(R-94-764 COR.COPY)
RESOLUTION NUMBER R-283017

ADOPTED ON NOVEMBER 16, 1993

WHEREAS, on May 19, 1993, CARMEL VALLEY PARTNERS/THE BALDWIN
COMPANY submitted an application to the Planning Department for
Amendment No. 93-0295 to the Carmel Valley Community Plan,
Neighborhood 6 Precise Plan, General Plan/Progress Guide and the
Local Coastal Plan; and Carmel Valley Development Permit,
Tentative Map and Coastal Development Permit No. 93-0451; and

WHEREAS, the permit was set for a public hearing to be
conducted by the Council of The City of San Diego; and

WHEREAS, the issue was heard by the Council on November 16,
1993; and

WHEREAS, the Council of The City of San Diego considered the
issues discussed in Mitigated Negative Declaration No. 93-0295/
93-0451; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of The City of San Diego,
that it is hereby certified that Mitigated Negative Declaration
No. 93-0295/93-0451, on file in the office of the City Clerk, has
been completed in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act of 1970 (California Public Resources Code section
21000 et seq.), as amended, and the State guidelines thereto
(California Code of Regulations section 15000 et seq.), that the
declaration reflects the independent judgment of The City of San
Diego as Lead Agency and that the information contained in the
report, together with any comments received during the public
review process, has been reviewed and considered by this Council
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in connection with the approval of Carmel Valley Neighborhood 6
Precise Plan.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Council finds that project
revisions now mitigate potentially significant effects on the
environment previously identified in the Initial Study and
therefore, that said Mitigated Negative Declaration, a copy of
which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference, is hereby
approved.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that pursuant to California Public
Resources Code section 21081.6, the Council hereby adopts the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, or alterations to
implement the changes to the project as required by this body in
order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the
environment, a copy of which is attached hereto and incorporated

herein by reference.

APPROVED: JOHN W. WITT, City Attorney

o St

“John K. Riess '
Deputy City Attorney

JS:pev

11/08/93

12/02/93 COR.COPY
Or.Dept:Plan.
R~-94-764
Form=r.mnd
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City of San Diego
Planning Department

Mitigated
Negative Declaration

Development and Environmental

Planning Division DEP No. 93-0295
236-6460 93-0451

SUBJECT: Carmel Valley Neighborhood 6, Iots 4 and 5. AMENDMENT NO. 93-029%
TO THE CARMEL VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN, NEIGHBORHOOD 6§ PRECISE PLAN,
GENERAL PLAN AND PROGRESS GUIDE AND LOCAL COASTAL PLAN to change the
land use designation for the site from Employment Center to
Commercial Retail, and; CARMEL VALLEY DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, TENTATIVE MAP AND REZONE NO.
93-0451 to allow the construction of a 222,858-square-foot
commercial retail shopping center. The 20.3-acre site is located on
the south side of Valley Centre Drive between Carmel Creek Road and
Carmel Vista Road in the Carmel Valley community planning area (Lots
4 and 5 of Parcel Map No. 15957 in the City and County of San Diego).
Applicant: Carmel Valley Partners/The Baldwin Company.

I. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
II. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Study.
III. DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that
the proposed project could have a significant environmental effect.
Subsequent revisions in the project proposal create the specific
mitigation identified in Section V of this Mitigated Negative
Declaration. The project as revised now avoids or mitigates the
potentially significant environmental effects previously identified, and
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Report will not be required.

Iv. DOCUMENTATION:

The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above
Determination.

V. MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

Prior to the recordation of the Final Map, the following mitigation
measures shall be assured to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, to
reduce impacts to traffic circulation to a level less than significant:

1.) The intersection of Valley Centre Drive/El Camino Real shall be
restriped at the eastbound and westbound approaches to provide single
left- and right-turn lanes and a shared left/through/right-turn lane.
East/west split phasing shall be implemented. The northbound approach
shall be restriped to provide a northbound right-turn lane.
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2.)

3.)

4.)

VI.

VII.

Page 2

The intersection of Valley Centre Drive/Carmel Creek Road shall be
restriped at the northbound approach to provide dual left-turn and
through-lanes and a single right-turn lane. The westbound approach
shall be restriped to provide single left- and right-turn lanes and a
shared left/through/right-turn lane. The westbound approach would not
necessitate widening until State Route 56 is completed eastward to I-15.
The eastbound approach shall be widened to accommodate an eastbound to
southbound right-turn lane.

Install a traffic signal at the westerly project driveway on Valley
Centre Drive at Carmel Vista Road.

Annually monitor the easterly full access project driveway on Valley
Centre Drive to determine if further intersection control is needed. 2
report summarizing the annul monitoring shall be submitted to the
Transportation Planning Division of the Engineering and Development
Department.

PUBﬁIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

Draft copies or notice of this Mitigated Negative Declaration were
distributed to:

Federal Government
Naval Air Station Miramar
State of California
- CALTRANS, District 11
California Coastal Commission
City of San Diego
Councilmember Wolfsheimer, District 1
Planning Department
Engineering and Development Department
SANDAG
San Diego County Archaeological Society
Carmel Valley Community Planning Board
Shaw Ridge Homeowner’s Association
Ad Hoc Regional Issues Committee

RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
() No comments were received during the public input period.

() Comments were received but did not address the draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration finding or the accuracy/completeness of the
Initial Study. No response is necessary. The letters are
attached.

(X) Comments addressing the findings of the draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration and/or accuracy or completeness of the Initial Study
were received during the public input period. The letters and
responses follow.
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Copies of the draft Mitigated Negative Declaration, the Monitoring and
Reporting Program and any Initial Study material are available in the office of
the Development and Environmental Planning Division for review, or for purchase
at the cost of reproduction.

