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HILLEL OF SAN DIEGO. SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT / PUBLIC RIGHT-
OF-WAY VACATION / EASEMENT DEDICATIONS / EASEMENT-
ABANBOMNMENT (PROJECT NO. 6098)-143479) to allow the phased
development of Hillel of San Diego. Phase I would consist of the continued
operation of religious administrative offices in the existing single family residence
located at 8976 Cliffridge Avenue. Phase I would consist of the construction of a
new one-story, 12,100 square-foot religious student center building, above a 17,000
square-foot subterranean garage, on an existing adjacent vacant lot. The current
vacant lot is bounded to the north by La Jolla Village Drive, to the east by La Jolla

‘Scenic Way and to the south by La Jolla Scenic Drive and is approximately 15,350

square-feet. Project approval would allow approximately $9:749 18,168 square-
feet of land to be added to the existing site, for a total of an approximately 35069
33,518 square-foot site. The project site is located within the Single Family Zone
of the La Jolla Shores Planned District, Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone,
Campus Parking Impact Overlay Zone and the La Jolla Community Planning Area.
Legal Description: Lot 67 of La Jolla Highlands Unit No. 3, in the City of San
Diego, County of San Diego, Parcel Map No. 3528 and Portion of Lot 1299,
Miscellaneous Map 36, Pueblo Lands, in the City of San Diego, County of San

Diego. Applicant: Hillel of San Diego

September 23, 2008- Minor revisions to this document have been made when compared to the
draft Mitigated negative Declaration. The changes do not affect the environmental analysis or
conclusions of this document: All revisions are show in a strikeout and underline format.

October 21, 2008 — Subsequent to the distribution of the Final MND it was discovered that
one of the comment letters was inadvertently left out of the response to comments section of
the document. “Letter P” has been responded to and included in the Revised Final MND.

November 13, 2008-Subsequent to the distribution of the Final MND, it was discovered that
the square-footage of the site was not correct. Additionally, minor changes to the parking
lifts and on-street parking lost due to project implementation were revised. The changes do
not affect the environmental analysis or conclusions of this document: All revisions are show
in a steikeout-and underline format.



. PROJECT DESCRIPTION: See attached Initial Study.
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING: See attached Initial Stady.
DETERMINATION:

The City of San Diego conducted an Initial Study which determined that the proposed
project could have a significant environmental effect in the following areas(s):

Paleontological Resources and Parking. 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.
DOCUMENTATION:
The attached Initial Study documents the reasons to support the above Determination.

MITIGATION, MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM:

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS

1. Prior to issuance of a Notice to Proceed (NTC), the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD)

Environmental Designee of the Entitlements Division shall verify that Mitigation
Measures for Paleontological Resources —have been included in entirety on the

submitted construction documents and coniract specifications, and included under the
heading, "Environmental Mitigation Requirements." In addition, the requirements for

a Preconstruction Meeting shall be noted on all construction documents.

2. Prior to the commencement of work, a Preconstruction Meeting (Pre-con) shall be
conducted and include the City of San Diego’s Mitigation Monitoring Coordination

(MMC) Section, Resident Engineer, Building Inspector, Project Paleontologist,
Applicant and other parties of interest.

3.  Evidence of compliance with other permitting authorities is required, if applicabie.
Evidence shall include either copies of permits issued, letters of resolution issued by
the Responsible Agency documenting compliance, or other evidence documenting

compliance and deemed acceptable by the ADD Environmental Designee.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Prior to Permit Issuance
A. Entitlements Plan Check

1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any construction permits, including but not

limited to, the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction meeting, whichever is

applicable, the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall
verify that the requirements for Paleontological Monitoring have been noted on

the appropriate construction documents.
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B. Letters of Qualification have been submitied to ADD

1.

The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to Mitigation Monitoring
Coordination (MMC) identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the project and
the names of all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring program, as
defined in the City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines.

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming the qualifications of the PI
and all persons involved in the paleontological monitoring of the project.
3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain approval from MMC for any
personnel changes associated with the monitoring program.
IL. Prior to Start of Construction

A. Verification of Records Search

1.

The PI shail provide verification to MMC that a site specific records search has
been completed. Verification includes, but is not limited to a copy of a
confirmation letter from San Diego Natural History Museum, other institution or,
if the search was in-house, a letter of verification from the PI stating that the
search was completed.

The letter shall introduce any pertinent information concerning expectations and
probabilities of discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

B PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings

1.

3.

Prior to beginning any work that requires monitoring, the Applicant shall arrange
a Precon Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction Manager (CM) and/or
Grading Contractor, Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BD), if
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified paleontologist shall attend any
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to make comments and/or
suggestions concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

a. Ifthe Pl is unable to attend the Precon Meeting, the Applicant shall schedule a
focused Precon Meeting with MMC, the PI, RE, CM or B, if appropriate,
prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring.

Identify Areas to be Moriitored

Prior to the start of any work that requires monitoring, the PI shall submit a

Paleontological Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate construction

documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the areas to be monitored

including the delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME shall be based
on the results of a site specific records search as well as information regarding
existing known soil conditions (native or formation).

When Monitoring Will Occur )

a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also submit a construction schedule
to MMC through the RE indicating when and where monitoring will occur.

" b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC prior to the start of work or

during construction requesting a modification to the monitoring program. This
request shall be based on relevant information such as review of final
" construction documents which indicate conditions such as depth of excavation
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and/or site graded to bedrock, presence or absence of fossil resources, etc., .
which may reduce or increase the potential for resources to be present.

III. During Construction
A. Monitor Shall be Present During Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1.

The monitor shall be present full-time during grading/excavation/trenching
activities as identified on the PME that could result in impacts to formations with
high and moderate resource sensitivity. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to any
construction activities.

The monitor shall-document field activity via the Consultant Site Visit Record
(CSVR). The CSVR’s shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly (Netification of Monitoring
Completion), and in the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward copies
to MMC.

The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during construction requesting a
modification to the monitoring program when a field condition such as trenching
activities that do not encounter formational soils as previously assumed, and/or
when unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.

B. Discovery Notification Process

1.

In the event of a discovery, the Paleontological Monitor shall direct the contractor
to temporarily divert trenching activities in the area of discovery and immediately .
notify the RE or BI, as appropriate.

The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless Monitor is the PI) of the

discovery.

The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of the discovery, and shall also

submit written documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or email with

photos of the resource in context, if possible.

C. Determination of Significance

1.

The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone to discuss significance
determination and shall also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether
additional mitigation is required. The determination of significance for fossil
discoveries shall be at the discretion of the PL.

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a Paleontological Recovery
Program (PRP) and obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to
significant resources must be mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

c. Ifresource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of broken common shell
fragments or other scattered common fossils) the PI shall notify the RE, or BI
as appropriate, that a non-significant discovery has been made. The
Paleontologist shall continue to monitor the area without notification to MMC
unless a significant resource 1s encountered. - .
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d. The PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating that fossil resources will be
collected, curated, and documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The letter
shall also indicate that no further work is required.

IV.  Night and/or Weekend Work
A. If night and/or weckend work is included in the contract
1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the contract package, the extent
and timing shall be presented and discussed at the precon meeting.
2. The following procedures shall be followed.
a. No Discoveries
In the event that no discoveries were encountered during night and/or weekend
work, The PI shall record the information on the CSVR and submit to MMC
via fax by 8AM on the next business day.
b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processcd and documented using the existing
procedures detailed in Sections III - During Construction.
c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the PI determines that a potentially significant discovery has been made, the
procedures detailed under Section III - During Construction shall be followed.
d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 8AM on the next business day
to report and discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, unless other
specific arrangements have been made.
B. Ifnight work becomes necessary during the course of construction
1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, as appropriate, 2 minimum
of 24 hours before the work is to begin.
2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC immediately.
C. All other procedures described above shall apply, as appropriate.

V. Post Construction
A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft Monitoring Report (even if negative),
prepared in accordance with the Paleontological Guidelines which describes the
results, analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the Paleontological Monitoring
Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and approval within 90
days following the completion of monitoring,
a. For significant paleontological resources encountered during monitoring, the
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be included in the Draft Monitoring
Report.
b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural History Museum
" The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the appropriate forms) any
significant or potentially significant fossil resources encountered during the
. Paleontological Monitoring Program in accordance with the City’s
Paleontological Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the San Diego
Natural History Museum with the Final Monitoring Report.

A
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MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to the PI for revision of, for
preparation of the Final Report.

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report to MMC for approval.
4,
5. MMOC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of receipt of all Draft Monitoring

MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of the approved report.

Report submittals and approvals.

B. Handling of Fosstl Remains

cc
1.

1.

2,

2.

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains collected are
cleaned and catalogued. :

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains are analyzed to
identify function and chronology as they relate to the geologic history of the area;
that faunal material is identified as to species; and that specialty studies are
completed, as appropriate

uration of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance Verification

The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil remains associated with the

monitoring for this project are permanently curated with an appropriate institution.

The P1 shall include the Acceptance Verification from the curation institution in
the Final Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or BI and MMC.

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)

PARKING

I.

The PI shall submit two copies of the Final Monitoring Report to MMC (even if
negative), within 90 days afier notification from MMC that the drafi report has
been approved.

The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of Completion until receiving a copy of
the approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC which includes the Acceptance
Verification from the curation institution.

The applicant shall provide a minimum of 68 on-site, underground parking
spaces. In its discretion, the applicant may employ parking lifts to achieve this
number. Applicant shall not prohibit any of its staff, visitors or person
participating in its on-site activities from parking in the garage. Applicant
acknowledges that any such closure is grounds for the immediate suspension of ali
operations by the Director of Development Services Department and
Neighborhood Code Compliance Department, in his or her sole discretion.

The project shall provide an additional 67 off-site parking spaces through shared
parking agreement for weekly Shabbat services. The 67 parking spaces shall be
available from 1 hour prior to the event until 1 hour afier each Shabbat Service.
The project shall provide additional 75 off-site parking spaces through shared
parking agreement for special events. The 75 parking spaces shall be available

from 1 hour prior to the event until 1 hour after each event.

Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, a shared parking agreement shall
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be provided between the-applicant and the off-site parking provider(s) for the
required off-site parking spaces, satisfactory to the City of San Diego.

Hillel shall provide shuttle service between the off-site parking location(s) and the
student center facility for both weekly Friday Shabbat services and the occasional
special events. If the location of the off-site parking is within 600 feet, no shuttle
service will be necessary.

In the event of a cancellation of a shared parking agreement, the applicant will
immediately suspend any activities with more than 204 people in attendance,
which would effectively bring the cap down to what 68 spaces would support,
including Shabbat services and occasional special events at the facility until an
equivalent parking management plan or shared parking agreement is secured and
approved by the Director of Development Services Department in his or her sole
discretton and executed by the applicant. In the event of failure of the parking
shuttle to operate during any Shabbat services, the applicant will immediately
suspend any activities with more than 204 people in attendance at the facility until
the shuttle services is resumed and the resumed operation is approved by the -
Director of Development Services Department in his or her sole discretion and
executed by the applicant. At any time after the first year of operation of the
facility, the Director of Development Services Department may, in his or her sole
discretion, require that this Shabbat services off-site parking requirement and
shuttle requirement be continued or discontinued. This would take 67 parking
spaces, in addition to the 68 on-site spaces that would be the parking requirement.
If for any reason the off-street parking is not satisfied or the shuttle is not
available, the occupancy of the facility shall be limited to 204 people, which is
what the 68 on-site parking spaces would support.

In the event of a cancellation of a shared parking agreement, the applicant will
immediately suspend any activities with more than 204 people in attendance for
Shabbat services and occasional Special Events (which are limited to six times a
year for the first year and up to nine times a year thereafter with the approval of
the Director of Development Services Department at the facility until an
equivalent parking management plan or shared parking agreement is secured and
approved by the Director of Development Services Department in his or her sole
discretion and executed by the applicant. In the event of failure of the parking
shuttle to operate during occasional Special Events, the applicant will
immediately suspend any activities with more than 204 people in attendance
(including Shabbat services and occasional special events) at the facility until
shuttle service is resumed and the resumed operation is approved by the Director
of Development Services Department in his or her sole discretion and executed by
the applicant.

The number of occasional Special Events for the first 12 months of operation shall
be limited to six. The number may be increased after the first year to a maximum
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

of nine occasional special events per year with the approval of the Director of
Development Services Department in his sole discretion, where Code
Enforcement will be in charge of supervising the number of these events.

During Shabbat services and occasional special events, signs shall be placed and
maintained in front of the project clearly indicating available parking spaces at the
off-site location(s).

During Shabbat services and occasional special events, signs shall be placed and
maintained at the entrance of the off-site parking location(s) clearly indicating that
parking spaces are available for Hillel.

No fewer that six temporary parking spaces shall be constructed in the
vacated/abandoned portion of La Jolla Scenic Drive North right-of-way (as shown
on Exhibit “A”) for the use of the 8976 Cliffridge Avenue site (Phase I). These

“temporary parking spaces shall be removed and the area restored upon completion

of the project at Site 653 (Phase II).

No fewer than 6 on-site parking spaces shall be maintained on 8976 Cliffridge
Avenue in the event that the proposed project is not constructed on site 653 in the
approximate locations shown on the approved Exhibit "A". Parking spaces shall
comply at all times with the SDMC and shall not be converted for any other use
unless otherwise authorized by the Director of Development Services Department.

The gate to the subterranean garage shall be monitored by the Hillel’s staff during
all gatherings.

Prior to the issuance of the issuance of the first building permit, the applicant must
submit a Transportation Demand and Parking Management (TDPM) Plan. The .
TDM Plan shall include the following,

a. Provide staff at both Hillel facility and the off-site location to monitor
parking for occasional special events.

b. Publicize the availability of off-site parking and transportation prior to the
occasional special events.

c. Annual post-occupancy parking demand study shall be conducted by the
applicant for Shabbat services and occasional special services for 3 years
after the facility becomes operational, satisfactory to the City Engineer. If
post occupancy study indicates need for additional off-site parking, then
the applicant shall secure the additional needed parking spaces,
satisfactory to the City of San Diego. If post occupancy study indicates
that the project has no need for the required off-site parking spaces, then
those spaces do not need to be provided. The parking demand study should
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also include an annual summary of the type and frequency of the events
that take place at the student center facility. The parking demand study
should also monitor the use of the on-street parking in the vicinity of the
project and eliminate any adverse impact of the project on the on-street
parking.

d. The TDPM plan shall be adopted as a condition of the permit. The
monitoring program shall be conducted by applicant and evaluated by the
Director of Development Services Department at least nine times and no
more than 12 times during the first year, and at least three times and no
more than five times per year in subsequent years. The monitoring after
the first year shall be conducted during times when school is in session
and at least once during an occasional Special Event.

e. Prior to the expiration of the term of the shared parking agreement, Hillel
shall provide a renewed shared parking agreement for the off-site parking
requirement to the Director of Development Services 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.

