issue will be mitigated b

Another item not addressed in the traffic evaluation

intersections. Continuous crossing at these interseci

right hand turns on both green and red lights, which

required evaluation in the EIR or not, it is a fact that wir nnipact wie community. viease proviae an
explanation of how this issue will be mitigated by the proposed restriping and signal optimizations.

Public Services

The EIR states that the local fire stations have engines but do not indicate if those engines are adequate
to respond to residential high-rise apartments (i.e., are antinnad with laddar anninacl In racant
community meetings the EIR team stated that based

adequate per the Fire Chief. However, based on con

research, Battalion Chiefs (boots on the ground) stat

to respond to residential high-rise apartments. Plea:

fire engines can be adequate in this day-and-age of California fires, and why this is considered less
than significant.

Per the EIR, response times by SDFD was met 74% and 82% of the time. However, the statistics did not
elaborate on how many of the calls and/or response

Edna project is slated for senior living and thereisa |

occur (check the statistics for the senior living place «

explain how the increased traffic will impact these aireaay 1ow response umes ana why It is
considered less than significant.




Review Period

Please explain why there was only 45 days for publi
to expedite the process would not be an adequate answer.

Air Quality

Using the lower number of units proposed, 297, and

4 trips per day for seniors and 6 trips per day for fam

vehicles idling in the adjacent streets and in proximity to the Mt. Etna housing project would be less
than significant when units will be adjacent to the main streets.

Public Services

The EIR outlines the number of calls and response tin

seen in other similar projects to Mt. Etna. For examp

roofs;” the number of calls to that location alone for tne respecuve numoer or units snouia pe
evaluated. Please identify other projects similar to Mt. Etna (size, residents, etc.) and compare the
change in statistics prior to and after construction/residency and then relate to the Mt. Etna project,
as community safety should be a priority.

Land Use and Planning (Community benefit}/Aesthetics

As the proposed density of 297 to 405 units for the si

bidding process and does not fit with the surroundiny

north and low-density apartments across Balboa), pli -

than significant and how this density of housing benefits the community versus a smaller number of
units (e.g., 105 units).

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

How is the increased hardscape (pavement, concret~ == tr-#latim=t mod fmcmccndd conlofole —allloafo o
and building operations pollution with the existing |

cover by 35%, and does any of the planned planting

pollution? If the plan does not meet the City’s plan _ .

meet the plan, please explain how the greenhouse gas emissions have less than a significant impact.

Thank you,

Cole Street, 92117
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Letter 129 Response
Cole Street

129-1 This comment is introductory in nature and states the commenter’s
concerns are detailed in further comments. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.

129-2 This comment inquires how proposed restriping and signal
optimization mitigation will reduce impacts to traffic caused by
buses. The proposed project traffic would be cars, not buses. The
effects of bus service on traffic is addressed by MTS.

The comment also questions why fewer units would not reduce
traffic impacts to significant and mitigated. The commenter is
referred to the DEIR Section 4.6.3.4 (former page 4-12), which
details the traffic analysis related to the Reduced Intensity Project
Alternative.

129-3 This comment requests additional clarification of how the proposed
traffic mitigation measures will reduce traffic impacts related to
increased bus services. The increase of bus services surrounding
the project site are taken into account in traffic modeling. The
commenter is referred above to Response to Comment [29-2.

129-4 This comment states that pedestrian crossings would delay light
changes, and requests additional clarification of how the proposed
traffic mitigation measures will reduce traffic impacts related to
pedestrians. When signal timing changes are made by the City,
they factor in all modes of travel through the intersection, including
pedestrians.

129-5 This comment expresses concern regarding adequate fire
equipment to serve the proposed project and requests clarification
on why the impact to fire protection services is less than significant.
The commenter is referred above to Master Response: Fire
Protection Services.