L ]
'JM P M w September 17, 1993
Cathy Winterrowd, Senior Planner Date of Draft Report

City Planning Department
Octobexr 15, 1993

Date of Final Report

Analyst: MILONE
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COMMENT

DUPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NAVAL ATH R IATHH MIAMAL

Y

20 Hep 1993

- [

Mr. Joe Milone, Associate Planner . iy
Development and Environmental Sk Ve
Planning Division

City of San Diego

202 "Cc" Street, MS #4C

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Mr. Milone:

This is in response to the Proposed Mitigated Negative
Declaratien for Carmel Yalley Meighborhood 6, Lots 4 and 5, Dep.
No 93-0295 and 93-0451,

The document does not address concerns regarding noise from
overflight from aircraft transiting to and from Naval Air station
(NAS) Miramar. The proposal was examined previously and is
attached as enclosure (1). This location is affected by the
"Scawolf and Radar Vectored Departure Corridors for NAS Miramar.,"
Occupants may frequently sce and hear military aircraft, to
include both rotary and fixaed wing, and will oxperionce varying
Uu?roan of noiuo and vibration, 1t s important to roaliza that
while this project is a compatible land use, baged on the single
evaont, nolse exposure will bo graator.

If T may ba of any further asslatance, ploase do not hositato to
contact mu at 537-122%,

Slncuroly,

///./ —_—

s . .
FRED B, PIERSON
Community Planning
Liaison officer

Encl:
(1) HAS Miramar ltr 5726 Sar OOM/1079 of 26 Aug 1992

NAN Ik s A N2 as e WEl LY M
Y10

ser QOM/ tas

T R TAL TP P8

RESPONSE

Comment acknowledged. As noted in the comment, the proposcd
commercial development would be a compatible land use as it
lies outside the CNEL noise contours for HAS Miramar.
Howevar, some single event fly-over noise exposure may he
greater. Therefore, the following condition will be added to
the Planncd Commercia Development Permit: “"Ihe applicant
shall providae notico to futurae tenants of the raotail center ot
the proximity to the Seawolf and Radar Vector Departuro

Corridors for NAS Miramar and the potential for overflights
and agsociatod nodluse."
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.~ San Diego County Archaeological Society, Ine.
2 o Environmental Revicew Committee
N r.0, Box A-81106  San Dicgn, CA 92178
<
O .
Soptember 19, 1991
‘ocican ’
C b \ Y}
Tot Mr. Joe Milone WA 445
Development and Envivonmental lanning Diviston ‘u -
Planning Department
City of San Diepo
202 C Street, Mail Station 4C
San Diepn, California 92101
Suhjects Proposed Mitipgated Nepative NDeclaration

Carmnl Valley Nelghhorhood 6, Lots 4 and S
DEP No, 93-029% and 929-0451

Daar Mr. Hilones

1 Wave vevimwed tho sabjact PMND on bahatl of this committes of the Snn
Diego County Archinenliopien) Society.

Vage 3 ol the tnitla) nowty tor the project fndfeaton that, nos
componaation for destroying tuo archaealopieal stton withont foplemmt tng
Foquirad mitigation, the appiieant ban apremt to “moko o monntary aontrfimion
to the GOyt n archerologleal tibeary and vacovd=keeping olforis,”  Thin
apreoment has heen ambtted from the PMRD Ltuelf,  (Perhaps thin omisston §s
becatusa the contritution has alroady hoen made.) o wonld expeet that tho
amount of the contrilmition, if it is to avoid resulting in a de~facto raward to
the applicant for the destruction, would be well {n ercess of what implementing
the mitigation program would have cost,

Thank you for providing SDCAS with this oppovtunity to participate in the
City's environmental revieu process for this project.

Sincerely,

&mns Y. Rnﬂjl;t,.h‘.,&(ﬂ‘nﬁknn’

Environmmtal Review Committoe

vt SNCAS Proesident
file

RESPONSE

Ccomment acknowledgaed. The monatary contribution has not boun
made at this time. Planning ustaff is currently rouscarching
the projoct history to determine an appropriate monctary
contribution. Although nof intanded to ba punitive, ¢
contribution would bo at lecaot cqual to the cost
implomenting the mitigation program, This {o an unuuua
situation ond Lhe Clty will net aceapt this in liuu of
mitigation in tho future.
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CARMEL VALLEY COMMUNITY PLANNING BOARD
12760 ligh Bluft Drive, Suite 160
San Diego, CA 92130
{619} 549-5253

Saptember 21, 1993

MU, Uik Gstevr

city Plamning Department
1010 Sccond Avanug, MEi600
san Diego, CA 92101

RE: CARMEL VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN
A) Community Plan Amcndment/NA6 Commerscial
B) Regzono to Commercial
¢) Planned Dovelepment Change

The Carmel Valley Community Planning Board regquests the City
initiate a full Environmental Impact Report on the above-
raetorencod projacts, The majority ot the board believes there
would be significant Impacts on our community from Lhasa
projacts and that o Negutive Declurution would bo lnsuftieclent
to address such issues, This request ls purswunt to tha CLQA
raguiramant that a decision-muking body respond to such
rogquentu.

At its September 14, 1993 mewtiny Lho Board voted (8-2-4) to
ask [or this full EIR to specifically nddress traffic, noise
and  air quality impacts which the ¥Poard dafines as
wlgniticant..

It you have any questions, ploane call.

Sinceraoly,

/j.,. )(U()Zi.../klm,t_.n_. '

Chuck Corum
Board Sacretary

ChC:mp
cc: John Dean

PARDEE CONST. (0, ' [hong ‘uny

RESPONSE

An Initial Study was prepared for the project site whiclh
analyzed the project for potential significant environmental

fmpacts. The only issue area determined to have potentinlly
signiticant environmenta) jmpact was traiiic circulation. A
tratftic study was prepared by Linscott, Law and Greenupun
(August 11, 1993), The traftic study concluded Lhal the

proposed project would result in a net increase of 1,641
Average Daily Traftic (ADT) over that allowed by the Precise
Plan. Trip characteristics of commercial centers resulted in
a reduction of peak hour trips in the a.m. peak hour and an
increase of 140 ADT in the p.m. peak hour,

The traffic study identified mitigation measures in the fot
of traffic improvements which would reduce impacts to traffic
circulation to a level less than significant. ‘The traffic
improvements are identified in the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (Section V.) of the Mitigated Negyative
Declaration. Section 15070 of the State CEQA Guidelines state
that when it is determined that significant environmental
aoffectus may ovccur but the project can be modificd 5o as to
elimipate all significant impacts, a "Mitigated HNegative
Declaration" can be prepared.