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

US Fish & Wildlife Service (23)
California Department of Fish and Game (32A)
Coastal Commission (47)
City of San Diego:
Councilmember Peters, District 1
Development Services Department
Library, La Jolla/Riford Branch
Historical Resources Board (87)
Sierra Club (165)
Audubon Society (167)
California Native Plant Society (170)
Center for Biological Diversity (176)
Endangered Habitats League (182)
Jerry Schaefer, Ph.D. (209)
South Coastal Information Center (SCIC/SDSU) (210)
San Diego Archaeological Center (SDAC) (212)
Save Our Heritage Organization (SOHO) (214)
Ron Christman (215)
Louis Guassac (215A)
Clint Linton (215B)
Carmen Lucas (206)
Native American Heritage Commission (222)
San Diego County Archaeological Society (SDCAS) (218)
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (KCRC) (225)
Native American Distribution (Public Notice Only) (225A-R)
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La Jolia Shores Association (272)

La Jolla Town Council (273)

La Jolla Historical Society (274)

La Jolla Community Planning Association (275)
University of Califorma, San Diego (277)
I.a Jolla Shores PDO Advisory Board (279)
La Jolla Light (280)

La Jollans for Responsible Planning (282)
Patricia K. Miller (283)

Carmel Mountain Conservancy (284)

. Lynne Heidel, Worley Schwartz Garfield and Prairie
Jennifer Ayala, Ken Walker, M.W. Steele Group, Inc.
Mr. A.P. Winter

Ms. Mary Mosson

Dr. Ross M. Starr

Mr. Donald Wolochow

Sue and James Moore

Helen Boyden

Nancy Acevedo

Jessica and Richard Attiyeh

Pat and Clive Granger

Ann Heinemann

Oliver Jones

Don and Diane Sullivan

Victor and Laurette Verbinski

Erwin Shustak, Shustak Jalil and Heller
George Camevale

David Cooper

Gabriel and Kimberly Rebeiz

Deborah Shaul

Alexander Varon

. 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 Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting
Program and any Initial Study material are available in the office of the Entitlements Division for
review, or for purchase at the cost of reproduction.

e 7 g

Allison Sherwood v
Development Services Depanment

Analyst: Sherwood
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HILLEL COMMENT LETTERS

LETTER DATE COMMENTS

A - Richard Attiyeh 9-3-2008 A-1 through A-7

B- Helen Boyden 9-3-2008 B-1 through B-98

C- George Camnevale 9-4-2008 C-1

D- David Cooper 9-3-2008 D-1

E- Sir Clive Granger 8-18-2008 E-1 through E-2

F — Oliver Jones, M.D. 8-23-2008 F-1 through F-33

G- La Jolla Community 9-5-2008 G-1 through G-15
Planning Association )

H- La Jolla Village Estates 8-25-2008 H-1 through H-17.
.Homcowner’s Association

I — James Moore 8-31-2008 I-1

J — Sue Moore 9-1-2008 J-1 through J-33

K- Gabriel and Kimberly Rebeiz ~ 9-3-2008 K-1 through K-10

L — San Diego County 8-21-2008 L-1
Archaeological Society

M - Deborah Shaul 9-3;2008 M-1 through M4

N- Ross M. Starr 8-26-2008 N-1 through N-36

9-3-2008 O-1 through O-86

O - Alexander Varon




LETTER

HILLEL COMMENT LETTERS

DATE

COMMENTS

A - Richard Attiyeh
B- Helen Boyden

C- George Carnevale
D- David Cooper

E- Sir Clive Granger
F — Oliver Jones, M.D.

G- La Jolla Community
Planning Association

H- La Jolla Village Estates
“Homeowner’s Association

I - James Moore

J — Sue Moore

K- Gabriel and Kimberly Rebeiz

L — San Diego County

Archaeological Society

M — Deborah Shaul
N- Ross M. Starr
O — Alexander Varon

P - Jessica Attiyeh

9-3-2008

9-3-2008

9-4-2008

9-3-2008

8-18-2008

8-23-2008

9-5-2008

8-25-2008

8-31-2008

9-1-2008

9-3-2008

8-21-2008

9-3-2008

8-26-2008

9-3-2008

9-3-2008

A-1 through A-7
B-1 through B-98
C-1

D-1

E-1 through E-2
F-1 through F-33

G-1 through G-15
H-1 through H-17.

I-1
J-1 through J-33
K-1 through K-10

L-1

M-1 through M-4
N-1 through N-36
O-1 through O-86

P-1 through P-24
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AZ.

A3,

A4,

AS,

COMMENT LETTER A

Richard Attiveh
8961 Nottingham Place
La Jolla, CA 92037

September 3, 2008

Allison Sherwood

Environmental Planner

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue

MS 501

San Diego, CA 92101

Subject; Project No. 149437
Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration
Hillel of San Diego Site Development Permit Application

Dear Ms. Sherwood:

After a careful reading of your public notice of this draft MND, I strongly
disagree with the recommended finding that the project will not have a significant effect
on the environment for the foltowing reasons:

1. The project will not provide adequate on-site parking to meet the need during its
numerous events throughout the year,

2. The proposed ofi-site parking arrangements are too tenuous and are not guaranteed
beyond a brief initial time period.

3. The inadequacy of the parking arrangements will have a significant deleterious
impact on the single family neighborhood on which this project will be imposed.
There is no question that many students and others attending Hillel.events will choose
to park along Cliffridge Avenue and Nottingham Place, o

4. The entrance 10 the underground parking will be in a dangerous location. There is
substantial traffic that turns onto La Jolla Scenic Way from La Jolla Village Drive,
especially during hours when Hillel will have many of its events. Moreover, because
of the underground parking plar, there will be delays for cars seeking to enter the on-
site parking which will back up into traffic on La Jolla Scenic Way, which Lbelieve
will create an extremely dangerous condition for cars tuming off of La Jolla Village
Drive.

5. The MIND does not adequately address the implications of narrowing La Jolla Scenic
Drive North between Cliffridge Avenue and La Jolta Scenic Way. This street has
increasingly been used by commuters who wish to avoid the intersection of Torrey

A-2.

A-3.

A4,

A-3

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Section V. of the Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) includes parking
mitigation which addresses special events to be held during the year. These
measures include shared parking agreements, shuttle system, and an approved
Transportation Demand and Parking Management plan.

The parking mitigation measure #6 includes measures which will ensure that large
activities be suspended if a shared parking agreement is cancelled and shall not
continue until an equivalent plan is in place and approved by the Development
Services Director.

The MND discloses that there is a possibility that some students witl park on
surrounding streets. This on-street parking is available to any member of the
public who chooses to use it. However, the TDPM plan has a provision that
students not park on surrounding neighborhood streets or they will be asked to
move their car or leave the Hillel facility.

There is space on-site for up to four cars to queue for the garage entry and room
for 8 cars to queue in the garage while waiting for parking.

La Jolla Scenic Drive North is currently 36° curb to curb. The new width will be
34" curb to curb with the centerline of the street 18 from the Hillel side of the
street curb and 16" from the residential side on the street curb. There will be a
dimension of 127 curb 1o property line (parkway) along the Hillel side of the street
and an existing 10" curb to property line dimension along the existing single
family residential side of the street. Per the City of San Diego Street Design
Manual, 2 residential local street with parking is 30'-34" with a parkway width of
10", Hillel is providing a final build-out street width consistent with the largest
width of a residential local street and a parkway consistent with a two lane
collector street,



A%

AT,

2

Pines Road, Torrey Pines Road North |, and La Jolla Village Drive. The narrowing of
this street could only make traffic more dangerous for families whose homes face
onto it. This would be particularly significant where drivers turn from La Jolla
Scenic Drive North onto La Jolla Scenic Way, and vice versa.

. The draft MND does not clearly address the status of 8976 Cliffridge Avenue in the

event that the project is approved. Contrary to previous assertions by Hillel, it
appears that this single family home will be converted into an integral part of the
student center. This would represent a “spot rezoning™ that would set a termible
precedent for this neighborhood. If Hillel can do this, why can’t anyone else who
sees this neighborhood as an attractive location to set up a business that would service
UCSD students end employees.

. What is just as worrisome is the intention to convert permanently 8976 Cliffridge

Avenue into Hille] business offices even if the project is not approved. In section 12
on page 8, the MND states that “No fewer than 6 on-site parking spaces shall be
maintained on 8976 Cliffridge Avenue in the event that the proposed project is
not constructed on Site 653....”" [ am shocked that the City of San Diego would
approve such a change in zoning, If L recall correctly, thee years ago the City gave
Hillel one year to cease using this home for business purposes. Yet nothing has
changed.

What bothers me most about the MND and your intended approval of it is that it does

not address the more general concemns widely shared by the neighborhood community
buy the intrusion of a large student center into a family neighborhood. I simply cannot
understand how our City government can have so litile concern for the communities it is
intended to serve.

Sincerely,

Richard Attiveh

A-6

A-7

As stated in the MND, 8976 Cliffridge Avenue will continue to be used for
religious adminisirative offices for Hillel. No rezoning of the residence is
tequired. The applicant will be required to obtain a building permit to change the
occupancy for the religious office/bible study use.

The administrative offices for this project are affiliated with Hillel of San Diego, a
nation wide religious organization. The use is allowed in the La Jolla Shores
Planned District Ordinance, Section 1510.0303(e).
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COMMENT LETTER B

Scptembergﬂ

Allison Sherwood, Environmental Planner.

City of San Diego Development Services Center
1222 First Avenue, MS501

San Diego, CA 92101

Re: Project No. 149437
Dear Ms. Sherwood:
Thank you for sending me the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration for this project.

The City of San Diego has prepared a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for Project No.
149437, It conducted an initial study which determined that the proposed project could have a
significant environmental effect in the areas of Paleontological Resources and Parking. It states
that the mitigation proposed avoids or nitigates these potentially significant environmental effects
and that preparation of an Environmental Impact Report i3 not necessary.

[ believe that the process was flawed from the beginning. A careful review of documents
provided by the applicant/City reveals that they contain many inaccuracies of varying degrees of
importance and inadeguate consideration of significant environmental effects. There are more
significant environmental effects than are even discussed and some are just dismissed with a “no”
answer. Some of these effects may be of greater significance than others but when added together
(cumuiative effect) they amount to a significant environmental effect that warranits an
Environmental Impact Report(EIR). Additionally the Initial Study discussion has not taken into
account recent governmental evaluations, ongoing environmental studies, scientific research and
medical concerns for the environment and individual health.

Also, the mitigation proposed for parking violates the San Diego Municipal Code (MC) and the
La Jolla Shores Planned District Ordinance (LJSPDO). The City identified in its Initial Study
checklist an effect on local parking that cannot possibly be mitigated in a Single Family Zone(SF).
No further discussion is made of this fact. The parking mitigation will be shown to be inadequate
and based on felse premises.

The maccuracies and inadequacies of the supporting reports lead to miglesding conclusions. At
least one study (Traffic) needs at best to be rewritten and possibly redone to reflect local
conditions that impinge on the conclusions. Other studies (Air Quality, Noise, Water, Traffic)
either do not take into account the effects that will occur during construction, of do not take
account of the effect on the single family homes to the east, or do not make use of studies and
actions that have occurred since the MND for project 6098 was prepared in the fali of 2004,

Because of these deficiencies in the MND and reports on which it is based, a fult
Envirgnmental Impact Report needs to be done 2nd presented to the community for

Helea M. Boyden, B.A,, M 8., 3525 Noltingham Place, La Jolla, CA 52017
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B4

Associated attechments jncluded with this comment letter are not included in
the distribution of the Final MND due to the large volume of material. These
attachments can be reviewed in the offices of Development Services
Department.

Through the initial study phase of the environmental review of the proposed
project it was determined that there are no significant, unmitigated environmental
impacts and therefore an Environmental Impact Report is not required.

68 parking spaces are required by code for the 200 seat student center, and 68
parilci}'lg spaces (through the use of 3§ 32 parking lifts) are provided on site. In
addition, the project provides an edditional 67 off-street parking spaces for Friday
evening Shabbat services and an additional 75 parking spaces for occasional
special events through shared parking agreements.

All technical studies assaciated with the project have been revised/updated since
the 2004 project, All mitigation identified for significant impacts associated with
paleontological resources and parking are incorporated as conditions of the
grading permit and Site Development permit which will be adhered to during the
construction phase of the project, as well as post-construction,

Refer to comment B-1.



comments befare the project can go forward.

Below, I will outline the deficiencies in the MND.

8-5,

SUBJECT: This paragraph as it appears in the cover letter and the contents page of the
MND does not augur well for the rest of the document. In these two instances it refers to
the PROJECT NO. 6098.

Skipping forward to the Initial Study for Project 149437 (where the number is correct in the
SUBJECT), I make the following comments, keyed to the headings in the MND document.

L. Purpose and Main Features.

1, “to allow continued operation of administrative offices in the existing single family
residence,”(line 3) The LISPDO §1510.0102 (e} allows Churches, temples, or buildings of
a permanent nature, used primarily for religious purposes. The use is described here as
administrative offices and in Cycle 12 (6/30/08) p. 12 as commercial use. This has been
described as temporary. However, examination of the two parking altemnatives for this
site, Figures 4 and 5 in the MND, shows that one scenario, Parking Alternative Two, is
obviously only possible if Phase Two of the project is denied. In Aiternative Two the
house at 8976 Cliffridge is presented as a building with five offices with 6 parking spaces
creating by removing the present garage and paving over a large partion of the yard,
connecting to the current cul-de-sac where the present driveway is. 1n fact, the findings
provided by M.W. Steele Group, Inc. and viewed at the La Jolla Public Library include the
statement “The second deviation for Phase 1 is if Phase 1 is not permitted and therefore
the change of use of the house is made permanent, instead of temporary.” This Change of
Use was not referred to on the Notice of Application, but is noted on the drawings and
referred to here with the euphemism “continued operation of administrative offices.” It
should be noted that these adminstrative offices serve more than UCSD students; they are
the headquarters of the entire Hillel of Sen Diego, which has branch activities at San
Diego State University and other institutions of higher leamning (Hillel around San Diego),
including graduate students throughout the San Diego area (Ref. hitg://hillelsd org listing
of Lz Jotla phone numbers for the Executive Director, Development Director and the
Development and Program Coordinator). The telephone numbers of the latter two
positions ase in a “run” with those of staff identified specifically for UCSD activities. Also
note that the M. W, Steele findings cited above include the information thet Hillel “strives
to be a vibrant Jewish presence for UCSD students.”