129-6 This comment expresses concern regarding SDFD response times
and seniors requiring more calls to the SDFD. As detailed in the
DEIR Section 3.6.3.1 (former page 3.6-9), the DEIR acknowledges
that the SDFD is not meeting the City’s response time standards.
The commenter is referred above to Master Response: Fire
Protection Services. Additionally, the City’s traffic signals currently
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129-7

129-8

129-9

129-10

and would continue to provide emergency response signal
preemption, which allows emergency vehicles right-of-way through
the corridor to help reduce response time.

This comment inquires as to why the public review period was 45-
days, and not 60 days. The DEIR was prepared in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a), which states that when a draft
EIR is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review by state
agencies, the public review period shall not be less than 45 days,
unless a shorter period, not less than 30 days, is approved by the
State Clearinghouse.

This comment requests clarification regarding the conclusion of
less than significant impacts to air quality given the amount of traffic
the proposed project would generate. The DEIR evaluates the
proposed project’s impacts related to air quality in Section 3.1, Air
Quality, of the DEIR (former page 3.1-34), which concludes that
with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1, impacts from air
guality would be reduced to less than significant. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment requests an evaluation to quantify additional police
service calls to more accurately evaluate the proposed project’s
impacts to safety. Any personnel deficiencies resulting in longer
response times in the SDPD is not an issue under CEQA. While the
SDPD is currently not meeting the City’s response time standards
(DEIR former page 3.6-2 and 3.6-3), the City’s significance
determination thresholds states that “at the present time, significant
response times deficiencies due to a lack of personnel or
equipment can be helped only by continued, mandatory approval
by the City Council of the affected departments budget proposal for
operations within the affected area because developers cannot be
required to fund ongoing operational costs nor can they make
budget decisions regarding such funding” (City of San Diego 2016).
Nevertheless, the developer would be required to pay the most
current City development impact fees related to the provision of
police protection service prior to the issuance of a building permit.

This comment states that the proposed project does not fit in with
the surrounding community and requests rationale for a less than
significant impact, and questions how the density benefits the
project compared to a lower unit count. The commenter is referred
above to Master Response: Affordable Housing Density Bonus and
Master Response: Building Height and Character.
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129-11 This comment questions how the proposed project would increase
canopy cover in the City, and if planting would mitigate pollution. As
detailed in the CPA (Appendix B), SDR 4, Landscaping and
Streetscape Landscaping Requirements, would require the
proposed project to have landscaping and street trees. The
comment also requests an explanation of the conclusion of less
than significant impact related to greenhouse gas emissions. The
DEIR analyses greenhouse gas emissions within Section 3.3,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, of the DEIR. The comment is general
in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and
therefore no specific response is required.
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Draft Environmental
Mount Etna Community Plan Amendment and Rezone Project

SCH No. 2018091016

The density of the proposed project is too intense for the ar
were asked to bid on the project.

The environmental impact report echoes this sentiment, in 1
traffic impact will be Significant and Unavoidable. The justif
in the CMCP because the site is supposedly located in a plan
Housing first does not work. It is a “solution” that has been |
27% return to homelessness. Housing is not the solution.

Our current MTS is not viable simply because it does not go to where residents need it to go. It makes not one bit of ]
difference if you can get on a MTS bus within a half mile of y

whether or not your destination is near mass transit. The Ci

themselves are not able to rely on mass transit.

To put housing of this density in an area that is not going to be a TPA for 15 years will negatively impact residents and l
the surrounding area.

Balboa and Genesee is currently a gridiocked area. This is exacerbated by the fact that Genesee was reduced to ane lana T
each way in order to accommodate a bike path. Once again,
when they themselves do no. Bicycles will not be used in inc
weather. Are you really going to transport the large rolls of [

The gridlock is expanding and safety is affected because driv
and Genesee. According to the EIR, “there are no feasible in
impacted roadway segment and the County cannot assure ti
the Balboa Avenue corridor.” Yet, residents are just suppose
represent all city residents?