Traffic; See response to comment No, 3.
Noises: An acoustical analysis was prepared for the project

site by Dudek and Associates (October 12, 1993).
The acoustical study analyzed the potential noise
impact related to the change in land use on the
site from employment center to commercial, The
study found that the ambient nolse levels along
Valley Centre Road are currently 65 dB(A) at the
adjacent residential development. When the
proposed project is considered with buildout
conditions, the noise levels at residential -
buildings would remain at 65 dB(A) with the
exception of two buildings (buildings A-37 and A-
38). Noise levels at these two buildings would
increase to 66 dB(A). A noise level increase of
one dB in not considered significant. Typically,
it requires a three dB change in noise to be
considered a paerceivable noise difference.

Operation at the site, including truck deliveries,
would be subject to the reguirements of the City
Noise Ordinance (§59.5.0401 of the San Diego
Municipal Code) which defines and regulates
allowable 1levels of noise for commercial,
residential and the boundary between differing
zones.

Alx Ouality: The potential for alr quallty impacts are based

upon traffic circulation operations and associated
levels of service (LOS). The traffic study
prepared for the project concluded that with the
proposed mitigation, all intersections in and
around the site would operate at an acceptable LOS
D" or better. Therefore, no air quality impacts
are anticipated as a result of the project.
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RECEIVED
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ENYIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
SECTION

Ocich, - 7, Iney

city of San Diego

Planning Depactment

Devaelopment and kavivonmental Planning Division
202 ¢ St. Mail Soction 40

Han hicgo, CA 900010

oo Whom HL May Caneerns

Atter reviewing the "proposcd Mitigated Negative beelaration,
Loam wore concerned than ever about the impact ol the propotied
plan (K=tart Commercial Contoer) on the young, acbive comaunity
of Cairme! Valley,

In genceral, U round the document ta be vague and inconcliusivo,
Mare specifically, the docuament did not compears P dmgnicet ol e
propasied Commercial Conter Lo the dmpact ot oan dmployment Center
as ariginaltly planncd, In addition, the document did not capturc
the true esuance of our neighborhood, and the impact thn proposed
Commercial Conter would have on the adjecent. mutti-~family and
gsingle-family residential arcas,

n the "tavivonmoental Setting” scelion ol the Mitigatod Negative
NDeclaration (pg. 2) it states that the surrounding uen are mml -
Family and sanglo-family venddentiale However, 4t b erftfeal
that anyone toviowing thin document 3 oamd ullimately vot fog on

the plan amendment anderstamd the trae oatore ol ome nejghiborhboomd,
The Carmel Valley peighborbood ig Citied with young act ive adulg,
primarity in theis child beartng yearty as well as children of

all ages,  As T ounderstand iL, the original Community 'lan laid
out a "town centur® (wvhich is in fact the Del Mar ltighlands Tawn Centor)
and guveral smaller neighborhood centoers (Piazza Carmel) to serve
the Carmel Valley residents,

This plan promoted minimal traffic, and maximum safcety for our
young, active residents,  Such a plan attracted many home buyers
who ware looking for a safe, puaceful environment where they and
their children could ride bikes, jog, skateboard, and walk their
dogs with relative cane,  he proposed plan which ig contrary Lo
the design and intent of the Carmel Valley Conmunity Plan, would
guonerate increcanod traffice, and in goeneral, take away our sonse
of safoly and frecdom to enjoy our current liloesktyle as a Carmel
Valley residoent,

Again, the "Envivroenmental Sotting® section in, to me, very generie
and understates the "residentiality” of our ncighborhood. Onco one
understands the true nature ("baby factory") of the Carmel Valley
neighborhood, it bhecomes olear how potentially dongervous it would
bee Lo add an inercmental 1,600 AT of teab Lie,  Againg, | teed

this dratt environmental document faila Lo capture the added danger,
rurthermore, it fails to provide a clear understanding of the

RESPONSE

.

The purpose of the environmental Inftial st\idy and subsciuent
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MHD) is to identity amnd
analyze the impacts related to the change of uses associated
with the proposed project. The environmental document
identifies traffic circulation as the only potential
environmental effoct associated with the land use change.
Impacts associataed with the original project were analyzed in
the original EIR certified for the Carmel valley Neighborhoodu
4 5 and 6 (DEP #81-1212). This document is available to:
review in the Office of the Planning Department.

commont acknowledged. The draft MND doescribos the physical
characteristics of the project setting in Section II of the
Initial Study. The domographics of the araa are not typically
identified in thae environmental setting.

Based on the Initial sStudy for the project, it is not
anticipated the commercial retail center will result in
increase safety issues. The projact would result in a not
increase of 1,641 ADT over what was anticipated for the sita.
tHlowever, peak hour traffic levels would be reduced in the a.m.
and slightly increased in the p.m. over the adopted land uso.

With the proposed traffic improvements, including protcttud
turn lanes and traffic signals, hazards to motor vchicloew
would not be considered significant, In additfion, thu
proposed project would majintain all bicycle lanes and all
intersections would ba painted with pedostrian crosswalku to
ensure safa travel for bicycles and pedestrians.

-

Sue response to Comment Ha. 7,



ST AR

COMMENT

page 2

ditterence on gepact genctatbosd by e proposes] Commerefal
vii. the plapned Bmployment Center (office project).

Cunter

In reviewing the "Traffic Scction" (pys. 2 &3) I was insulted by

the fact that the proposed "7Traffic Mitigation" was very onc-sided;
and very short sighted. Considered was: how to improve auto traffic
in and out of the retail center. What about the coffects of this
increased traffic? What will happen to our bike paths? low safe
will the sidewalks be?  And, what about the overall poedestrian access?
With a proposcd incrcasce of 1,641 Ars (which | belicve is an
understatement), will anyone feel comfortable about taking a walk,
jegging, or bicycling in this arca? Shouldn't there be "Traffic
Mitigation" aimed at keceping the arca as safe (for pedestrians and
hicyclists) as it would be if the originally planned office project
were develaped on the site?