2.* .. vacant lot, formerly known and (sic} Site 653 and now owned by Hillel of San
Diego). The sale of this lot to Hillel of San Diego is currently under litigation in the Court
of Appeal. Hillel does not have clear title to this lot and the street vacations have been
disallowed by a San Diego Superior Court judgment. The previous MND for Project
6098 has also be found to be defective by the Court and the decision stands pending court
resolution to the contrary. Additional defects in this MND are under review by the Court
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B-5  Reference to project No. 6098 has been revised in the subject block of the MND

to reflect the current project number, 149437,

B-6  Consistent with the Community Plan land use designation, the properties are
zoned Single Pamily (SF) in the La Jolla Shores Planned District Qrdinance
(LISPDO). The LISPDO permits churches, temples or buildings of a permanent
nature, used primarily for religious purposes in the SF zone. The Phase I religious
use of a single-family residence will terminate upon occupancy approval of the
Phase 1I development and revert back to use as a residence.

B-7  The previous permits will be rescinded concurrently with approval of the current
application. Ownership of the site is not relevant to the environmental review.
The sale of the land (Site 653) to Hillel was confirmed by the judge. The judge
instructed Hillel to return to the City and amend the environmental deficiencies of
the MND, limited in the judge’s opinion to pedestrian impacts and a biological
study of raptor habitat.



http://hillelsd.org
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of Appeal. -

3. Adequate parking is not demonstrated in Figure 3; there is just & note about a
sublerranean garage.

4. Paragraph 2. As stated in Item 1 above, the project also proposes an unallowed Change
of Use for the single family home at 8976 Cliffridge Av enue. This unapproved use has
been going on for longer than four years and has been the subject of numerous complaints
to Code Compliance which has done nothing. The permits granted by the City Council
have been revoked by judpment of the San Diego Superior Coust end even though this is
under appeal, California 1094.5(g) states: "If an appeal is taken from the granting of the
writ, the order or decision of the agency is stayed pending the determination of the appeal,
unless the court to which the appeal is taken shall otherwise order.* This would indicate
that unless the appeals court rules otherwise, there is no permit for 8976 to operate as
administrative offices.

5. Paragraph 3. “., .the interior improvements to the existing single family residence . . are
not specified. Other issues are discussed in 1tem 1 above.

6. Paragraph 4. This demonstrates that in addition to the multipurpose rooms to be used
for assembly purposes, there offices of various types, a computer roony, a library, a
kitchen and a lounge (very, very large). This will figure in the calculation for needed
parking,

7. Paragraph 5. Exterior design as described here and shown on plans (Drawing A3.0)
violates the LISPDO design criteria. The drawing refers to a metal roof and metal trellis.
LISPDO §1510.0301 {c) (1) says that roofing materials shatl be {imited to wood shakes,
wood shingles, clay tile, siate or copper of good quality or other materials which would
contribute to the character of the sutrounding neighborhood, Hillel does not state that the
metal roof will be copper, nor what it will be made of or lock like. The metal trellis is
apparently what is called out on the elevations page of the drawings (A3.0) as mechanical
screening for the machinery located over the entrance to the subterranean garage opening
onte La Jolta Scenic Way (LISW) and also on the facade parallel to La Jolla Scenic Drive
(LJSD). This screening is 30 to 40 feet in width and approximately the height of the
building in those areas. In the LIDPO §1510.0402 such screen for service equipment is
required to be of “construction and appearance similar to the main building.” The
predominant main building areas that are not “glazing” are made of stucco and stone
veneer per elevations shown in the referred to drawing A3.0, 1 have seen metal wretfis on
the facades of parking garages on Tormrey Pines Road near La Jolla Parkway. They are not
seen in this single family neighborhood,

B. Paragraph 6. The subterranean garage and its capacity, including lits ig subject to
dispute both from the required capacity end safety and other considerations.

9. Paragraph 7. The proposed grading estimate of 8000 cubic yard to be cut with a
maximum depth of cut of 10 feet is patently inaccurate. Figure No. 2 of the MND shows
the current elevations of the lot, These are also shown more clearly on Drawing C1.0.
Figure 3.0 shows the limit line (#7) of the subterranean garage. The elevations are also
shown on Drawing C4.0. Comparing these one can see that almost all of the area of
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B-8

B-9

B-12

B-i3

Refer to comment B-1.

The continued use of 8976 Cliffridge as Hillel offices is consistent with the
Comumunity Plan land use designation and zoning regulations. The Single Family
(SF)zone in the La Jolla Shores Planned District Ordinance (LJSFDO) permits
churches, temples or buildings of a permanent nature, used primarily for religious
purposes in the SF zone, . The Phage I primarily religious use of a single-family
residence is consistent with this definition.

interior improvements would not affect the adminisirative use of the single Family
residence and therefore would have no impact on the parking. Interior
improvements as required will be designed per the current building code during
the butlding permit process for Phase 1.

The San Diego Municipal Code per Table 142-05F “Parking ratios for Specified
Non-Residential Uses” stipulates that the parking required for churches and places
of religious assembly as | per 3 seats, I per 50 inches of pew space or 30 per
1,000 square feet of area. If the site is within a transit area, 85% of the parking
ratio is required. However the site is in a parking impact area which negates this
possible reduction in parking spaces. The occupancy of the structure is capped at
200 people (except for special events); therefore the packing requirement is based
upon 200 seats or 68 parking spaces.

The project is consistent with the policies contained in the La Jolla Community
Plan to build out residential areas with develapment that is consistent with the
surrounding area’s residential character. The project is designed to biend with the
scale and character of the surrounding residential uses with, similar setbacks,
residential massing, warm materials, landscape berms and native vegetation. The
building maintains a single story scale with a combination of flat and sloping
roofs to provide articulation. The project is below the height and coverage
requirements of the zone.

The project is providing parking as required by code — onsite, and additional
spaces off-site with a shuttle service during peak hour use — Friday night Shabbat
services and occasional special events. The lifts will be installed, used and
maintained per manufacturer's specifications for the frequency of use required by
Hillel. The lifts will be required to be fully operational at all times in order to
maintain occupancy of 200 for Friday night Shabbat services,

The approximate area of the garage is 16, 575 square feet. The garage floor
elevation is 391.3°. Assuming a 12’ struetural section, the rongh sub-grade
elevation is 390.3°. The average grade above the garage is 405.3'. The average
depth of cut from existing ground to garage sub-grade in 15°. This equals a total



subterranean garage lies underneath areas that have a higher current elevation than the
finished floor of the main floor (403.5) (Drawing A4.0) Also shown on section Drawing
A4.0 is the depth of 14'4" of the garage floor with respect to the finished floor. The
existing grade is also shown in thiz section, Drawing C1.0 shows that much of the existing,

B-1%, grade is at 405" and 406" and above. The maximum cut will be therefore be as least 16

feet, Taking the cited square footage of the parage to be 17,000 square feet and an
average depth of 14.5 feet {2 conservative figure} one can calculate the volume of dirt
{converted to cubic yards) te be 2130 cubic yards, It is likely more.

10. Paragraph 8. 1t must be noted that the lendscaping will not ebscure the metal trellis

B b proposed to screen equipment located above the entrance to the garage. Also noted are

B-ig,

the hardscaped areas proposed on the north and south portion of the site.

The above discussion of the Project’s Purpose and Main Features shows that the project violates a
number of provisions of the La Jolla Shores Planned District Ordinance. These provisions were
codified to establish many environmentally significant standards and to protect the area’s
distinctive residential character. It also provide for areas where commercial buildings could be
constructed and operated. Buildings in the single family areas are supposed to Iook like single
family residences, not residence sized buildings having large outdoor paved packing arses (8976)
or large buildings with commercially appropriate facade details. Additionally, in this, virtually the
only reference to the construction phase, significant errors were made.

These are significant errors which needed to be mitigated and should have been addressed
by a full Environmental Impact Report. Others may come to other conclusions but 1 be[ieveb
to be based on fact.

19

In section [V. Discussion, 8 number of significant issues are not addressed at all. Of the ones that
are.

The Paleontological Resources section repeats the mistake in excavation volume mentioned in
item 8 above.

In the Archaeological Resources section, the supporting report “A Cultural Resources Study for
the Hiliel of San Diego La Jolla Project” (§3.0 Setting, 3.2.2 including, History of the La Jolla
Area) was apparently prepared for another project (Klemm residence, p. 3.0-7) and refers to “La
Jolla Vista Tract” and “La Jolle Vista subdiviston.” It calls out the La Jolla Beach and Tennis
Club as being north of the project site and the Spindrift Inn being northwest of the subject
property. These directions would be correct for the Klemm residence (1732 Castellana Rd, La
Jolla Community Planning Association Agenda, Feb. 7, 2008), but not the current project. 8976
Cliffridge Avenue is in the La Jolla Highlands subdivision, Map 3528 and Site 653 was still listed
as a portion of Pueblo Lot 1299. The significance of this error cannot be determined by me, but it
underlines the lack of care that was taken in making this report.

Helen M. Boyden, B.A., M.8,, 8525 Nottingham Place, Le Jolla, CA 92037

B-15

B-16

B-17

B-18

of 9,200 cubic yards of excavation for the garage. The MND has been revised to
reflect the change in grading quantities and depth.

The depth of cut {or the garage is intended to be the maximum cut value.
Likewise, structural excavation for a garage or basement is not typicatly included
in the earthwork quantities for a site for grading plans. This is a rough quantity
provided for the environmental review purposes.

The screening of the mechanical equipment is intended to blend aesthetically with
the facility while also allowing necessary air flow for the concealed mechanical
equipment.

The project is consistent with the policies contained in the La Jolla Community
Plan to build out residentiaf areas with development that is consistent with the
surrounding area's residential character. The project is designed to blend with the
scale and character of the surrounding residential uses with, similar setbacks,
residentizl massing, compatible materials, landscape berms, and native vegetation,
The building maintains a single story scale with a combination of flat and sloping
roofs 1o provide articulation. The project is below the height and coverage
regulations for the zone.

Refer 10 comment B-13.

There is a typographicat error in the study. The statement on page 3.0-7 under the
heading “History of the La Jolla area” should read “A limited research effort was
initiated in order to characterize the circumstances of the early development of La
Jolla so that current project could be placed in context with the surrounding
community.”
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B-23,

Biological Resources Evaluating the biological report is fraught with complexity because Site
653 has been the focus of controversy and ongoing litigation with respect to raptors and trees.
Ares residents note that several sucalyptus trees on the property wese cut down during the
widening of LYVD. The City has maintained this was accidental. Others maintain that there was a
work order to remove them. A former resident reported seeing raptors perching on these tall
trees. At present there appears to be, according to Figure 2 in the MND, one large eucalyptus tree
and seven smaller treesfbushes on site 653 and the adiacent rights-of-way proposed to be vacated.
However, directly across the 6-lane, 4-lane and 2-tane streets that border the proposed site are
substantial stands of cultivated yards, institutional plantings and parklike areas which might prove
inviting to nesting birds, Their bebavior might be influenced by the construction process.

Developer grading and resident choices have caused stands of dense vegetation to develop.
These are the home of various small animals and nesting birds. Directly to the west on Universitiy
of California, San Diego (UCSD) property is an area some of which will be kept undeveloped
even as the Universily enters into contracts with entities such as the Veater Institute.  believe
that, subsequent to the fires of fail 2007, the areas adjacent to Site 653 have seen an increase of
perching birds, including raptors, in addition to the raptors that had been frequently seen soaring
overhead and diving into nearby canyons. Shortly after the fires, | observed what I believe was a
sharp-shinned hawk (size, tail markings and behavior) perched in a bottte brush tree at the rear of
our property and then all of a sudden diving down into the dense vegetation in the yard below.
Small mammals are known to inhabit the hillsides. Almost as startling was the appearance several
days last winter of a largish raptor with a distinctive barred tail perched on the dish antenna that
can be seen over the rooftop of the single story house across the street from my home, It was
never seen to fly away and only its back and hunched down head and shoulders were viewed. It
was harassed by some crows. It had the barred tail of a Cooper’s hawk, but the heavily patterned
back, chunky shape and somewhat rusty shoulders area made me wonder if it was a red-
shouldered hawk.

While the incidence of sensitive bird species or nesting raptors on the site may be of low potential,
there are always raptors around that might be disturbed by construction activity during their
nesting pericd. I feel that raptar presence i the neighborkaod as a whole should have been
evaluated and that it is an environmental issue of some significance. It should have alse
been cumulated with all the other potential impacts considered by the MND.

Noise- The Recon Study focuses solely on the noise levels from traffic now and and in the future
(2030) based pastially on the traffic studies made by Linscott, Law and Greenspan for this project.
1t considers inside and outside noise levels and determines that outside at the northeast patio®
there would be an increase in noise, but less than the threshold needed for mitigating measures.
This report makes no mention of any noise emanating from the student center and its effect on the
SF neighborhoods to the south end east.

Two sentences apparently written by San Diego City staff state: “In addition, the northeast patio
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B-20  Given the noise and activity currently associated with the traffic on La Jalla
Village Drive adjacent to the site, it is not anticipated that the construction
activities from the project would affect wildiife use of off-site areas.

B-21 Refer to comment B-20.

B-22 Refer to comment B-20.

B-23 The noise environment is dominated by the traffic on La Jolla Village Drive, La
Jolla Scenic Way, and Torrey Pines Road. Noise levels at the patios are not
anticipated to appreciable affect the ambient noise. All events at Hillel wili
conclude at 10 p.m.
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is not a required outdoor space by the City of San Diego and the patio would be used in a limited
capacity. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant noise impact and no
mitigation is required.” Whether or not the northeast patio is a required outdoor space is not
germane. The northeast patio is there and measurements (s best as 1 can read the numbers)}
called out on Drawing A2.3 indicate that it extends about 47" along the east side of the building,
facing La Jolla Scenic Way (LJSW) and the single family housing development across the street.
Although group activities may not be scheduled on the patio, it is of substantial size and has a
door opening from the Jounge area inside. It appears to be partially roofed and would be an
attractive outside hangout for sizeable groups of students during many Friday nights of the school
year. The backyards of La Jolla Village Estates(LIVE) residents on Cto. Verano are directly
across the street. The homes were not built with air conditioning, windows will be open, people
will want to enjoy their back yards. Additionalty, also on this east face of the project, a screened
mechanical equipment area about 27.5' wide, is located over the entrance io the garage. The
garage has a mechanical gate that will be opened and closed to accommodate vehicles. Some
estimate should have been made of the amount of noise these activities would add to the increased

. traffic noise, This is potentially a significant noise impact on the community to the east,

There are also smaller patios on the south/southwest face of the building that fronts on LISD.
The environmental effect of additional noise should have been considered in the envirgnmental
evaluation. It should have also been cumulated with all the other potential impacts considered by
the MND. A full Environmental Impact Report should have been prepared.

Water Quality/Hydralogy

The MND states that the Nasland Water Quality Technical Report *presents which Best
Management Practices will be utilized pre- and post-construction . . ."” Whether or not that is the
cage, this statement indicates that the City is not concerned with any water quality effect during
the construction period itself, None of the four paragraphs in this section of the MND address
practices during construction. I believe that this alone indicates that the MND fails to address
significant environmental effects and that an full Environmental Impact Report should
have been prepared. .