Options for entrances and exits along Balboa and Genesee sl
traffic down Mt. Etna is unconscionable and will be a safety |

Not all residents want to live in Mission Valley type congestis

S.M Q-W\cvu\)c/(/ﬁ,

Janet Ingersoll
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Letter 130 Response

Janet Ingersaoil

130-1

130-2

130-3

130-4

130-5

130-6

This comment states the proposed project is too dense for the area.
The commenter is referred above to Master Response: Affordable
Housing Density Bonus.

This comment reiterates the DEIR conclusion regarding significant
and unavoidable impacts to transportation and traffic, and
expresses concern that the project is not in a TPA until 2035. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Transit.

The commenter also expresses concern related to how housing is
not a response to homelessness. The comment raises economic,
social, or political issues that do not relate to potential effects of the
proposed project on the environment and are not required topics for
discussion in a CEQA document.

This comment provides the opinion that MTS is not viable, and the
proposed density will negatively impact the surrounding area, as
the project will not be in a TPA for 15 years. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Transit.

This comment states that Balboa Avenue and Genesee Avenue are
currently a gridlocked area, and provides the opinion that residents
do not ride bikes. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

This comment states that according to the DEIR there are no
feasible improvements to expand the capacity of the impacted
roadway segments along Balboa Avenue. The commenter
guestions how residents are supposed to accept this, and when
City Council will represent all city residents. The comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR,
and therefore no specific response is required.

This comment states the access options discussed in the DEIR
should be requirements and not options. The comment states that
feeding the amount of traffic to Mount Etna will be a safety hazard
to side streets. Due to community input and concerns related to
traffic, the DEIR analyzed three access options. In order to allow for
flexibility of design no one access option has been selected at this
time. The comment is general in nature and does not address the
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adequacy of the DEIR, and therefore no specific response is
required.

130-7 This comment states not all residents want to live in Mission Valley
type congestion, and inquires if the City Council only listens to
lawsuits. The comment raises economic, social, or political issues
that do not relate to potential effects of the proposed project on the
environment and are not required topics for discussion in a CEQA
document. This comment is general in nature and does not address
the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.
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Letter 131 Response
Holly Churchill

131-1

131-2

131-3

131-4

131-5

131-6

This comment is introductory in nature and states the commenter’s
and community’s opposition to the proposed project. This comment
is general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

This comment states the proposed project will create traffic at
Balboa and Genesee, and states that the DEIR did not address
mitigation for the intersections of Balboa Avenue and Charger
Boulevard, and at Genesee Avenue and Marlesta Drive. As
detailed in the DEIR in Section 2.4.5 (former page 2.4-44), the
proposed project would include mitigation at the intersection of
Balboa Avenue and Charger Boulevard. As for Genesee Avenue
and Marlesta Drive, the commenter is referred to Response to
Comment 123-6.

This comment provides the opinion that individuals will not give up
driving cars in order to avoid traffic, and asserts the DEIR is based
on a false assumption that people will not drive. The commenter is
referred to Master Response: Transit. The Route 27 bus stops
located at the Genesee Ave/Balboa Ave intersection currently has
the highest boardings/alightings along the corridor within the
Clairemont community, similar to the number of
boardings/alightings of Route 41 (along Genesee Avenue) stops.
Additionally, Route 27 will service and connect to the future Mid-
Coast Trolley Balboa Avenue station that is planned to open in year
2021.

This comment states the DEIR did not address the necessary
infrastructure, such as fire station equipment for a high rise
building. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
Fire Protection Services.

This comment states the DEIR did not evaluate safety of children in
the neighborhood who walk to school. The comment raises
economic, social, or political issues that do not relate to potential
effects of the proposed project on the environment and are not
required topics for discussion in a CEQA document.

This comment requests the proposed project be rejected or
reduced to approximately 100 units, and to maintain the current
height limit. The commenter is referred above to Master Response:
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Affordable Housing Density Bonus. The comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and
therefore no specific response is required.
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Letter 132 Response
Cynthia Eldred

132-1

132-2

132-3

132-4

This comment is introductory in nature and states that further
comments are attached. This comment is general in nature and
does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required.