In reviewing the Initial Study Checklist, again 1 feel the information
is narrow in focus and in general lacks depth. Il‘ollowing are some
specific areas of concern:
10
o AlIR- What about the negative offect on air quality as
10 it relates to the residential arca, as a rosult of the 11
gstated increcaso in traffic ADT's
12
o NOISB- why isn't the proposad project analyzed against
tha planned office use? Will the retail conter includa
an outdoor gpeaker system? K-Marts often have speakoer
systems dirvected to their outdoor Garden Centers, Also,
what about the increascd noine levels qgoneratoed by the
i stated 1,641 additional ADT' vhat would resaltry?  And,
tinnlly, what about the nolue gonoerastod by doelivery truckng
Lrucks that would not oven be o consideration i1 the planned
of fice project weroe developoed?

o LAND USE- The document states that "the proposal will
result in a land uso which is consistent with the adopted 13
comminity plan land usc designation for the site.,” 1
boliave this is incorrect. The land use of the adoptaod
12 Community Plan ia Employmont Cuntor (office), while tho
proposed land use is Commercial Retall. again, the Com-
mercial Retail land usce is hot consintent with the adopted
Community Plan.

RECREATTONAL RESOURCES-~ The document does not adequately;
in fact it doesn't at all, address the negative effect

the proposed project would have on neighborhood recreation
such as biking, jogging, and the existing pathways.

LT0E82— ,

R L TP

RESPONSE

See response to Comment No 7,

See rasponse to Comment No 4,
Sea response to Comment No. 4.

While the proposed land use designation ls not currently
consistent with the adopted plan, the project proposcs
amending the community plan to be consistent with Carmecl
valley plan. The change in land use is the subject and focus
of the environmental Initial study. The project would not
conflict with the environmental goals or objectives of the
community plan or the Planned District Ordinance. In
addition, the commorcial ocaenter would not reprasent
incompatiblo land use when considered with uses to the nor
and west as well as the olevational separation from neark,
residential units.

The recreational resources section of the Initial Study is
provided to identify if a proposed projact would reduce the
amount of existing recreational facilities or would create thec
noed for new or expanded recreational facllities. The
proposed commercial use would not ocreata the need for
additional rocreation facilities and would not rosult in
significant impacts to recreational faclilities,
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page 3

o TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION- Again, therc i5 no comparison
14 of ijhv' effoctn of the proponed projoect via, the planmed
project: it simply states theel thee "Averagqe Daily Feallie
(ADT) i withiin attocad fons o) Carmel Volley Proecise Plan,”

starement #7 in this section indicaton "no inercasoc in
Lratlie hazards to motor veliicles, bicyelitts, or pedestreiansg,”
P helicve thisg statement js completely negligent,  How
can you say that an increase of 1,641 AV''s would not

15 vresullt in incereased traffic hazards?  What aboul. Che in-
crvatiod weekemd Vealbie generatoed by a Retail Cenler Lat
would not be geperated by an BEmploymenlL/OCLlice project?
The incremental weekend traffic certainly threatens the
safaty of residents who participate in recrecational active
ities on the weekend.

o NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER/ALESTHETICS~ Statements 3 & 4 of

this scction do not address/consider the fact that tho
adopted Carmel Community Plan specifies small neighborhood
centers will serve this residential community, Well,
we alrcady have geveral small centers: Piazza Carmel

16 for one; and the Ralphs/Payless center on Del Mar Neights
Rfoad, for another. The addition of this proposced K-Mart
center would mean the addition of an anplanned, unncecessary
Regional Center, Tt would cortainly eroata "gubatant {al
atteration Lo the existing character of the area,"  Thig
ared would buecome overly congestod, pollutoed, and gonorally
unaal e for the "Pthirty=Something” restdents in the ad jecuont
single and multi-Camily projects,

In conclusion, thiu proposal s pot consistent with the adopted
Carmal Valloey Community Plan; and would result in an unsafe and
undegirable neighborhood for current and future residents. The
concorng 1 have outlined need to be addroegsed completely and
spocifically., Until or unless that happens, the document in my
opinion is inadequatoe for decision makors who are looking to
make an enlightencd decision,

Reapectlully, .
., I“ t -

RO LN S

Leslie Do Aman

12443 carmel Pointe

San Diego, CA 92130

ce: AL Wollsheimer
lLo Benn

14

15

16

RESPONSE

Suea reuponse to Commont Nos. 3 amd b,

See reuponse to Comment No. 7.

.

The proposed retail center would not substantially alter the
character of the area. The bulk, scala and density of the
proposcd buildings would bo a roduction from the Employment
Contor ourrently pormitted on the aite. In addition,
matorials proposed for the project sitc would ba similar in
ut{lo and color with the adjacant hotel to tha wast and

neighborhood ahopping center to the north. The prop. 4
commercial canter 18 considered a compatible use with adjacent
residantial units. Also sea responmsa to Commant Ho. 12.
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS
SECTION

October 6, 1993
11-SD-056
0.0/2.4

Mr. Joe Milone

City of San Diego
Planning Depariment
202 C Sireet

Mail Station 4C

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Mr, Milone:

17

18

ﬁls

(

Mitigated Nogative Declaration for Carmol Valley Neighborhood 6, Lols 4 and 5 - 17

Commercial Relail Shopning.Cenler
Callrans District 11 comments are as follows:

Noise - The proposed mitigations for noise should consider year 2015 traflic on
abutting Stale Route 56 (SR-56), the ullimate build-out of that highway, and Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) noiso standards,

Traffic - Traliic miligations include rostriping the wastbound ontranco and oxit ramps at
Curmal Craok Road. That mitigalion doos not maot Callrans standards and is
unaccoptablo to our agency. 18

Trallic mitigations should bo proposod lhat meet Caltrans gaometric and Intarsection
lovel of service (LOS) standards, Thoso miiigations should bo based on 20 year trallic
projections,

If tho proposed tralflc mitigations are undor $300,000, the construction could be dono
undor pormit, For traffia mitigations over $300,000, tha Cily of Snn Diego should

raquest that a Project Sludy Report (PSR) be Initialed for a 100 percent locally fundod
project at SR-56/Carmel Creek Road. 10

Caltrans recommends "lair share” contribulions from developers for mitigations at

},_\; SR-56. In addit.on, a phasing plan should be developed to ensure that proposed inlersection
r.aD modilications and local sireet Improvements are completed within a time frame that wilt

{2
-]
kS
«J

ameliorate projet-specific and cumulative traliic impacts al that highway.