With the respect to the Nasland report itself (dated May 22, 2008) the following comments can be
made, The teport states that for post-construction evaluation, this erea is considered “Priority” for
Best Management Practives (BMPs) and in the construction period a “High Priority” designation
for BMPs shall apply, calling into play the requirement for advance treatment requirements which

. are never specified. {The MND ignores this.)

§3.1 of the report delineates three water drainage basing op the site at present; one goes
into the Scripps basin, which was referred to in establishing the Priority and High Priority

B- an. BMP designations, another goes down La Jolla Village Drive; the other goes into the

]

Torrey Pines Road gutter line. The final cutflow of the latter two is not specified. The
MND does not distinguish between the existing conditions and the proposed conditions
and refers incorrectly to four drainage basins in the proposed conditions; the Nasland
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B-25

B-26

The garage roll up door will be required to stay open during events as a condition
of the permit. Noise levels due to an intercom speaker would be insignificant
compared Lo vehicle traffic noise on area roadways and the gverall ambient noise
levels. It is highly unlikely that the intercom noise at the garage entrance would
be audible at the neighboring residences 120 feet away. Further, the iniercom
would not produce noise consistently for any one hour peried and would not
contribute significantly to one hour average ambient noise levels. In addition,
elevators and mechanical equipment would be located within the proposed
garage. Noise levels due to this equipment would not be audibte outside the
facility and would not be audible at the neighboring residences. Any mechanicai
ventiiation equipment located on the roof of the project wouid be well over 160
feet away from any residential unit. Although the noise level that is generated
from this equipment is not specifically known, due to the distance between the
residential units and the Hille] facility and the type of equipment it is unlikely that
the noise would ever exceed the allowable level for nighttime hours (45 dB), per
San Diego Municipal Code section $9.5.0401.

Construction phase water quality and construction phase BMPs are accounted for
in & Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) (sites > 1acre) or Water
Pollution Control Ptan (WPCP) in the City of San Diego {sites =< 1acre). These
documents are not required until the final design phase. They relate specifically
to the construction phase of work. The WQ technical report is for post
construction permanent BMPs. The WQTR includes a drainage study, or
reference 1o a separate drainage study. In this case Hillel included a preliminary
drainage study in the WQTR by way of Exhibits A and B. While the building
ares ig less than ong acre, the total limits of disturbed area of the site during
construction currently identified wili exceed one acre. Therefore a SWPPP rather
than & WPCP will be required and will be provided in conjunction with the
construction documents as required by the City and the State.

The MND does not ignore any discussion on post-construction BMPs, as can be
noted on page 2 of the initial study, last paragraph. Sections 5 and 6 of the
WQTR identify the post-construction BMPs to be implemented. These include
such things as controlling irrigation fertilizers, pesticides, creating pervious areas,
and a hydrodynamic separator (CDS unit) to treat runoff from the roof and patio
areas of the building. A number of other BMP methods are covered.




B-23.

report says there are five, another error in the MND which has been caught by the recent
Cycle Issue repoct.

The Nasland report deals only with the federal Clean Water Act in determining which pollutants
are of concern.

§ 4.1 Watershed says, “The Hillel Center of U.C.S.D, site is within the Scipps (sic)
Hydrologic Area designated as HA 6.30. Under Section 303{d), June 28, 2007 edition of
the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), HA 6.30, CALWATER Watershed 90630000 . .
The pollutants/stressors are identified as ‘bacterial indicators™.

§4.2.1 Lists as Trash and debsis and oil and grease as the anticipated poltutants from a
commercial office site {category in which Nasland puts the Hillel Student Ceater) and
potentiaf poflutants to be sediment, nutrients, organic compounds, oxygen demanding
substances, pesticides asscciated with landscaping, bacteria and viruses and pesticides.
Alsg given as a reference is the City of San Diego Land Development Manua! - Storm
Water Standards (Draft March 24, 2008)

§4.2.2 deals with Receiving Waters and cites the La Shores area of concern to be at El
Paseo Grande.

§4.2,3 Concludes that “bacterial indicators™ are the only match for the CWA pollutants of
concern for the watershed that might emanate from the Student Center.

Page 13 of the Nasland report, §ee next page insened)ve:y cleatly states that “The listing
for indicator bacteria onfy applies to the Children’s Pool Beach area of this [3.9 mile}
ocean shoreline segment.” This does not seem to apply to El Paseo Grande.

However, other state and local agencies and studies seem to be going forward with studies of the
effect of pollutants on marine life at the present time,

La Jolla Shores Coastal Watershed Management Plan (WMP) Final Report dated January 31,
2008 has the City of San Diego, UCSD, Scripps Institution of Oceanogrephy and San Diego
Coastleeper o3 the participants and awthors. This lengthy report is concemed with Areas of
Special Biological Significance (ASBS). These are areas designated by the State of California as
needing special protection because of their unique and diverse habitats that support a variety of
marine species. The goal was to adopt & plan to protect and improve water quality in two areas
off shore at L.a Jolie Shores Beach. Studies have been made, pollutants of concern have been
identified and strategies are proposed. This study can be viewed at the URL:

http://www sandiego gov/thinkblue/pdff0802liwmp. pdf

Table 4, on Page 36 of 124 (inserted immediately following this page) WMP shows that Turbidity
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The priority designation of a site indicates the frequency of Agency inspection
during construction. The construction BMP requirements are determined on a site
-by-site basis. Appropriate construction phase BMPs will be addressed with the
SWPPP. Since a site SWPPP is a living document, the site SWPPP BMPs will be
installed, inspected and adjusted as necessary during the course of construction.

The WQTR, like the eventual SWPPP, are living documents and ate meant to be
amended as time and conditions dictate. Also, a site spegific drainage study will
be submitted with the construction documents. Only a preliminary drainage study
is needed for the WQTR.

B-27 The drainage basins are correct as shown for the pre-construction and proposed
post-construction conditions. There are three “existing” basins. There are four
exterior basins around the new building with the building footprint creating a 5%
basin as noted in Ms. Boyden's comments.

B-28 There is no need to include any discussion about the La Jolla Coastal Watershed
Mazagement Plan due to the fact that the requirement for a WQTR aiready covers
site specific water quality issues.
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(sediment) is a High Priority Pollutant: Erosion from development, Landscaping, and Run-off
from Undeveloped Spaces are among the potential sources. It will accur with wet weather flaw
and is considered to have severe impact. Bacterial Indicators are also of High Priosity, occur in
both dry and wet weather and are of Heavy Impact (one step below, Severe).

Review of area maps presented in this report show that although the site 653 triangular piece of
land does not appear to be within the La Jolla Shores Coastal Watershed, the Right-of-Way on
LJSD and cul-de-sac vacation reqygsted by the project are within the boundaries and 8976
Clifftidge Avenue are. (See Figur % from the report, next sheet) The existing drainage Basin 3
and, at least proposed Basins D and E, will flow into the drainage systems of concern to the La
Jolla Shores Coastal Watershed Management Plan. No specifications are given by Nasland as to
drainage during construction, except that BMPs will be used.

One of the tools to be used by the WMP is a targeted aggressive street sweeping program with a
pilot phase beginning this year, According to the City of San Diego ThinkBlue program
(presented at the LISA earlier this year), the La Jolla Shores area is scheduled to be a participant
in this phase, scheduled to begin September 2, 2008 and continue through May 2010, A number
of La Jolla streets would have more frequent street sweeping. The details of this program can be
found at the URL http.//www._sandiego.gov/thinkbiue/programs/spprojectsfindex.shiml . The
sweeping will include Torrey Pines Rosd (TPR) adjacent to 653 and the proposed vacations,
which according to the Nasland WQTR presently receives and will receive in the post-
construction period drainage into its gutter from basins cited in the previous paragraph, Torrey
Pines Road is called out by the program to be on Sweeping Route 4D. Details ard partial views of
the sweeping routes are seen on Maps #3-A and B, inserted on pages following,

1t has been shown that the Nasland report hes incorrectly reporied an area of concern to the CWA
and failed to take notice of an important State and City sponsored project that directly affects the
subject project and vice verse. The effect of each one on the other cannot be known, but the
subject project drainage is and will continue to be partially into the La Jolla Shores Ccastat
Watershed. This demoustrates a significant inadequacy in the MND and needs to be
addressed.

Transportation/Parking 1 have reviewed the MNI) and the traffic study prepared by Linscott,
Law and Greenspen (LLG).

Not considered by the LLG report in its consideration of Cumulative Projects and the 2030
scenario and not decided by the time of the report is one very important widely known future
traffic impact, that of the major expansion and remaking of the Westfield/UTC shopping center.
The traffic study essentially ends at the border of the La Jolla Community Planning Area with the
University City Community Planning Area. La Jolla Village Drive continues on past Interstate 5
and past Genesee Avenue, the location of the Westfield/UTC shopping center. The City Council
recently passed (July 29, 2008) the major expansion and remaking of this shopping center which
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There are no other additional requirements anticipated cther than the WQTR and
eventuaily the SWPPP for construction phiase BMPs.

Through implementation of the post-construction BMPs identified in Sections 5
and 6 of the WQTR Hillel has satisfactorily addressed the post-construction
BMPs for the site. As noted abave, construction phase BMPs will be addressed
with SWPPP at the appropriate time.

The east boundary of the study area for the Hillel project is the La Jolla Village
Drive/La }olla Scenic Way intersection, west of I-5. The UTC expansion project
study area does not include the portion of La Jolia Village Drive at La Jolla

Scenic Way which is direct evidence that this project does not add a substantiat
amount of iraffic to the Hillel study area. Therefore, including the UTC
expansion as a cumulative project was not warranted. The 2004 traffic analysis is
not applicable to this project, it was included as a reference only in the MND. ’
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will increase traffic in the overall area. On July 30, 2008, a San Diego Union Tribune article
stated, “The revitalized UTC is expected to bring an additional 18,000 car trips daily to the area”
This is a substantial environmental effect that can be reasonably expected to affect traffic
along heavily traveled La Jolla Village Drive as far away as UCSD. It had been discussed in
the community for many months and should have been noted in the Draft MIND, dated August 14,
2008. This demonstrates that the MND was inadeguate and should be redrafted.

1 will next consider the text of the MND and then the traffic study.

Paragraph 1. The MND refers to the Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. of May 11, 2004 which 1
do not have access to other than as referred to in the LLG study. The Kimley-Horn report was
judged flawed by Judge Linda Quinn of San Diego Superior Court,

Paragraph 2. It is not entirely clear where the 141 and 216 come from. No documentation is
provided for the two surveys and profile of Jewish students at UCSD. This is inadequate. The
one page from the Kimley-Hom study provided in the LLG seems to refer to this, but the schools
are not fisted. In addition, as shown in the response by Jessica Attiyeh to the MND for Project
6098, other UC schools and the Hillel's located at them are not similar to UCSD.(An item
between D-6 and D-7 and not commented on by City staff ) I have personal recent knowledge of
the location of Hillel at UC Berkeley-on a block with a restaurant and three fraternities, across the
sireet from the main building of the Boalt School of Law with International House at the end of
the street. Mr. Joshua Richman ,who has been representing Hillel at community meetings
discussed the UCSD study at the August 26, 2008, meeting of the Permit Review Committee, a
subcommittee of the La Jolla Community Planning Association (LJCPA). It was learned that
Shabbat services currently take place at the DCSD International House, There is only a very
small parking lot adjacent to 1-House, so the results of these studies can not be transferred te the
proposed center. The MND analysis of the avernge daily trips for Shabbat observances is
Nawed and is also not transferable to special events. The MND is inadequate in this respect.

1 did not not count as paragraphs the lisl\gbf intersections or roadway segments. It should be
noted that La Jolla Village Drive becomes North Torrey Pines Road at the intersection of it with
Torrey Pines Road.

Paragraphs 4 and 5. No comment,

Paragraph 6. The need for 38 parking spaces appears to come out of nowhere. The surveys
referred to in paragraph two are flawed. In parggraph two, 141 daily trips for the weekly Shabbat
services are mentioned. 1 had assumed that this wes driving trips, but possibly it was combined
cars and walking or even attendance. This can not be determined from the LLG report. The
expectation of the need for 38 spaces does say whether it includes staff, parking attendants,
kitchen/catering personnel who would be expected to also park in the garage. This number is
unsubstantiated and without foundation and therefore the MND is intdequate and innccurate.

Heken M, Boyden, B.A., M.S., %525 Nottingham Place, La Jolla, CA 92037

B-32  Per Section 9.1 of the traffic study, the proposed project is estimated to generate
approximately 234 daily trips.

B-33 The trip generation was not based on studies at the UCSD International House,
Instead, the trip generation was based on the amount of people expected (o attend
a Friday Shabbat service, A worst case analysis assuming everyone drives to the
facility was conducted.

B-34" The traffic study does not provide any expected Shabbat parking demand
information regarding 38 spaces.
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Before discussing the parking further I would like to turn to the LLG report.

The LLG Traffic Impact Analysis was based on studies conducted by True Count for LLG by
doing traffic counts at the cited street segments and intersections on April 4 and May 16, 2008,
according to the printouts in Appendix A. MetroCount Traffic Executive made event counts
reported from 0:00 Friday April 4 to 0:00 Saturday April 5 in 15 minute intervals. {Appendix A
LLG Report) It should be noted that the La Jolla Playhouse, according to my subscriber’s
brochure, was dark on those two dates and the entire weekend, so it did not contribute to the
Existing Traffic and Parking demands.

To evaluate the LLG study:

Traffic study conceptual plan (Figure 2.1 - Site Plan) does not show the ramp (see sample sheet
following) leading from the southeast corner of LIVD and LISW leading to Gilman Dyive. This
ramp is clearly shown in Figure 2 of the MND, but is omitted from Figure 3 of the MND).
Therefore intersection of LIVD and LISW is mischaracterized throughout the entire study, as it
omits any consideration of how traffic taking the ramp down to Gilman will line up on TPR. This
is a significant error leading to misinterpretation of the traffic counts and traffic
circulation. Therefore the entire traffic study is inadequate and thus invalidated, This
figure also identifies the neighborhood 1o the east of LISW as muolti-fawmity. This is incotrect.
These are single family homes.

Also the names of the one road segment is incorrect, La Jolia Village Drive ends at Torrey Pines
Road; it then becomes North Torrey Pines Road.

it was a mistake not to analyze LISW/LISD and LISD/Deseo at all time periods as these are the
roads used by residents.