This comment describes details of the proposed project and asserts
that the DEIR does not provide the text of the proposed General
Plan Amendment, DDA or ground lease. As stated in Chapter 1,
Project Description, of the DEIR, the proposed project is a GPA,
which would change the project site’s underlying land use
designation from Commercial Employment, Retail & Services to
Residential as depicted on Figure LU-2 of the General Plan to
maintain consistency with the CPA. A total of 404 units is what is
reasonably foreseeable for the final DDA and Ground Lease
between the County and the developer, however the documents
are not attached because they are still being finalized and are
anticipated to be approved prior to the issuance of the building
permit. If the County and the developer move forward with a project
larger than 404 units, then additional CEQA review would be
required.

This comment states that the DEIR does not analyze the impacts of
448 units. The comment states that limitation to the number of units
would have to be provided in the DDA and Ground Lease, which
are not provided for public review. The commenter is referred
above to Response to Comment 132-2. In addition, as detailed in
the DEIR Section 1.2.1.2 (former page 1-2), the DDA would cap the
site capacity at a maximum of 404 dwelling units onsite. Any future
development proposal beyond 404 dwelling units would require a
CPA and may be subject to additional CEQA review. The DEIR text
in Section 1.2.1.2 on former page 1-2 is revised as follows:

The CPA would allow for a density of up to 448 404
residential units onsite, as detailed in Appendix B.;-hewever;
the In addition, the Disposition and Development Agreement
(DDA) described below would cap the site capacity at a
maximum of 404 dwelling units onsite.

This comment states the DEIR does not acknowledge that SFT
owns the land that the access option to Balboa Avenue would
require. The comment states that the DEIR gives a false impression
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of the feasibility of this access option, as the County does not own
the real property rights to implement this access point. As stated in
Section 1.2.1.6 of the DEIR (former page 1-5), the specific design
and development of the project site with an affordable housing
community is not part of this proposed project, but would be
developed in the future by an affordable housing developer who
would be engaged with the County through the DDA. The
developer would work with the City Engineer regarding the
feasibility of this access option prior to issuance of a building
permit, once a specific design is determined.

132-5 This comment states the DEIR does not disclose the project site is
constrained by a 30-foot easement that burdens the County’s
property, and states that any development of the County’s property
must accommodate SFT's rights. Refer to Response to Comment
132-4.

132-6 This comment provides a conclusion for the comment letter and
provides contact information. This comment is general in nature
and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no
specific response is required. All comments are included in this
Final EIR for consideration by the County and City prior to making a
final decision on the project.
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Letter 133 Response
Tom Cebulski

133-1 This comment is introductory in nature and states the commenter
has concerns with the proposed project, which are detailed in the
comments below. This comment is general in nature and does not
address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

133-2 This comment states building over 300-400 residential units will
severely impact traffic without much mitigation, asserting the only
mitigation provided is that seniors will not have cars. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Transit.

133-3 This comment raises concerns regarding the safety of pedestrians
if developers are allowed to build up to the sidewalk. Any ultimate
building placement would be required to meet City engineering
standards for site visibility and access requirements prior to
issuance of the building permit.

133-4 This comment asserts the DEIR did not evaluate the additional
pollution generated by traffic resulting from the proposed project.
The DEIR evaluates the proposed project’s impacts related to air
quality in Section 3.1, Air Quality, of the DEIR (former page 3.1-34),
which concludes that with the incorporation of Mitigation Measure
AIR-1, impacts from air quality would be reduced to less than
significant. This comment is general in nature and does not address
the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

133-5 This comment states a desire to preserve the 30-foot height limit.
This comment is general in nature and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required. All comments are included in this Final EIR for
consideration by the County and City prior to making a final
decision on the project.
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V1-1. Response to Comments

Letter 134 Response
Larry Sites

134-1 This comment is introductory in nature and states the commenter’s
opposition to the proposed project. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required.