Responses to comments received in this letter are a rosult ot
a meating between CALTRANS and City staff on Thursday, Octobar
14, 1993,

Final traffic counts for the horizon year 2015 are not yet
available. They will be a part of the SANDAG Series 8 Growth
Forecasts., Noise calculations run on the city’s "Iraffic
Noise Prediction Model" indicate that exterior noisae levels at
the south side of the commercial buildings would be at 69
db(A). This figure was obtained using a forecasted travel
rate for SR 56 of 152,000 ADT from SANDAG’s Series 7 Growth
Forecasts which uses year 2010 traffic. This is within the
acceptable noise level of 70 db(A) for commercial uses and
would not be consldered a significant impact. In addit’ o,
the noisae lavel would also bo consistont with Fedoral i K
Adminjstration (¥FHA) standards of 73 db(A).,

Comment acknowledged. The conceptual restriping plan includad
in tho traffic study is not anticipatod to conflict with the
tinal design of thae intersection including lane confiqurationu
and alignmants or shouldor and modlan widths, Ruegolution of
theso idantified issues would occur during final engincering
dosign for the intersection, The project would include a map
condition which would require CALTRANS approval for any
improvamant to the Vallay Contre Read/8R56 and Carmal Crouk
intersection,

Comment acknowledqed. It is not anticlpated that Lhe
improvements to this intersection would exceed this amount.



COMMENT RESPONSE

Mr. Joe Milone
Qctober 6, 1993
Page Two

Our contict person for SR-56 in Carmo! Valley is Jlacqueline Appleton-Poane, Projoct
Development Engineer, (619) 688-3211. ’

Sincerely,

.

BILL DILLON, Chiet
q’ Planning Studies Branch



City of San Diego

Planning Department

DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING DIVISION
202 "C" Street, Mail Station 4C

San Diego, CA 92101

(619) 236-6460

INITIAL STUDY
DEP No. 93-0295
93-0451

SUBJECT: Carmel Valley Neighborhood 6, lots 4 and 5. RMENDMENT NO. 93-0295

TO THE CARMEL VALLEY COMMUNITY PLAN, NEIGHBORHOOD 6 PRECISE PLAN,
GENERAL PLAN AND PROGRESS GUIDE AND LOCAL COASTAL PLAN to change the
land use designation for the site from Employment Center to
Commercial Retail, and; CARMEL VALLEY DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, CONDITIONAL
USE PERMIT, COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, TENTATIVE MAP AND REZONE NO.
93-0451 to allow the construction of a 222,858-square-foot
commercial retail shopping center. The 20.3-acre site is located on
the south side of Valley Centre Drive between Carmel Creek Road and
Carmel Vista Road in the Carmel Valley community planning area (Lots
4 and 5 of Parcel Map No. 15957 in the City and County of San Diego).
applicant: Carmel Valley Partners/The Baldwin Company.

PURPOSE AND MAIN FEATURES:

The project proposes Amendments to the Carmel Valley Community Plan,
Neighborhood 6 Precise Plan, General Plan/Progress Guide and the Local
Coastal Plan. The plan amendments are required to change the land use
designation on the site to Commercial Retail. Currently, the approved
precise plan allows 9.6-~acres of Visitor Commercial, 32.5-acres of
Employment Center and 13.4-acres of Neighborhood Commercial. The plan
amendments would involve reducing the Employment Center land uses by

16.1~acres and redesignating the land to a Commercial Retail

designation. The remaining 4.2-acres of the 20.3-acre proposed project
would be comprised the Visitor Commercial land use designation. All
other land use designations would remain the same. A rezone is also
proposed which would change the zoning on the site from Commercial
Office to Commercial Retail.

A Carmel Valley Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit, Coastal
Development Permit, Tentative Map and Rezone are also being requested to
allow the construction of a 222,858-square-foot commercial shopping
center with four freestanding commercial sites.

Buildings would be of concrete and wood frame construction finished with
painted stucco. Architectural features would include metal roofs,
cornices, stone recesses and ornamental metal trim.

Access to the project site would occur through four drive

entrances/intersections along Valley Centre Drive, two of which would be
signalized. The eastern most drive approach along Valley Centre Drive

P - 283027
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would be right-turn in and out only. An existing fourth drive entrance
along El1 Camino Real, which provides access to the Doubletree Hotel,
would also provide access to the site and would be a right-turn in only.

Landscaping would be provided along the parkway/slope between Valley
Centre Road and the project site in addition to the center median. On
site landscaping would be included at all project entrances, throughout
the parking areas and along the southern property line, adjacent to the
future State Route 56. Landscape planters and hardscape treatments
would be provided along the front of the buildings.

Grading proposed would include 91,000~cubic~yards of balanced cut and
fill to create a level pad. The final pad elevation would be at 65 feet
Above Mean Sea Level (AMSL). Valley Centre Drive currently exists at
85- to 92-feet AMSL and the 27-foot grade difference would be
accommodated through the use of retaining walls and landscaped slopes
along the northern portion of the project site.

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING:

The proposed project site is located in the south-central portion of the
Neighborhood 6 planning area of the Carmel Valley Precise Plan. The
site is relatively flat, having been partially graded in accordance with
the approved Final Map for the site. No native vegetation remains. The
site is currently zoned under the Carmel Valley Planned District for
employment center and visitor commercial uses. Surrounding uses include
multi family residential and commercial retail to the north, the future
State Route 56 to the south, single-family to the east and a hotel to
the west.

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: See attached Initial Study checklist.
DISCUSSION:
Traffic

The proposed project would result in an intensification of use and an
increase of traffic thereby creating the potential for significant
traffic circulation impacts. A traffic study prepared by Linscott, Law
& Greenspan, dated August 11, 1993, analyzed the effect of the proposed
project on the street system in the project area. The analysis revealed
that the project would generate approximately 15,750 Average Daily
Traffic (ADT), which represents a net increase of 1,641 ADT when
compared to the approved Precise Plan. While peak hour trip
distributions would be reduced or minimally increased, the Intersection
Capacity Utilization (ICU) analysis prepared as part of the traffic
study indicates that the level of service (LOS) at two intersections
would be lowered. As a result of this project, the intersection of
Valley Centre Drive/El Camino Real would change from LOS "E" to LOS "F"
and intersection of Valley Centre Drive/Carmel Creek Road would change
from LOS "D" to LOS "E", resulting in a significant impact to traffic
circulation.
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The traffic study prepared for the project site identifies mitigation
measures in the form of traffic improvements which would reduce impacts
to traffic circulation to a level less than significant. With
mitigation, both impacted intersections would ultimately operate at a
Los "D".