Figure 3.1 Existing Conditions Diagram does not show the off-ramp to Gilman or bike lanes. It
shows only one of the possible U-turns, from traffic headed east at the comer of LYVD and TPR
10 turn and go west. 1t does not show the U-turn possibility from northbound to southbound TPR.
&t LTVD nor the northbound to southbound U-tum possibility on LISW at LTVD.  All of these
intersections are controlled by traffic lights with guarded left turns, It also does not show the
southbound to northbound U-turn possibility from the left turmn lane on LISD at Cto. Degeo which
has no signal or stop sign. These features become important when the traffic is analyzed rather
than just counted. No traffic counts are given on this diagram -

Figure 3.2 (a) Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Friday AM, PM and ADT) does not consider
eastbound tratfic on LTV which goes down the offramp to Gilman; it does not break out the
northbound traffic on LISW which makes a legal U-Tum at LTVD, nor that on northbound TPR
which makes a U-Turn at LIVD. It considers only left turns at these intersections.
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B-35

B-36

B-37

Figure 2-1 depicts the site plan for the project. It is aot intended to show off-site
roadway network such as the Gilman Drive ramps. Also see comment B-37
below, regarding the analysis of the La Jolia Scenic Way/La Jolla Scenic Drive
and La Jolla Scenic Drive/Caminito Desso intersections.

Figure 3-2 of the traffic analysis shows the traffic volumes, Volumes are
intentionally not shown on Figure 3-1. All of the locations where u-tums are
allowed were taken into account in the analysis and u-turns are included in the
base traffic counts. As depicted in Figures 9-2 {a} & 9-2 (b), the southbound to
northbound u-tum was accounted for at the La Jolla Shores Drive Nonth/Caminito
Deseo intersection.

The Gilman Avenue off-ramp is not shown on Figure 3-2 (a) because the project
adds much less than 50 peak hour trips to this location, the amount requiring
analysis based on City of San Diego Guidelines. The project is expected to add
ahout 3 AM/PM peak haur trips to this off-ramp. Roadways and intersections that
receive over 50 peak hour trips from the project require analysis. Figure 9-2 (a)

of the traffic study shows that the project is forecasted 1o add 2 maximum of 11
am/pm peak hour trips to the La Jolla Scenic Way/La Jolla Scenic Drive North or
La Jolla Scenic Drive North/Caminito Deseo intersection. Therefore, any analysis
of these intersections during the AM and PM peak time perieds is not warranted.
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The study design mistakenly omitted counts at the intersections of LHSD / LISW and at the
intersection of LJISD /Cto. Deseo, because they were not at the projected peak time return home
time. No account was taken of any effect that inbound traffic to the project garage in the PM
period was made. If the garage is full, people turned away might be using these intersections and
U-tumns. This amounis te drawing a conclusion before the study was done. Se the traffic
study is inadequnte,

1

Figure 3.2 {b) Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Friday Midday, Evening and ADT) has the

same problems as 3.2 (a). It now includes the traffic volumes at the intersections of LISW/LISD
and LISD/Deseo, but does not show U-turns at Deseo, Therelore there is no baseline for the

Projected studies. The equipment used or the analysis made does not discriminate between left

turns and U-turms, For these two reasons the raffic study is inadequate.

Figures 7.t and 8.1 which estimate the Cumulative and Curmulative + Existing Traffic Counts
suffer the same problems as 3.1 and 3.2 (a) and (b) in that they do not consider U-turns or traffic
going down the Gilman ramp and for the same reasons the Traffic Study is inadequate.
Additionally, since the UCSD long range plan was prepared, community groups including La Jolla
Shores Association {LISA) have been informed that the Venter Instituie to be constructed on the
UCSD owned property at the southwest comer, across TPR frem the project site will have a
driveway opening onto TPR instead of Expedition Way. Alse opening onto this road section is
the driveway from the Willis Allen Soccer Field. Persons coming out of these areas must tum
south on TPR and might then make & U-turn at the TPR/Glenbrook traffic light and head toward
LIVD or turn into Cliffridge Avenue. Thus the Comulative, long or short term, and 2030
projections for these areas do not take all factors into account. Therefore the Transpertation
Study is inadequate.

Section 9.1 and the MND refer to studies at Hille! Student Centers at three other University of
California campuses (in Appendix F) and various other religious institutions in other states.
Unfortunately, only UCSB is mentioned on this one page taken from a multi-page report. UCSD
and its non-campus neighborhood is in ne way similar to other UC institutions. (MND from
project 6098, Comments of Jessica Attiyeh between D-6 and D-7) and therefore no valid
conclusions can be drawn. Therefore these conclusions are based on incomplete and invalid
information and demonstrate that the Transportation Study in inadequate,

Table 9-1 Takes into account only regular staff and students expecting to attend the event, It
makes no mention of parking attendants, catering staff, delivery persons, garbage collectors that
might be expected to visit the facility on a Friday. This may not figure prominently in the traffic
into and out of the garage, but it will be important in analyzing the capacity of the garage.
Therefore the Transportation Study is inadequate and inaccurate,

Section 9.2, In discussing the U-turns that the study assumes will be made by students leaving the
garage and does not allow for the possibility that students will have some other destination. It also
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B-40

B-41

B-42

As evidenced in Tabie 13-1 of the taffic study, the project generates only a lotal
of 12 and 10 tips to the AM and PM peak hours, respectively. The amount of
traffic therefore added to the two intersections mentioned in the comment is only
a portion o the total trip generation, less than 10 peak hour trips. This small
amount is not enowgh to warrant an analysis,

The southbound to northbound u-tums at the La Jolla Scenic Drive
Nerth/Carninito Deseo intersection are part of the southbound left-turns shown at
the intersections. Traffic counts combine u-turns and left turns, which is standard
traffic engineering practice. The impact to an intersection from a u-turn and a
left-turn are almost identical.

Refer to comments B-37 and B-39. The changes to driveways on Torrey Pines
Road wiil not change the traffic projections or the results of the analysis.

The information from the other campuses was only used to estimate the vehicle
occupancy rate (VOR) not the total trip generation. The other campuses data is
appropriate to use for this purpose since VOR does not typically vary at different
campuses.

The staff projections in the trip generation table take into account the typical

Friday trips. There may be an occasional detivery or other miscellaneous trip, but
the total of these types of trips would be extremely small and sporadic and would
only add, at most a few ADT. The conclusions of the analysis would not change.
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does not indicate the existence of a left tum pocket on southbound LISD at Cto. Deseo. This U-
turn pocket will hold two or at most three cars waiting to make a U-turn, The road funnels from

two lanes southbound into one ot this point, making an impact on other traffic at this time of day.
Traffic turning onto LISW from LIVD arrives in two lanes from the east and one lane from the
west. It can be shown that some of the traffic coming from the west in the extreme right lane, can
do one of three things: make & right angle turm onto LISW, bear right down the ramp to Gilman or
continue on LJVD, The traffic study drawings do not and cannot distinguish between ramp traﬁ‘ic'c £
and LIVD traffic. A photograph (taken on November 8, 2007)provided with the Historical 5¢°°—=
Resource Study on page 3.0-2 shows the traffic concentrated in the right lane and also the extent

of parking on LISD, destined to be eliminated by the project .

Figure 9-1 Project Traffic Distribution speculates without foundation that only 2% of the project
traffic will approach from the south on either Cliffridge Avenue or La Joila Scenic Drive and will
leave the same way. k also does not demonstrate that anyone coming from the south on either of
these two streets will have to make & U-turn at the intersection of LISW and LIVD in order to
enter the garage.. Other routes are available and the traffic report conclusions are speculation
without foundation.

To sum up, the analysis of the traffic study fails to consider the the actual traffic patterns and
traffic circulation that exist in the vicinity of the project. The count in two hour blocks does not
take into account that traffic in the late afternoon is not dispersed evenly throughout the period.
There are peaks and valleys depending on what is letting out at a particular time. I have been a
resident of the area and am very familiar with this phenomenon. Much of the traffic from the north
is heading for southbound I-5 via the ramp at Gilman. Making this choice rather than continuing on
LJVD, makes it unnecessary to enter 1-5 traffic if one is heading for Route 52. Tt also avoids the
congestion at the light at the bottom of LIVD. Traffic heading for Gilman will move over to the
right lane of LIVD here. There are two lanes of traffic turning right from TPR onto LIVD, though
they do not come at the same time as through traffic (no right turn on red for pedestrian safety).
They will bunch up and cross over while jockeying for position in this very short block between
TPR and LISW,

So now we add the cars coming from any direction wanting to get into the Student Center garage
(the PM group which is not eccounted for in the analysis) for the Shabbat service. This traffic will
queue up in the right lane of LISW (no queuing lane is provided). When the lifts are in operation,
each car will have to be turned over to the one parking attendant planned. The parking attendant
will drive the car anto a lift, activate the lift and wait for it to rise—possibly forty seconds, according
to the manufacturer (Direct-Pro). The next car will wait until the attendant returns . When several
arrive close together, there may be room for one in the driveway, but not more than three or four
on LISW before the corner. They are blocking the right lane of traffic on LISW, with cars coming
from either direction on L¥VD in one or two lanes, The problem will become even more
complicated when there is a special event when attendees may be tumed away from the garage.
They may wind up making & U-turn in a narrow 22 foot driveway which is on a 14% grade. These
L]
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B-43  Figure 3-1 of the traffic study shows the existing left-turn pocket. The analysis in

B-44

B-45

Tabte 10-I shows very good LOS A/.OS B operations at the La Jolla Scenic
Drive/Caminito Deseo intersection, which indicates no queue probiems will
occur. The traffic counts conducted at the La Jolla Village Drive/La Jolla Scenic
Way intersection take into account all movements which occur at the intersection.

The trip distribution was based on the forecasted origin of the users of the facility.
Virtually no traffic is expected to be oriented to/from the south; hence the 2%
projeciion. The fact that this 2% will need to make a u-turn at the La Joila Village
Drive/La Jolla Scenic Way intersection is accounted for in the analysis.

The slpeciﬁcs of the traffic patterns in this particular area were taken into account
as c:,wfienced by the fact that four different time periods were analyzed. The vast
magjority of traffic studies only address two time pertods. .

1) B
B46 Iiis Pnlicipa{eq that all 28 32 lift spaces can be parked prior to needing (o raise
the lifts. The lifts could then be raised while the other 43 36 spaces are parked.

Additionally, there is room within the garage for queuing additional cars waiting
to be parked.
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scenarios make it likely that the queue will not only block one lane on LISW but will block traffic
around the corner or traffic coming from the left turn lanes on LIVD.

Any conclusions about delays ar traffic volume at the LISW/LIVD intersection of LIVD segment
between TPR and LISW are invalid because of the failure to take into account the ramp from LIV
down to Gilman and jts forcing drivers into the right lane to enter the ramp. Therefore the Traffic
Report and the MND are inaccurate and invalid. Thls traffic problem is a significant
environmental elfect and needs to be mitignted.

The LLG considers Special Events only briefly. The additional traffic is not analyzed because these
[spectal] events are atypical. “It is not warranted to analyze & patronage amount of more than 200 since
it occurs so rarely.” However, we have seen that the larger number of attendees causes potentiaily
tengthy delays at the garage entrance dite to using lifts. Also not considered that when the special event
occurs on a High Holiday like Rosh Hashanah, Yom Kippur or Passover, the two nearby synagogues
within walking distance of the proposed Hille} Student Center will also be having services at the same
time. The neighborhood bears a traffic and parking burden also from regular soccer league play and
large tournements attracting crowds from far away, These represent a cumulative eifect and there needs
to be an evaluation and mitigation.

Parking which the MND declares mitigated in a satisfactory manner is a major example of the
MND not conceming itself with a significant environmental effect on the surrounding
neighborhaod. The Initial Study is inadequate with respect to parking in that it does not
evaluate the environmental ¢ffect on the neighborhood of the toss of many unrestricted
public parking spaces which cannot be replaced. 1t does not concern itself with the loss of 12
out of 20 unrestricted parkmg spaces on the north side of LISD, (Drawing 0.0 under the Parking
Caleulation heading). This } reduction of 60% of spaces which are now regularly used by students,
bus commuters, theatergoers, all day visitors and workers in the adjacent neighborhood. There alse
will be a loss of 2 or 3 out of 6 or 7 unrestricted parking spots on La Jolla Scenic Way southbound
due 10 the parking garage entrance, constituting a loss of 40% ta 50% of these now available
spaces. Overall this amounts to a loss of more than half of these unrestricted public parking spaces.
Spaces on the adjacent streets are all two-hour parking during working hours, but the spaces slated
for removal are available for unlimited parking, subject to Municipal Code regulations, Every day
14 or 15 displaced cars will be competing for the unrestricted spaces on the northbound side of La
Jolla Scenic Way which becomes La }olla Scenic Drive just south of the parcel projected for
development of the student center and on the southbound side of La Jolla Scenig Drive, beginning
about more than a quarter mile away. La Jolla Scenic Drive southbound is now frequently parked
up for more than half a mile away, south of the intersection with Sugarman Drive.

This loss of parking spaces is mentioned on page 6 of the Transportation /Parking section of the
Initial Study and in the checklist. The fact that there ere now 20 spaces only appears on the
drawings themselves. My conclusion as to the number now on LISW between LISD and LIVD was
made by a personal count of the vehicles parked between the red curbs. There is no discussion.of

Helen M. Boyden, B.A., M.S., 8525 Nottingham Place, La Jolis, CA 92037

B-47

B-48

B-49

B-50

Refer to comment B-37 for reasons why the Gilman Drive off-ramp itsell was not
specifically analyzed. The presence of the Gilman Drive off-ramp was, however,
accounted for in the analysis of the La Jolla Village Drive/La Jolla Scenic Way
interzection.

The number of days per year that a special event occurs on a High Holiday when
services are occurming al other nearby synagogues will be exiremety small and
therefore 2 quantitative analysis of theses rare occurrences is not warranted.

There is no evidence that the loss of the on-street parking spaces would “push
campus impact parking further into the neighborhood”. A significant impact’
would not result as the City of San Diego CEQA thresholds for a poentially
significant parking impact include that the project must be deficient in parking by
10% or more and the shortfall or displacement would substantially affect the
availability of parking in an adjacent residential area, including public parking. In
this case, the project is not deficient by 10% or more and the logs of +5 8spaces is
not considered substantial,

Refer to comment B-49.
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the environmental effects of this parking loss. It also should be noted that since the previous MND,
parking spaces have been tost along LIVD due to the widening of the street. The Draft Mitigated
Negative Declaration is inadequate. This is n significant environmental effect which cannot
be mitigated in a single family zone. For this reason an Environmental Impact Report
should have been prepared, so that alternatives would have been examined.

Beginning at 4 PM on every weekday and afl day Saturday and Sunday, there will be unlimited
parking in the 2 hour weekday zones. The MND says, “ It is reasonable to assume that a relatively
small number of vehicles will park on nearby streets even if there are spaces on the site, This
spillover could be accommodated along the roadways adjgcent to the site.”” This statement is
without foundation. It is just as reasonable to assume that students will be not be interested in the
delays and inconvenience associated with parking on lifts in the subterranean garage. The garage
may be full and they are running late and don"t want to make a fifteen to twenty minute detour
round trip to the parking lot served by the shurtle. They may be going somewhere other than
UCSD after the Student Center event and find it more convenient than walking back to their regular
parking space at UCSD, All these scenarios are just as likely, This is a potentially significant
environmental effect and mandatory parking in a specific area, garage or shuttle fot does not
appear to be enforceable.