134-2 This comment states that traffic on Balboa Avenue from Genesee
Avenue to the 1-805 or I-5 will be increasing to immitigable levels.
Traffic impacts are analyzed in Section 2.4, Transportation and
Traffic, of the DEIR. As detailed in Section 2.4.8 (former page 2.4-
49), project impacts to study intersections and roadway segments
would occur during the Existing plus Project phase, Near-term plus
Project phase, and Cumulative plus Project phase, which would be
mitigated or partially mitigated. Further, while impacts to roadway
segments along Balboa Avenue would occur during the Existing
plus Project, Near-term plus Project, and Cumulative plus Project
scenarios, however, not all roadway segments along Balboa
Avenue would have impacts as a result of the proposed project.
This comment is general in nature and does not address the
adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is
required.

134-3 This comment states the proposed project will reduce four
intersections and five road segments to LOS E or F, and provides
minimal mitigation to reduce impacts. Commenter is referred above
to Response to Comment 134-2.

134-4 The comment asserts it is wrong to develop a 70 foot building with
404 units without also adding the necessary infrastructure and
mobility, such as schools, road improvements, new bus lines, and
police and firefighters. The commenter is referred above to Master
Response: Schools, Master Response: Fire Protection Services,
Master Response: Transit, and Response to Comment 114-67. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

134-5 This comment states that the community welcomes reasonable,
community-cooperative implementation and smart growth. This
comment is general in nature and does not address the adequacy
of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required. All
comments are included in this Final EIR for consideration by the
County and City prior to making a final decision on the project.
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V1-1. Response to Comments

Letter 135 Response

Darwin and Linda Saylor

135-1 This comment is introductory in nature and insists protecting the
quality of life with the 30-foot height limit. Commenter is referred to
Master Response: Building Height and Character. This comment is
general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR
and, therefore, no specific response is required.

135-2 This comment states the proposed project would add more cars to
the area and does not include additional infrastructure
improvements, schools, or police and fire. The commenter is
referred above to Master Response: Schools, Master Response:
Fire Protection Services, Master Response: Transit, and Response
to Comment 114-67. This comment is general in nature and does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR and, therefore, no specific
response is required.

135-3 This comment states traffic impacts would be reduced by building
fewer units. As detailed in Chapter 4, Project Alternatives, of the
DEIR (former page 4-12), the Reduced Intensity Project Alternative
would still cause significant impacts to Existing, Near-Term, and
Cumulative plus Project traffic conditions on the roadway network
surrounding the project site. However, the reduced trip generation
and peak hour traffic would lessen project impacts on area
intersections and would avoid a cumulatively significant roadway
segment impact along Balboa Avenue between its intersections
with Charger Boulevard and the Interstate 805 southbound ramps.
Direct impacts to intersections, including Balboa Avenue/Genesee
Avenue, would be lessened but not avoided and partial mitigation
(Mitigation Measures TRA-1, TRA-2, and TRA-4) would still be
required under this alternative.

The comment also recommends more parking per unit, and states
that the trolley and rapid bus will not come soon enough. The
commenter is referred above to Master Response: Parking and
Master Response: Transit.

135-4 This comment states they are waiting for the undergrounding of
power lines and streets to be repaved. The comment raises
economic, social, or political issues that do not relate to potential
effects of the proposed project on the environment and are not
required topics for discussion in a CEQA document. This comment
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is general in nature and does not address the adequacy of the
DEIR and, therefore, no specific response is required.

135-5 This comment states they are working to preserve the 30-foot
height limit and prevent traffic gridlock. This comment is general in
nature and does not address the adequacy of the DEIR and,
therefore, no specific response is required. All comments are
included in this Final EIR for consideration by the County and City
prior to making a final decision on the project.
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