Prior to the recordation of the Final Map, the following mitigation
measures shall be assured to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, to
reduce impacts to traffic circulation to a level less than significant:

The intersection of Valley Centre Drive/El Camino Real shall be
restriped at the eastbound and westbound approaches to provide single
left- and right-turn lanes and a shared left/through/right~turn lane.
East/west split phasing shall be implemented. The northbound approach
shall be restriped to provide a northbound right-turn lane.

The intersection of Valley Centre Drive/Carmel Creek Road shall be
restriped at the northbound approach to provide dual left-turn and
through-lanes and a single right-turn lane. The westbound approach
shall be restriped to provide single left~ and right-turn lanes and a
shared left/through/right~turn lane. The westbound approach would not
necessitate widening until State Route 56 is completed eastward to I-15.
The eastbound approach shall be widened to accommodate an eastbound to
gsouthbound right-turn lane.

Install a traffic signal at the westerly project driveway on Valley
Centre Drive at Carmel Vista Road.

Annually monitor the easterly full access project driveway on Valley
Centre Drive to determine if further intersection control is needed. A
report summarizing the annul monitoring shall be submitted to the
Transportation Planning Division of the Engineering and Development

Department.

Cultural Resources

A cultural resources survey prepared in 1985 for Neighborhoods 4, 5, and
6 Precise Plan identified eight archaeological sites on the tentative
map site. A subsequent 1989 investigation found that all sites on the
subject property had been destroyed without correct surveying for
archaeological resource significance. The project applicant
acknowledged that appropriate mitigation was not completed for the sites
and has agreed to compensate for the loss of these resources through a
monetary contribution to the City’s archaeological library and record
keeping efforts. The amount of monetary damages will be determined by
the Principal Planner of the Environmental Analysis Section (EAS). This
amount shall be included as a condition of the Carmel Valley Development
Permit and shall be submitted to EAS prior to the issuance of building
permits.
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V. RECOMMENDATION:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

The proposed project would not have a significant effect on the
environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

X Although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because
the mitigation measures described in Section IV above have been added to
the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION should be prepared.

The proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment,
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT should be required.

PROJECT ANALYST: MILONE

Attachments: Location Map (figure 1)
Site Plan (figure 2)
Initial Study Checklist
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Initial Study Checklist
Date: August 18, 1993

DEP Number: 93-0295
93-0451

III. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS:

This Initial Study checklist is designed to identify the potential for significant
environmental impacts which could be associated with a project. All answers of
"yes" and "maybe" indicate that there is a potential for significant environmental
impacts and these determinations are explained in Section IV,

Yes - Maybe NO
A, Geology/Soils. Will the proposal result in:
1. Exposure of people or property to geologic

hazards such as earthquakes, landslides,
mudslides, ground failure or similar hazards? .

Geoloqgic rating AB-52, generally stable.

2. Any increase in wind or water erosions of
soils, either on or off site? o

Site would be completely developed and paved.

B. AIR. Will the proposal result in:

1. Air emissions which would substantially
deteriorate ambient air quality? *

Commercial Retail center..

2. The exposure of sensitive receptors to .
substantial pollutant concentrations? ®

See Bl.

3. The creation of objectionable odors? .

See Bl.

4. The creation of dust? °

Temporarily, during construction only.

S. Any alteration of air movement in the area
of the project? .

See Bl.

6. A substantial alteration in moisture or
temperature, or any change in climate, either
locally or regionally? ®

See Bl1.



Hydrology/Water Quality. Will the proposal
result in:

1. Changes in currents or the course or direction
of water movements in either marine or
fresh waters?

No effects to water bodies.

2. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns
or the rate and amount of surface runoff?

Site completely qraded into_flat building pads.

3. Alterations to the course or flow of flood
waters?
See CI.

4. Discharge into surface or ground waters, or in

any alteration of surface or ground water
quality, including but not limited to
temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbitiy?

Commercial Retail Center.

5. Discharge into surface or ground waters,
significant amounts of pesticides, herbicides,
fertilizers, gas, oil or other noxious
chemicals?

See C4.

6. Change in deposition or erosion of beach sands,
or changes in siltation, deposition or erosion
which may modify the channel of a river or
stream, or the bed of the ocean, bay, inlet
or lake?

See Cl1.

'7. Exposure of people or property to water

related hazards such as flooding?

Not _in the Floodway or Flood Zone.

8. Change in the amount of surface water in any
water body?

See C1.
Biology. Will the proposal result in:
1. A reduction in the number of any unique, rare,

endangered, sensitive or fully protected
species of plants or animals?

Site completely disturbed and qraded.




2. A substantial change in the diversity of any
species of animals or plants?

See DI1.

3. Introduction of invasive species of plants
into the area?

See D1.

4. Interference with the movement of any resident
or migratory fish or wildlife species?

See DI1.

5. An impact on a sensitive habitat, including but
not limited to streamside vegetation, oak
woodland, vernal pools, coastal salt marsh,
lagoon, wetland or coastal sage scrub or
chaparral?

See DI1.

6. Deterioration of existing fish or wildlife
habitat?

See DI1.
Noise. Will the proposal result in:

1. A significant increase in the existing
ambient noise levels?

Minimal (105 peak-hour) increase in ADT.

2. Exposure of people to noise levels which
exceed the City’s adopted noise ordinance?

Commercial Retail Center.

3. Exposure to people to current or future

transportation noise levels which exceed
standards established in the Transportation
Element of the General Plan?

Less than 70 dB(A) CNEL on site.

Light, Glare and Shading. Will the proposal
result in:

1. Substantial light or glare?

Commercial Retail Center.

2. Substantial shading of other properties?

See F1.

3



Land Use. Will the proposal result in:

1. A land use which is inconsistent with the
adopted community plan land use designation
for the site?

Community Plan Amendment is part of proposed project.

2. A conflict with the goals, objectives and
recommendations of the community plan in
which it is located?

Consigtent with other elements of the Carmel
Yalley community planand Planned District Ordinance.

3. A conflict with the adopted environmental
plans for the area?
See G2.

4. Land uses which are not compatible with

aircraft accident potential as defined by a
SANDAG Airport Land Use Plan (ALUC)?

Not within any airport Accident Potential Zone.

Natural Resources. Will the proposal result in:

1. The prevention of future extraction of sand
and gravel resources?

Site not suitable for these resources.