Before dealing with the adequacy of the mitigation effort it is necessary to establish the number of
parking spaces required for a building that can accommodate a certain number of people, The plans
say that the parking for the Phase 2 proposed building {Drawing, A 0.0} will be based on the MC
provision for one parking spaces per 3 seats (Table 142 05F) or if the seating is not fixed, then 30
per 1000 square feet of assembly area. Hillel is choosing the 1.3 ratio even though it is planning on
using folding chairs in its multi-purpose room/assembly areas.(Statement made by Mr, Joshua
Richman at the Permit Review committee meeting of August 26, 2008)By the Hillel estimate 200/3
makes for a requirement of 68 spaces. Even if they are allowed this deviation from a strict definition
of “fixed” seats, they need to have more parking spaces because the LISPDO requires {§1510.0401
{e) ) that “"The off street parking requirernents for two or more uses on the same premises shall be
the sum of the requirements for each use computed separately.” 1t is a fact that the administrative
offices now located, without permit, at 8976 Cliffridge will move in Phase Two to the new building.
8976 is required to have § spaces based on the square footage of the house (also figured from
(Table 142.05F) where 3.3 parking spaces are required per 1000 sq. ft) The house has 1792 sq. .,
leading to a requirement of 5.8 spaces rounded up to 6. Drawing A 2.3 shows the square footage of
the various areas of Phase 2. The administration area is sbout the same, 1821, but we now have a
computer room, student offices, library totaling 1206 sq, ft, Adding these two together one gets
3.027 thousand square feet requiring 10 more parking spaces, This does not even include the
kitchen or large lounge/entry. This would make a total requirement of 78 spaces which is more than
will be available in the 17,000 square fect even with lifts. This does not include any spaces which
should be added to account for the entry/lounge area.

If the square foot method was used for the assembly ereas. The multi-purpose rooms contain about
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B-51  Unless there is a residential permit parking pian or all public parking is
prohibited, anyone can park on a public street. However, Hillel will request that
students attending events at the facility not to park in the adjacent neighborhood
per Section M of the TDPM plan.

B-52 Refer to comment B-11,
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3570 sq. ft. (hard to read from online version) needing 107 spaces plus ten for the office space
making 117 instead of the 68 provided with the lifts and this does not count the 2238 Sq. R in the
entry/ lounge which might well be considered assembly aree and add 67 more spaces needed.

We have now demonstrated that Phase Two of the project is short anywhere from 10 to 116
parking spaces from the amount required by the LISPDO in conjunction with the MC.

Next, turning to the mitigation measures discussed in the Initial Study, but spelled out step by step
in the Mitigation Section under Parking, It is noted the mitigation steps outlined here have been
incorporated into the Cycle Issues report that closed August 25, 2008.

By number:

1. 1t has been established that the on-site minimum of 68 underground parking spaces is insufficient
to comply with the MC and the LISPDO. The MND says that “the spplicant may employ parking
lifts to achieve this number.” These lifts are, in fact, incorporated into the plans submitted and have
been since ihe initial submission of the plans in June 2008 (Drawing: A 2.2 wherein the model,
manufacturer and source of the lifts are cited) The location of these lifts in the parage is shown on
the drawing. The Cycle Issue cited above discusses the attendant needed.

2. Several items beginning with this one discuss using a shared parking agreement. The MC
§142.0545 (a) does not permit shared parking in residential zones. ** In all zones except single
residential zones, shared parking may be approved through a Building Permit” subject to certain
regufations.” Therefore this is not a suitable mitigation measure.

2. & 3. The maximum number of off-site parking spaces allowed by the agreement with UCSD is
75. (Agreement dated July 6, 2005 cited in Cycle Issue dated August 25, 2008.) This does not
alfow for fisture growth in attendance at Special Events,

4. The agreement cited above is non-exclusive. The parking is not under Hillel control. That
means that others are allowed to use the spots or a license could also be issued to another party. It
is revocable on 120 days notice. The current agreement expires at the end of the spring semester of
the 2012 academic year, The parking lots cited in the agreement, P608 and P604, which are the
Iargest staff parking lots on campus {see map that follows) will not be available for parking when
the Hilel Student Center is scheduied to open, according to construction schedyle of capital
pmjects published by GCSD in July 2008. See Capital Improvements Status Map 2008-200%
current as of July 11, 2008. which also foliows. The Health Sciences Graduate Housing Project was
presented to the LJCPA at its June 5, 2008 meeting. its location is seen on the map just mentioned,
Also seen here is the Satefiite Utility Plant which appears to be adjacent to or on P604, See also
Project Timelines for Key UCSD Capital Project (as of July 11, 2008) Shows the P608 construction
beginning in mid-200% and with completion in early 2011. Construction affecting P604 seems to
phase in about the same time. The Parking Lot P-102 nearest the Hillel Student Center was already
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B-33 Refer to comment B-11.
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B-55
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The project’s parking iifts allow Hillel to park 68 vehicles on site. The lifts will
be installed, used and maintained per manufacturer’s specifications for the
frequency of use required by Hillel. The lifts will be requsired to be fully
operational at all times in order to maintain occupancy of 200 people for Friday
night Shabbat services,

The o‘ff-site parking agreement obtained by Hillel for Friday night Shabbat and
occasional special evenis are allowed in the SF zone. The regulations the
commenter is referring to pertain to a different kind of shared parking agreement

whereby two uses share the same parking area provided the need for parking by
each use is at different times of the day.

The current occupancy and subsequens parking requirements for Hillel anticipate
future growth.

If the UCSD shared parking agreement is revoked by UCSD, Hillel will not be
able to host an occasional special event that exceeds 200 people.



B-5%.

B-£A .

B-b®.

B-&l.

16

filled to capacity at the time of Friday Shabbat services. It is used by La Jolla Playhouse petrons
(leiter from Milton Phegley, UCSD Campus Community Planner in response o the MND for
Project 6098 em R-1).

While UCSD might very well allot another parking lot for Hillel Student Center parking, the
Parking Map cited above shows that most large parking lots are much further away and would
require a longer shuttfe ride. The future of UCSD parking is unknown to me et the present time but
I note from the recent agendas of the LICPA (August 7 and September 4 meetings) that a
presentation by a UCSD Community Planner will be made at the October 2 LJCPA meeting. Hillel
now has a license agreement with UCSD snd the Cycle Issue repori of August 25, requires that it
be maintained. The miligation offered by the off-site shared parking is thus demonstrated to be
uncertain. It can not be determined in the near fiture. It should net be secepted as adequate
mitigation even if shared parking might be approved.

5. Shuttle service ghall be provided unless ofF-site parking is within 600 feet (none this close even
exisis according to my personat knowledge of the neighborhood.) According ta remarks made by
Joshua Richman, the Hillel representative, at the LICPA Permit Review subcomimiltee at the
commiltee’s August 26, 2008 meeting, the Center is planning to have one van available for shuttle
service to and from the off-site parking facility. He ventured the opinion that & round trip would
take fifteen minutes from P608. This van would carry eight passengers, The parking lot is to be
available one hour before the event and one hour after, If we had the estimated, but inadequately
substantiated, 2 persons per car, each round trip would accommodate 4 cars worth of event
attendees, that would be 16 carsful per hour. Since the projected attendance at the special event,
Cirand Opening of the Hillel Student Center in September 2010, is 350, (Appendix M Traffic Impact
Study) even at this refatively close in lot, the proposed shuttle arrangements appear to be
inadequate mitigntion of the on-site parking shortage, Since P-608 is scheduled (o be occupied
by the Health Sciences Housing Building and the availability of P-604 is uncertain, the shuttle
service would seem to be even less adequate. The shuttle service as described i3 not adequate
mitigation,

6. & 7. This provision to immediately suspend any activities with more than 204 people in
attendance if the parking agreement is cancelled or the shuttle operation that more tiian 63 spaces
are required by the LISPDO is not enforceable. There is not even a requirement to notify the
Director of the Development Services Department (DSD) that the agreement has been suspended.
Given that the house at BI76 was occupied contrary to zoning regulations s an administrative
office without securing a change of use permit, the track record is not good. There is no provision
in the license agreement for UCSD to notify DSD. In addition, it has been shown above that 68
spaces is not sufficient under the LISPDO.

6. This provision raiges the possibility that DSD might after one year requite that the off-site
parking for Shabbat services be discontinued or continued, indicates a future review. This would
violate the requirement for on-site parking to support the number the building can hold.

L]
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Attendees that park at the off-site parking locations will be advised o wait for the
shuttles arrival. Hillel must comply with the TDPM plan, which in Section B

outlines the crileria for remote parking shuttle service and staffing of off-site
parking.

arking ap]

The Transportation Demand Parking and Management {TDPM) ptan includes the
provision for & Neighborhood Advisory Committee to be formed within 30 days
of building permit issuance to include two representatives from Hillel, two
appointed by the La Jolla Shores Association, UCSD, one neighborhood
representative appointed by Councit Districi one neighborhood representative
appointed by the Mayor. The committee will resolve disputes when possible and
advise the Development Services and Neighborhood Code Compliance
Departments of any disputes that are not resolved. Code Enforcement will be the
contact should there be non-compliance with any of the mitigation measures. A
specific staff person from Code Enforcement will not be assigned ta solely work
on the Hillel. They will be assigned if complaints are filed. The TDPM plan
inctudes specific measures that Hillel is required to adhere with respect to
methods of monitoring the parking activities.

The TDPM plan requires that monitoring of parking activities continue for three
years after the facility becomes operational.
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Enrollment at UCSD has been cited as expected to increase and estimates of about 29,900 students
have been projected for the year 2020-21( UCSD Long Range Development plan) and over 40,000
in total campus facuity, staff and students. The future attendance at Shabbat cennot be determined
on {he basis of one year's experience. This is not mitigation, it is reducing the requirement for
parking on site.
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8. There is no process inveked for the notification of of DSIY of special events. Even though the
MND mitigations limit Special Events to 9 per year after the first year, the UCSD parking
agreement specifies a maximum of 12 Special Events per year. Appendix M of the Traffic study
cites several kinds of Special Events that are not tied to the religious calendar but are valued Jewish
observances. For example, Holocanst Remembrance Day and Israel Independence Day are cited as
potential special events. The UCSD Hille! website <http://ucsdhillelorg> curmrently in skeleton
format has a drop-down box under Jewish Life that says, “Interested in having a B’nai Mitzvah?”
This indicates possible future special events centered around these religions ceremonies and
expansion of the Special Event Calendar.

11. There is no exhibit A" identified in this report.

12. As mentioned earlier, this reference to a scenario of retaining 8976 as a Hille] facility in the
event the proposed project is not constructed (one can assume a case where the project is not
approved, or even some unknown untoward circomstance preventing construction of an approved
project) is contrary to zoning regulations, the LISPDO and the La Jolla Community Plan,

148. The transportation shuttle plan has already been shown to be inadequate in item 5 above, both
85 to place and to the feasibility of transporting so many people efficiently with just the one eight
passenger van cited.

t4c. The involvement of a 3 year study plan supervised by the City Engineer is in conflict with the
involvement of the DSD in Item 5 above. Neither is satisfactory.

144, The need for indefinite monitoring of the Transportation Management plan is evidence that the
mitigation plan is inndequate.

Finally the need for constant renewal of the shared parking agreement is an indication, amid the
possibility of non-renewal due to condtions at UCSD, and based on personal knowledge of
congestion and of the built up nature of the La Jolla Shores Area and the La Jolta Community Plan
area as a whole (99%), renders the whole off-site parking requirernent to support attendance
unsatisfactory as mitigation.

Air Quality. The Inttial Study Checklist indicates that no references were consulted with respect to
Air. The checklist item I1l Aér quality states that no exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
poflutant concentrations would occur and that there would be no violation of any air quality
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The permit with the City of San Diego takes precedence over the shared parking
agreement with UCSD. The TDPM plan specifically states that the facility will
not be utilized for weddings or Bat or Bar Mitzvahs, nor will it be rented to any
other group.

Refer to comnment B-9,

Attendees that park at the off-site parking locations will be advised to wait for the
shuttles ardval. .

Hiliel is amenabie to a condition that aifows the City to revoke the three
additional eccasional special events based upon the results of the additional two
years of operations’ study.

As stated in the TDPM plan, any modification to the TDPM plan subsequent to
the initial three years shali require a Process 4 modification to the SDP which can
be appealed to the City Council.

1f the UCSD shared parking agreement is revoked by UCSD Hillet will not be
able to host an occasional special event that exceeds 200 people.
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standard. 1t gives no documentation of this or of the possible exceeding of a standard of 100 pounds
of particutate matter per day. It makes no mention of whether it was reviewing the air quality
compouent during constrzction or after comgpletion, This item is not even discussed in the Initial
Study. I believe that studies of current law, regulations, medical literature and expressed concerns
of the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District should have led to an evaluation of this
pollutant and its potential for harm to health particularly in the construction phage. Nearby
residents to both the south and east would be affected by “fugitive dust” from the construction site.

1t has already been shown in the discussion of the Initial Study Portion, labeled “9. Paragraph 7.”
that the maximum depth of cut is inaccurate and should be around 16 feet. Also based on a rough
estimate, a reasonable estimate of the excavated amount is about 9130 square feet. I have received a
forwarded e-mail clip from an e-mail sent by John Schmidt, {page following) a currently licensed
(No. 14511) California civii engineer, that his estimate of the dirt to be removed was $022 cubic
yards. (Pages following). He added a bulking factor of 10% for loading in dump trucks and
estimated 330 one way dump truck trips. Making the same adjustment on my calculation, cne
arrives at the nearly identical figure of 334 one way trips. It is not known how the change in
estimate of the amount of dirt to be excavated from that cited in the MND would affect what is
being used for fill-in grading around the site. If it were the same, 400 cubic yards, the number of
trips would only be reduced to about 320.

This is a lot of dirt to be removed and has the potential to create a lot of “fugitive dust.” Absolutely
no discussion is made of this anywhere in the document, other than saying in the check list that
nothing untoward would heppen and implying that no one’s health wouid be impaired. The check
list does not specify whether or nol the evaluation included the construction pericd.

The Draft MND is surptisingly incurious about the potential harm to humans because of “fugitive
dust” from construction sites and particulate matter in general. It appears to be of widespread
interest to governmental agencies and medical professionals.

California Senate Bill 656 adopied in October 2003 dealt with air quality: Particulate matter.
1t enumerated health concerns and set out standard and timelines for evaluating and determining
feasibility of corrective measures. In response to this legislation the San Diego County Air
Poilution Control Board(APCD}) responded. On December 14, 2005 the APCD held a public
hearing and revealed that the Disirict did not have “specific control measures for . . . fugitive dust
from construction sites ..... The APCD plans a hearing to Adopt Rule 55 —fugitive dust (Control
fugitive dust at construction sites {0 reduce citizen complaints and to implement State law requiring
additional measures to accelerate progress toward attaining particulate matter clean air standards).
This shows that San Diego County is in active consideration of this construction byproduct that was
ignored by the MND.

At the same time in December 2005 the APCD published “Measures to Reduce Particulate Matter
in San Diego County.” This report, created in response to SB 656, evaluated the nature of
particulate matter, acute and long-term exposure, current air quality and already adopted measures
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Dust generated by the construction of the project are short-term and are regulated
under the Air Pollution Control District's (APCD) rutes 51 and 54 {dust-
suppression}. In addition, the project would not exceed the threshold as identified
in the City of San Diego, CEQA thresholds of significance, which is 100 pounds
of PM per day. The South Coast Air Quality Management District estimates of
PM emission from sile prading is 26.4 pounds per graded acre: roughly 100
pounds of PM is generated by grading 4.0 acres per day. The project would result
in 9,200 cubic yards of grading on less than one acre. Therefore, project
implementation would not exceed 100 pounds of PM per day.

The approximate area of the garage is 16,575 SF. The garage floor elevation is
391.3". Assuming a 12" structural section, the rough sub-grade elevation is
390.3". The average grade above the garage is 405.3’. The average depth of cut
from exisling ground to garage sub-grade is 15", This equals a total of 9,200 cy of
excavation for the garage.

Project implementation would result in temporary, construction-related air quality
impacts. These temporary impacts would result mainly from grading activities.
Since grading activities are short-term and are regulated under the Air Pollution
Control District’s (APCD) rules 51 and 54 (dust-suppression}, impacis would be
considered less than significant.

The MND cannot address any laws/rules that are not in effect. Refer to comment
B-70.
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and considered which potlutants were not yet adequately by current county rules &nd local
jurisidiction iaws. Fugitive dust was an item of high concern that had not yet been addressed by
“source category-specific control measures.” (P, 1-1) Attachment D to this report lists construction
related activities which are significant sources of particulate pollution and which are not adequately
addressed by local, state or federal regulations. The standard for significance was particulate matter
emissions of greater than 0.9 tons per day or a history of particulate matter air quality complaints.
The construction activities of concern for fugitive dust were; Earthmoving end grading fugitive
dust is ondy partially addressed by District Rules and local ordinances, The handling and storage of
bulk materials is not addressed by either district or local rules. Carryout and trackout removal and
cleanup are only partially addressed by local ordinances. Windblown dust from the previously
mentioned operations are only partially addressed by District Rules and local ordinances.
Remediation is considered not only possible but cost effective to o large degree.

This of course does not say what rules the City of $an Diego has adopted, but no discussion is
made in the Initial Study other than that nothing substandard of health endangering would ocour
and no references were consulted.

The County of San Diego thus is in the process of developing Rule 55 that would spell out actions
that need to be taken to control “fugitive dust.” According to recent e-mail correspondence with
APCD officials the consideration of that Rule has been postponed from originally proposed date of
December 2008 to March 2009.

The results arrived at in studies published in assorted medical end environmental health journals of
the effects of short and long term exposure to particulate emissions (verious size particles) on
hospital admissions, heart and lung disease incidence, respiratory problems are varied. 1 do not
propose to evaluate the articles or the studies but am including abstracts of several, (Pages a? "‘i')
fallorwrifg) These studies and others similar have resulted in the California legislation and the APCD
consideration. They have been selected from a list of several hundred articles obtained from a search
using the terms “particulate AND emergency” of a website sponsored by: National Center for
Biotechnotogy Information, National Institutes of Health and the National Library of Medicine. I
have some background in medical and physical sciences in research, holding a Master of Science
degree in Rediation Biology from the University of Rochester School of Medicine and Dentistry,
not having been employed recently in the field. T have been employed in a medical office and have
assisted in the publication of medical articles. I have consulted my husband, Douglas G. Boyden,
M.D, F.A.C.S. about the articles presented here. We offer no conclusions other than to state that
many physicians and other environmental health specialists are concerned with short term exposure
to particufate matter. The MND ought to have been concerned also. In that respect the MND is
inadequate, [

1t is possible, seen from a review of the Paleontological Resources mitigation, that excavation work
could be haited at any time during the excavation, grading and trenching of the property to depths
of up to 16 feet in order to evaluate, plan for and carry out mitigation of any significant
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B-72  APCD is the governing agency for dust suppression.

B-73 Comment noted.

B-74 Refer to commeni B-68 and B-70.
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paleontological resources found. During this time disturbed dirt would present a continuing and
longer term health hazard and the dirt-moving activities would take place over a longer period of
time. This possibility was not taken into account in evaluating any air quality problems, indicating
an inadequacy in the MND.

While the Traffic/Parking Plan makes use of the UCSD Long Range Development Plan (LRDP),
the persons evaluating Air Quality and other construction issues failed to take into ic:tssideration the
busy construction schedule at UCSD. The demonstration pages inserted after Page J¥ of my
evaluation illustrate cuerent construction plans at UCSD. Red circles indicate projects pending or
currently in construction. Green triangles indicate projects in planning and design. Site 653 has been
added in dark ink by me. Also of note, circled by me, is the location of the planned Ventet Institute
directly across Torrey Pines Road from Site 653 which will, according to information presented at
the La Jolla Shores Association carlier this year, be accessed directly from Torrey Pines Road, not
from Expedition Way as mentioned in the LRDP. The Health Sciences Giaduate Housing
construction which has been presented at the LICPA will rise on P-608 [isted as an earlier agreed
on spot for off-site parking. The construction timelines page shows in yellow the construction
period for the major UCSD projects. It can be seen that much of the planned UCSD development
will occur during the 2009-2010 construction period anticipated by Hitlel a3 its construcion period,

It can also be shown that the Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the UCSD Health Sciences
Graduate Housing, until recently available on the UCSD Community Planning website, (selected
pages following) states that the “proposed project has the potential to contribute to both
construction and operational potlutant emissions to the San Diego Air Basin, as described in the
2004 LRDP Program EIR. . . . the proposed project has the potential to increase cumulative
construction emissions anatyzed programmaticelly in the prior BIR." The EIR (wnder prepacation at
this writing) will update this analysis and offer related mitigation measures. This indicates that
other nearby agencies are concerned with construction emissions and that they are a valid concern,
Attached also following are several printouts from a slide presentation available on the UCSD
Community Planning website,

This demonstrates that the Draft MND for the Hillel Student Center has made an inndequate
study of the elTect on air quality in the region. It has seemingly failed to consider both the
impact of the Hillel construction process as well as the cumulative effect of construction at UCSD
proper and the Venter Institute directly across the street. The Draft Mitigated Negative
Declaration is inadequate. This is a significant environmental effect, for which mitigation is
not considered or proposed. For this reason an Environmental Impact Report should have
breen prepared, so that alternatives would have been examined.

The Initial $tudy failed to make any substantive discussion of the environmental consideration of 1.
Aesthetics/Neighborhood Character except to make generic comments about compatibility with
the surrounding area, It characterizes the proposed Hillel Student Center as a one-story student
center building that shall be 20'4" above grade, below the allowed height of 30 feet above grade and
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B-75 As previously stated the APCD is the govemning agency for dust suppression. The
City would have to conform 10 all regulations during the grading process.

B-76  Refer o comment B-1,
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Homes in this itnmediate area to the south are of mainly single story design on modest size lots
mainly about 8000 sq ft. (rough estimate). Across the strest are mainly two story attached single
family homes. Single story homes in this neighborhood do not typically rise to more than 20", Some
of the homes are 1300 square feet or less (for example the SF home now being used without valid
permit for administrative officesfor Hillel.) Remodels have introduced two story homes. To the
south, homes are located on flat lots without subterranean garages.

‘There is other evidence to supporting the incompatibility of this project with the surrounding
neighborhood. It was shown in the discussion of the Initial Study “No. 7 & Paragraph 5 that the
exterior design as described here and shown on the plans violates the LISPDO design criteria with
respect to the metal roof and trellis. The mechanical screen is not “of construction and appearance
sirnilar to the main building.”

The La Jolla Community Plan says under the heading:
2. Community Character (page 85- 9Gj
4. In order to maintgin and enhance the existing neighborhood character and ambiance, and
to promote good design and visual harmony in the transitions between new and existing
structures, preserve the following elements:
a) Bulk and scale - with regard to surrounding structures or {and form conditions as
viewed from the public right-of-way and from parks and epen space;

In its findings the architectural firm for the project refers to this plot of land ss a “prominent
gateway 1o La Jolla.” So what is it that will be seen from the public right-of-way by & persen going
west on La Jolla Village Drive from 1-57 A driver may stop at the corner of La Jolla Village Drive
and La Jolla Scenic Way. I do so often, usually, but not always, in a left turn fane, The driver
according to Figure 2 supplied with the MIND will be sitting head height at an altitude of about 385'
(street marked at 381" at this point) The driver will be looking at a landscaped slopa beginning at
about 393’ on the existing site plan; the landscaped slope rising (now unlandscaped, rising 14' now,
bt apparently cut back to around 404') another 11 feet end then set back somewhat and rising
another 20°'4" to an altitude of 426'S" . Now it appears to be about 41 feet above eye level. This
may not be, but it will look like, a four story building ot 2 prominent gateway to La Jolla.

The other day I tried, using the “extended thumb™ measurement for seeing how big the moon
appears in its course across the night sky as suggested in a recent San Diego Union article, and
using the 14' slope as a benchmark and decided that I would be looking a pretty bulky building,
Then at home I considered what I was looking at in a latera! direction. From my viewpoint in a
middle lane of the westbound lanes, T had a view that perhaps bisected the corner angle. Ican
imagine that 1 was Jooking at the entire east and north facing sides of the project, diminished with
perspective. In rough estimates from what I see of the drawings on line, both sides seem to be about
the same length, perhaps 150' to 160". The long side facing LISD must be about 200" feet in width,
So perhaps that was the total width I was looking at. The building width is about 2.5 times the
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B-77  The maximum height of the building is less than 30°-0" from finished grade

which is at the garage entry. The height of the building at the LIVD and LISW
intersection is one story or 10°-10".
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average lot size in this neighborhood. This cen be verified by looking at the properties across the
street on LJSD on Figure 2 of the MND. Now the whole building is not this height, but the shortest
height is around 11" feet high and substanttal portions are roughly between 13" and 18' high
according to drawing A 4.0. Story poles have never been provided so that neighbors could estimate
the bulk and scale of this proposed Student Center. My obsetvations are that even softened with
landscaping this will dominate the view of the neighborhood approaching from the east.

This building does not meet the standards of the La Jolla Community Plan as to bulk and
scale.

A major deficiency of the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration is its inadequate and almost non-
existent consideration of the significant environmenial effects on the single family
neighborhood, legally known as La Jolla Village Estates, lying to the east of La Jolla Scenic Way.
In addition, traffic into this neighborhood seems to have been omitted in the Traffic Impact
Analysis,

1 have read iwo communications from the Board of Directors of the La Joila Viflage Estates Board
of Directors to the La Jolla Community Planning Association (likely dated in late January 2004, as
the LICPA heard the matter on February 3, 2004, but the file I am provided with automatically puts
in today’s date) and to the San Diego City Planning Commission (likely dated between February10,
2005 and March 10, 2005)(The latter in pages that follow).

Apparently the Board did not submit comtments on the MND for Project 6098, but the comments
they submitted are just as pertinent to Project 149437.

La Jolla Village Estates comprises 128 single-family individually owned, attached homes, the
northernmost of which are located directly to the east of Site 653. This development extends from
the Gilman Drive off-ramp (at the comer of La Jolla Village Drive and La Jolla Scenic Way) south
for several hundred yards end easterly to Gilman Drive.

In addition to the significant environmental effects of increased traffic congestion, reduced and
impacted neighborhood parking mentioned here, the LIVE board is concerned with noise and
privacy issues.

The Boardd of Directors mentioned the fact that the notheast patio of the project overlooks the
homes in the northwest section of LYVE. It will offer direct views into living rooms, bedrooms and
backyards of residents. Nearby residents will also be bothered directly by noise from any activity on
the large patio, Particular instances of noise from the patio, garage and mechanical equipment on
the east side of the projected Hillel Student Center are of concern specifically mentioned are;

Noise from: Informal gatherings of groups of students
Noise from the garage gate opening and shutting each time a car requests entrance or exit
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B-78 The private streets within La Jolla Village Estates were not required to be
analyzed as part of the traffic study.

B-79 Due to the distance from the Hillel facility across La Jolla Scenic Way to the
residences within La Jolla Village Estates, it is unlikely that anyone at the Hillel
site will be looking into someane’s living room. The majority of events on the
site will conclude at 10 p.m, with clean up to be completed by 11p.m. ‘The
proposed praject will conform to all noise regulations, A permit condition will.be
included as follows: During the hours that visitors are expected at the project, the
parking parage roll-up gate shall remain open. Refer to comments B-24.
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Noise from cars idling as they wait for gate and wait in the queue -
Noise from intercom systemn used to communicate with cars wanting entrance
Noise from equipment room for elevators and ventilation equipment
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One other problem that the Board of Directors of LIVE cites is that headlights from cars exiting the
subterranean garage will shine directly in the direction of the homes in LIVE backing up to LISW.

These homes will also be particularly affected from construction site dust that will blow in their
direction; winds in this area tend to be in the range from a northwesterly Lo westerly wind. They will
be directly downwind.

These homes will also be affected by the proposed Student Center towesing as much as 44 feet over
their homes. The grade level of the center will be about 22' higher that that of these homes,
according to the Board’s calculation,

The side of the building that will face them will include the unlandscaped section of the building
including the garage and mechanicel screening above.

The plan and the MND does not address the particuler significant environmental effects that will
effect this 128 home community. The MND is therefore inadequate in its consideration of this
community.

Summary.

Starting from the first process, the Initial Study Checklist was used to determine what type of
environmental review was required. Answers if yes, maybe, or no were possible. The reviewers
considered only Paleontological Resources as a maybe and provided for mitigation. Mitigation was
also provided for parking. I believe that there are a lot more “Maybes” and also “Yeses” which
indicates a potential for significant environmental impacts.

In summary, | call out the following as in need of discussion in Section 111 Environmental Analysis:
The “yes” and “maybe” responses cited below is how I believe, based on my analysis of the possible
environmental effects, that the questions should have been answered. Sometimes my answer will
stand alone but usually reference will need to be made back to earlier discussion of the
environmental effect. Sometimes additional information is added.

IB. Yes. The single family neighborhoods to the south and east do not include one-story homes that
are 204" tall. Approaching the site from the east on LYVD, the proposed structure, erected at a
grade lower than the existing would appear to rise at least 30' sbove the corner; to the westbound
auto stopped first in line at the intersection, we can edd another 10' (1o 40

Helen M. Boyden, B.A., M.8., 8525 Nottingham Place, La Jolla, CA §2037

B-80 Refer to comment B-77.



B,

B-%1

B-%3.

B-34.

B-%5

B-o.
&-37.