2. The conversion of agricultural land to
nonagricultural use or impairment of the
agricultural productivity of agricultural
land?

Site not currently an aqricultural operation.

.Recreational Resources. Will the proposal result

in an impact upon the quality or quantity of
existing recreational opportunities?

Commercial use.

Population. Will the proposal; alter the planned
location, distribution, density or growth rate of
the population of an area?

Commercial use.

Housing. Will the proposal affect existing housing
in the community or create a demand for additional
housing?

Site not desiqgnated for residential uses.




Transportation/Circulation. Will the proposal
result in:

1. Traffic generation in excess of specific/
community plan allocations? ®
Averaqge Daily Traffic (ADT ig within allocations
of Carmel Valley Precise Plan.

2. An increase in projected traffic which is
substantial in relation to the capacity of
the street system? [ ]

See Intial Study discugsion Section IV.

3. An increased demand for off-site parking? ®

Sufficient off-street parkinq provided.

4. Effects of existing parking? ®
§_e;e_£_3_'
5. Substantial impact upon existing or planned
transportation systems? °
See L2.
6. Alteration to present circulation movements
including effects on existing public access
to beaches, parks or other open space areas? 0

No effects to public access.

7.  Increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles,
bicyclists or pedestrians? )

Commercial Retail use.

Public Services. Will the proposal have an effect

.upon or result in a need for new or altered

governmental services in any of the following areas:
a. Fire protection? 0

Planned urbanized area, services provided.

b. Police protectién? - . )
See M.a.
¢. Schools? - - )
See M.a.
d. Parks or other recreational facilities? ®

See M.a.



e.. Maintenance of public facilities
including roads?

See MN.a.
f. Other governmental services?
See M.a.
N. Utility. Will the proposal result in a need for
new systems, or require substantial alterations
to existing utilities, including:

a. Power?

Commercial use in _an urbanizing area, utilities
in place.

b. Natural gas?

See N.a.

¢. Communications systems?
See N.a.

d. Water?

See N.a.

e. Sewer?

See N.a.

f. Storm water drainage?
See N.a.

g. Solid waste disposal?

See N.a.
0. Enerqy. Will the proposal result in the use of

excessive amounts of fuel or energy?

Commercial Retail Use.

P. Water Conservation. Will the proposal result in
1. Use of excessive amounts of water?

Commercial Retail Use.

2. Landscaping which is predominantly
non-drought resistant vegetation?

Drought tolerant landgcaping required..




Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics. Will the
proposal result in:

1. The obstruction of any vista or scenic view
from a public viewing area?

No scenic views or vistas in project vicinity.

2. The creation of a negative aesthetic site or
project?

Commercial Retail development.

3. Project bulk, scale, materials or style
which will be incompatible with surrounding
development?

Similar to other development in the community.

4. Substantial alteration to the existing
character of the area?
See Q3.

5. The loss of any distinctive or landmark

tree(s) or a stand of mature trees?

No such features on site.

6. Substantial change in topography or ground
surface relief features?

Site previously qraded into pads.

7. The loss, covering or modification of any
unique geologic or physical features such as
a canyon, sandstone bluff, rock outcrop or
hillside with a slope in excess of 25 percent?

No such feature on site.

Cultural Resources. Will the proposal result in:

1. Alteration of, or the destruction of a
prehistoric or historic archaeological site?

Site completely disturbed and graded.

2. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to a
prehistoric or historic building, structure,
object or site? ’

No such feature on site.

3. Adverse physical or aesthetic effects to an
architecturally significant building,
structure or object?

See Rl.




4.

Any impact to existing religious or sacred
uses within the potential impact area?

See R1.

Paleontological Resources. Will the proposal

result in the loss of paleontological resources?

Site completely disturbed and graded.

Human Health/Public Safety. Will the proposal
result in:

1.

Creation of any health hazard or potential
health hazard (excluding mental health)?

Commercial Retail Use.

Exposure of people to potential health
hazards?

See T1.

A future risk of explosion or the release
of hazardous substances' (including but not
limited to gas, oil, pesticides, chemicals,
radiation or explosives)?

See T1.

Mandatory Findings of Significance.

1.

Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment, -
gubstantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal, or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California
history or prehistory?

No _such resources on site.

Does the project have the potential to achieve
short-term to the disadvantage of long-term
environmental goals? (A short~term impact on
the environment is one which occurs in a
relatively brief, definitive period of time
while long~term impacts will endure well into
the future.)

No effect to any environmental qoals.

Does the project have impacts which are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on two
or more separate resources where the impact
on each resource is relatively small, but




where the effect of the total of those impacts
on the environment is significant.)

No impactg identified.

Does the project have environmental effects
which will cause substantial adverse effects

on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

No effect to humans.

R- 283017
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST
REFERENCES

Geology/Soils

City of San Diego Seismic Safety Study, Updated June 1983.

USGS San Diego County Soils Interpretation Study -- Shrink-Swell Behavior,
1969.

Geology of the San Diego Metropolitan Area, California.

U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part
I and II, December 1973.

Site Specific Report:

Not Applicable.

Air

Regional Air Quality Strategies (RAQS) - Air Pollution Control District (APCD).
State Implementation Plan.

Site Specific Report:

Not Applicable.

Hydrology/Water Quality

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), September 29, 1989.

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Flood Insurance Program
Flood Boundary and Floodway Map, September 29, 1989.

Site Specific Report:

Not Applicable.

Biology

Community Plan - Resource Element

City of San Diego Vernal Pool Maps

California Department of Fish and Game Endangered Plant Program - Vegetation
of San Diego, March 198S.

Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book - revised edition Menlo Park, CA.
Robinson, David L., San Dieqgo’'s Endangered Species, 1988.

California Department of Fish and Game, "San Diego Vegetation" Map, March 1985.
California Department of Fish and Game, "Bird Species of Special Concern in
California"”, June 1978.

California Department of Fish and Game, "Mammalian Species of Special Concern
in california", 1986.

California Department of Fish and Game, "California’s Listed Threatened and
Endangered Plants and Animals", January 1, 1989.

Code of Federal Regulations, Title 50, Part 10, "List of Migratory Birds".
Code of Federal Regulations, Title 50, Part 17, "Endangered and Threatened
Wildlife and Plants", January 1, 1989.

Site Specific Report:

Not Applicable.
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Noisge

Community Plan.

San Diego International Airport - Lindbergh Field CNEL Maps, January 1987 -
December 1987.

Brown Field Airport Master Plan CNEL Maps.

Montgomery Field CNEL Maps.

NAS Miramar CNEL Maps, 1976.

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG, 1991.
Lindbergh Field Airport Influence Area, SANDAG Airport Land Use Commission.
City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Site Specific Report:

Not Applicable.

Light, Glare and Shading

Site Specific Report:
Not Applicable.

Land Use

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Airport Land Use Plan.

City of San Diego Zoning Maps.

FAA Determination.

Natural Resources

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

U.S. bDepartment of Agriculture, Soil Survey - San Diego Area, California, Part
I and II, December 1973.

California Department of Conservation - Division of Mines and Geology, Mineral
Land Classification.

Division of Mines and Geology, Special Report 153 - Significant Resources Map.
Not Applicable.

Recreational Resources

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.

Department of Parks and Recreation.

City of San Diego ~ A Plan for Equestrian Trail and Facilities, February 1975.
City of San Diego ~ San Diego Regional Bicycling Map.

City of san Diego - Open Space and Sensitive Area Preservation Study, July
1984.

Additional Resources:

Not Applicable.

R 283017
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City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Series VII Population Forecasts, SANDAG.

Not Applicable.

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.
Not Applicable.

Transportation/Circulation

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.

Community Plan.

San Diego Metropolitan Area Average Weekday Traffic Volume Maps, SANDAG, 1991.
City of San Diego "Street Design Manual", July 1987.

City of San Diego "Weekday Trip Generation Rates".

Site Specific Report: August 11, 1993 by Linscott, Law and Greenspan.
Not Applicable.

Public Services

City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.
Department or Agency Response:
Not Applicable.

Department or Agency Response.
Not Applicable.

Not Applicable.

J. Population
®
K. Housing
®
L.
®
®
M.
L]
N. Utilities
[ J
O. Energy
[
P.

Water Conservation

Sunset Magazine, New Western Garden Book. Revised edition, Menlo Park, CA.
Not Applicable.
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Neighborhood Character/Aesthetics

City of san Diego Progress Guide and General Plan.
Community Plan.

Local Coastal Plan.

Not Applicable.

Cultural Resources

City of San Diego Archaeological Library.
Historical Site Board List,

Community Historical Survey: _.

Site Specific Report:
Not Applicable.

Paleontological Resources

Kennedy, Michael P., and Gary L. peterson, "Geology of the San Diego
Metropolitan Area, California. Del Mar, La Jolla, Point Loma, La Mesa, Poway
and SW % Escondido 7% Minute Quadrangles," California Divigsion of Mines and
Geology Bulletin 200, Sacramento, 1975.

Kennedy, Michael P., and Siang S. Tan, "Geology of National City, Imperial
Beach and Otay Mesa Quadrangles, Southern San Diego Metropolitan Area,
California," Map Sheet 29, 1977.

Site Specific Report:

Not Applicable.

Human Health/Public Safety

San Diego County Hazardous Materials Management Division.

FAA Determination. :

State Assessment and Mitigation, Unauthorized Release Listing, Public Use
Authorized July 1989.

Not Applicable.
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- EXHIBIT A
MITIGATTON MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Carmel Valley Neighborhood 6, Lots 4 and 5 Amendment No. 93~0295 to the Carmel
Valley Community Plan, Neighborhood 6 Precise Plan, General Plan/Progress Guide
and the Local Coastal Plan; and Carmel Valley Development Permit, Tentative Map
and Coastal Development Permit No. 93-0451.

DEP No. 93-0295 and 93-0451

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is designed to ensure
compliance with California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 during
implementation of mitigation measures. This program identifies at a minimum:
the department responsible for the monitoring, what is to be monitored, how the
monitoring shall be accomplished, the monitoring and reporting schedule, and
completion requirements. All mitigation measures contained in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration (DEP No. 93~-0295 and 93-0451) shall be made conditions of
Amendment No. 93-0295 to the Carmel Valley Community Plan, Neighborhood 6
Precise Plan, General Plan/Progress Guide and the Local Coastal Plan; and
Carmel Valley Development Permit, Tentative Map and Coastal Development Permit
No. 93~0451 as may be further described below.

Prior to the recordation of the Final Map, the following mitigation
measures shall be assured to the satisfaction of the City Engineer, to
reduce impacts to traffic circulation to a level less than significant:

1.) The intersection of Valley Centre Drive/El Camino Real shall
. be restriped at the eastbound and westbound approaches to
provide single left-— and right-turn lanes and a shared
left/through/right-turn lane. East/west split phasing shall
be implemented. The northbound approach shall be restriped

to provide a northbound right-turn lane.

2.) The intersection of Valley Centre Drive/Carmel Creek Road
shall be restriped at the northbound approach to prdvide
dual left-turn and through-lanes and a single right-turn
lane. The westbound appreocach shall be restriped to provide
single left- and right-turn lanes and a shared
left/through/right-turn lane. The westbound approach would
not necessitate widening until State Route 56 is completed
eastward to I-15. The eastbound approach shall be widened
to accommodate an eastbound to southbound right-turn lane.

3.) Install a traffic signal at the westerly project driveway on
Valley Centre Drive at Carmel Vista Road.

4.) Annually monitor the easterly full access project driveway
on Valley Centre Drive to determine if further intersection
control is needed. A report summarizing the annul
monitoring shall be submitted to the Transportation Planning
Division of the Engineering and Development Department.

The above mitigation monitoring and reporting program will require additional

fees and/or deposits to be collected prior to the issuance of building permits,
certificates of occupancy and/or final maps to ensure the successful completion

of the monitoring program.
L4
. 283017




Passed and adopted by the Council of The City of San Diego on

by the following vote:

Council Members
Abbe Wolfsheimer
Ron Roberts
John Hartey
George Stevens
Tom Behr
Valerie Stallings
Judy McCarty
Juan Vargas
Mayor Susan Golding

AUTHENTICATED BY:

(Seal)

CC-1276 (Rev. 2-93)
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SUSAN GOLDING

Mayor of The City of San Diego, California.

CHARLES G. ABDELNOUR

Resolution
Number

Office of the City Clerk, San Diego, California

NOV 16 1993

. Adopted......niiien.
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