B-21 .

24
IC. Same as [B, plus the fact that the project drawings call out mecha.nicﬂ screens on the sides of
the project facing the homes on LISD and LISW that are 30' and 40' wide and the height of the
building. The La Joila Shores PDO (§1510.0402 {c) calls for screen with construction and
appearance similar to the main building. No specific material is called out here, so this part isa
“maybe.”
IC. Yes. Same as 1B.
1D. Yes. Same as IB.

1H. Maybe, Cars exiting garage after dark will shine headlights in the direction of the single family
homes to the east of LISW. .

TiI, B. Maybe, No evidence is provided for particulate matter (fugitive dust) released during
construction period, Information on amount of excavated dirt incorrect. See previous Air Quality
discussion.

HI. C. Maybe. Same as Il B.

1IL E, Maybe. Same as [1I. B.

IV. A. D. Maybe

V. B. Maybe. No information is provided on the expected power usage of the facility (compared to
single family homes in the area or to the 2 to 3 SF homes that could be built on the site); no
discussion of amount of power produced by photovoltaic cells in this vicinity. There is one
residence using same within 300" of Site 653,

VII. Maybe. The location of the site is misstated in the Historical Resources Study.

VIIL. A. Maybe, See LILB.D-E. Additlionally, public safety of lifts has not been addressed.

IX. A.D. Maybe, see discussion of water quality report,

IX. B. Maybe. There is substential edditional sidewalk, ptus paved walks, driveway, and patios. No
calculation of with the removed paving on the cul-de-sac has been done. This study is inadequate.

X. Yes. There is change of use permit request for the SF residence at 8376 Cliffridge Avenue.
Request is for temporary if vacations permits for Phase Two are atlowed. If this is not the case, a

permanent change of use for administrative offices is requested. (See parking deviation requests). i

This would effectively change the zone here to mixed use,

Helen M. Boyden, B.A, M.3., 8525 Nottingham Place, La Jolla, CA 92037

B-81

B-82

" B-83

B-84

B-85

B-36

B-89

The area east of Hillel's garage entry has significant landscaping along La Jolla
Scenic Way.

Refer to comments B-68 and B-70.

As stated in the initial study biolegy discussion of the MNI}, no sensitive plant
species, sensitive vegetation communities, narrow endermic species, or sensitive
wildlife species were observed on the property.

Photovoltaic panels would provide a definite reduction in the amount of energy
needed for the project. However, excessive usage of energy has not been
identified for this project, therefore no impact would occur.

This is a typographical error in the study. The paragraph on page 3.0-9 should
read “The earliest notable development in this area was the construction of the
Spindrift Inn southwest of the subject property in the 1920s. Also at this time, the
initial development of the La Jolla Beach and Tennis Club {originally the La Jolla
Beach and Yacht Club) took place to the southwest of the subject parcel.”

The lifts will be operated in accordance with the manufacturer’s recommendations
and will be operated by trained individuals.

Refer to comments B-25 through B-30.

The Hiliel project will replace a vacant lot and paved cul-de-sac/street with
substantial landscaped areas. Also, the roof/patio runoff is being treated by
f,’lydrodynamic separator treatment system which is to include sorbent booms for
control of any oil and grease residue. The cul-de-sac will be replaced with, in
addition to the bike/pedestrian access, a landscaped area. This, combined with the
proposed posl-construction treatments are considered to be adequate.

The religious ofﬁqé use of 8976 Cliffridge Drive requires a building permit 10
change the occupancy for religious office use, no rezone is required.
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B-4ie.

8-97.

B -0,

X1 A. Maybe. The Naise study did not evaluate the effects of noise generated by the project’s

screened machinery and outdoor patio use on neighborhood to the east. it brushed off construction
noise with little comment.

25

XLB. Maybe. Same as XIA.

XIV. B. Maybe. Community wide experience shows that large gatherings may result in nuisance
calls to the police. The project does not propose any security personnel,

XV B. Yes. The relative increase of traffic may not be substantial, but the distnbution of the
traffic with respect to traffic patterns that were not studied, will have a significant environmentalty
impact. There were defects in the study of lane choices by drivers, queuing for garage, and U-tumn
in neighborheod streets and in garage driveway. See discussion of transportation study.
Additionally not mentioned is the lack of an exterior loading ares, particularly for trash pickup, The
Traffic Impact Analysis made an inadequate evaluation of all traffic impact on the community, Just
analyzing the count is not enough.

XVIC. Yes. The number of parking spaces called for onsite does not conform to the sum of uges
provision of the LISPDO (§1510.0401(e)). it only considers the “assembly” portion of the building
and even that does not provide sufficient parking for special events. The lifts in the garage for all
but 10 regular spaces and two handicapped spaces, can be reasonably assumed 1o discourage
students from parking in the garage for the awkwardness of parking in lift equipped spots even
when the lifts are not needed; time, safety and other considerations factor in,

XVL D. Yes. The 12 to 15 spaces lost represent 60% and 50% of available unrestricted parking on
the street segments in question, Other parking is also lost.

XV1 F. Yes. See XVI. B above.

XV1 G. Yes. See XV1. B above. Also the multi-lane nature of La Jolla Village Drive and the
poorly observed non-standard “No right turn on red” from Torrey Pines Roed onto eastbound La
Jola Village Drive will endanger pedestrians and bicycles being walked across the street, The lack
of any dropoff points except in the subterrancan garage with a capacity of one vehicle which must
either back in or back cut and the driveway width reduction deviation from 24" to 22" being used
for U-tums for persons denied entry into the garage substantially increase dangers,

XIX. C. Yes. The significance of the above “Yeses” and “Maybes” varies but the ones with
less significance must be cumulaied according to CEQA guidelines and result in s significant
effect that bas not been mitigated and cannot assuredly be mitigated to an insignificant
amount based on the information provided with the plan.

XIX D, Yes, we have noise, air quality, parking difficulties, transportation hazards and other safety

Helen M. Boyden, B.A., M.S., 8525 Nottingham Place, La Jolla, CA 52037

B-90

B-%1

B-92

B-93

B-94

B-95

B-96

B-97

B-98

Refer to comments B-23 and B-24.

Refer to comments B-23 and B-24.

Comment noted.

Refer to comments B-43 through B-47

Refer to comments B-2 and B-11.

Refer to comment B-49,

Hillel will ensure that the safety of all attendees will be ensured at ali times.

Impacts associated with parking will be mitigated to befow a level of significance
as outlined in Section V of the MND,

Substantial adverse affects on human beings would not result from
implementation of the project.
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issues that may have an adverse affect on human beings.

In conclusion, many significant unstudied, inaccurate or inadequately evaluated envirconmental
effects have been identified in this review. Some of the above might have been corrected by
providing tnore detail in the plans, and some are more significant than others, but there are sufficient
uneveluated significant environmental effects that individuaily and cumulatively warrant the Draft
Mitigated Negative Declaration to be inadequate and inaccurate. A complete Environmental Impact
Report should have been done under the requirements of CEQA.

Respectfully submitted,

:i%,k e % . @7/@

Helen M. Boyden, B.A., M.S. .
8525 Nottingham Place,
La Jolla, CA 92037

hboyden{@san.rr.com

Helen M. Boyden, B.A., M8, 8525 Nottingham Place, La Jella, CA 92037
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COMMENT LETTER C

From: George Camevale {gcarnavale @ucsd.edu]
Sent:  Thursday, September 04, 2008 12:33 PM

To: DSD EAS
Subject: Project no.149437

To: DSDEAS @sandiego.gov
Subject: Project no.149437°
In opposition to the Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration JO: 43.0276

September 04, 2008

Ms. Allison Sherwood

Environmental Planner

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

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Ms. Sherwood:

The DMND of August 14, 2008, is completely inadequate. It provides no serious
protections for the neighborhood. I cannot believe the city continues to pursue a policy
that will bring UCSD and our neighborhood into direct conflict. For years the university
has had difficult relations with residents along its southern boundary at El Paseo Grande,
because there was a relatively small student center located within the university
boundary, but ciose enough to disturb residents during Friday night gatherings. Now to
consider an even more invasive situation, allowing a large student center rightina
residential area will be a disaster.. My home is less than 40 yards from site 653. How can
my neighbors and I deal with the noise and traffic problems certain to be a constant
harassmeni with a center for 400 students in a residential neighborhood, I imagine the
situation will be intolerable and that we will have to call the police frequently to deal
with infractions concerning noise and parking. No matier how well intentioned the
students may be, the situation will be impossible due to the sheer numbers involved. La
Jolla Village Drive has been a wonderfu) barrier between the university and our
neighborhood for decades and it should remain so. Site 653 should be turned into a

_pocket park just as was done at the southern end of the residential part of Pershing drive

and at other such sites in San Diego. Only this would be use of the site consistent with
the original city plan, the plan that was in force when I bought my house, the plan that
was irresponsibly abandoned by the City Council but not by any of its advisory boards.

Sincerely,
Dr. George F. Carnevale

C-1

Mitigation for significant impacts to parking is included in the MND. No
significant noise impacts were identified during review of the project. According
1o the La Joita Community Pan and Local Cosstal Program Land Use Plan,
adopted in February 2004, the land use designation for the Hillel Site is low
density single family residential nse {5-9 dwelling units per acre}. Prior to the
February 2004 La Jolla Community Plan Update, the site was designated for park
use.


http://ucsd.edu
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COMMENT LETTER D |

From: david cooper [dcooperd @ holmail.com|
Sent:  Wednesday, September 03, 2008 3:51 PM
To: DSD EAS

Subject: Project # 149437

Dear Sir or Madam:
1 wish to register my apposition to and concerns about the proposed new Hillel project, # 149437,

This is merely a dressed up version of the project that was turned down in a court case, and, 1 belteve, is still
under litigation,

1t still will cause far too much new traffic in a residential neighborhood, and will overwhelm the surrounding
neighborhood.

Hiilel is 8 fine organization, but the City has taken no appropriate steps to find another location for this proposal
that would not be detrimental to our neighborhood.

Further, the City could achieve far more money by selling this property for residential use.
Pleasa respond to my concerns.

Sincerely,

David Cooper

8959 Carninito Fresco
La Jolla, CA 92037

D-1  The approved Traffic Impact Analysis identified no significant impacts to traffic.
Parking mitigation is included in the MND to reduce significant parking impacts
to below a level of significance.


mailto:dcooper4@hotmail.com

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SAN DIEGO COMMENT LETTER E

BERKELEY s DAVIS » [RVINE + LOS ANGELES + MERCED + RIVERSEDE » SAN DIEGO + SAN FRANCISCD

SANTA BARBARA « SANTA CRUZ

SIR CLIVE W.1. GRANGER, 0., D.3c., F.B.A. KB 9500 GILMAN DRIVE
MOBEL LAUREATE, PROFESSOR EMERITUS LA JOLLA, CALIFORNIA 920930508
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS EMAIL: cgranger@uesd.edu
TEL: (358) 5343856
FAX: (358) 5347040

E-1.

August 18, 2008

Ms. Alison Sherwood

Environmental Planner

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

San Diego, CA 92101

Dear Ms. Sherwood:

On August 6™ 2008, Mrs. Granger had a meeting in Developmental Services with
Danie! Stricker, Project Manager, and Lahib Qasem, a Senior Traffic Engineer. Her
concerns were with the Access to Site 653. According to four documents dating from
1977 to 1980, they show quite clearly that no access, curb cuts or driveways were to be
allowed from La Jotla Scenic Way or from La Jolla Village Drive. This restriction has
been in effect for over 30 years. It was recognized that access from these streets would be
hazardous to traffic.

Please note, in a letter from the La Jolla Shores Association from Mr. Mark W. Steele,
{Architect for Hillel} dated October 1, 1980 says:

No 4 (Site 653) .32 acres, this property to become landscaped open space:
Traffic and location were the prime factors in the property,

Both my wife and myself were disappointed with the response from Mr. Stricker
in Development Services.

We feel the decision to place the garage entrance on La Jolla Scenic Way ignores
safe planning practice.

The placement: - a garage entrance 50ft from the junction La Jolia Scenic Way
where it meets La Jolla Scenic Drive North would put traffic entering or exiting the
garage on a collision course with traffic entering or leaving the neighborhood.

E-i

Steff supports relinquishing a portion of the access rights on La Jolla Scenic way
which abuts the project site as it provides a permanent location for access 1o the
site, spaced between the two adjacent intersections. In addition, it precludes this
applicant or any future applicant from coming back in 1o request additional site
access. Further, it keeps the access to the site on a Collector street as opposed to a
local street (La Jolla Scenic Drive North), which will reduce noise from traffic
near the project site.
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E-2.

Ms. Almmm Sherwood
Aug 008
Page

Dr Sue Moare asked the following questions in & fax to the Development Services -

Department on August 13, 2008. No reply has been received as of August 18, 2008.

Please could someone expiain why, with supporting documentation, the City of
San Diego Development Services Depariment (in concert with Traffic and
Transportation) has been authorized to allow the applicant, Hillel of San Diego, not only
to ignore the prior rules regarding this stretch of road, but to place the entrance to an
underground parking garage in this same streich of formerly “unpermitted” access. If you
read the record, you will note that prior requests to “cut the curb™ were denied by City
siaff — yet now this applicant is once more being fully supported, with a staff
recommendation for approval of the prior project in 2006, despite its being denied by
EVERY SINGLE La Jolla community planning group, and unanimous denial by the
Planning Congnission since 1999. We have asked this question many times before at
public hearing;. but after nine years, we do feel that someone should have an answer, not
a “spun” reasdn.

Yours traly,
&,\wﬂ L) . S'é%rbu—é//

Sir Clive W.J, Granger
Nobel Laureate
Professor Emeritus

E-2

See comment E-1.
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Engineering, and pevelopment pDepartment )

Proposed Sale or Lease - Portion .of PueBlo Lot 1299
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" 'Yta have no objection to the sale or lease of this property.
However, it should be pointed out that access to the property
is limited to La Jolla Scenic Drive only. :

. R. Cres
Division Sdperintendent
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Hay 27, 1977

SAC (Distribution)
Properiy DNepartment
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1977
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of FPueblo Lot 129%

The City-ouned land warfted in
conteining spproximately 0.10
fnvestipated to detormine ite
The curreat zonfng within the
regulations is single fawily.

red on the atteached drawings,
Acres (4356 equare feet) is bLeing
avallabilicy for sale or lease.

‘La Jella Shores Plonned District

We request that you indicate dany objections you may have to the

disposal of rhis property.

ne ob jection,

1f you have comments to make, pleose
indicate your name and department.

No reply will be taken to mean

If present oy future needs require that certoln ripghts be retnined,
" pleace indicate their nature ant pracise lpratien within the boundaries

of subject property.

. Thank you,
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Chalpesson
GERARD FISHER

Vice-Chalrperian

RAICHARD C. ADAMS, |R.

Racording Svdistary
KATE ADAMS

Corteiponding Seceetary
|OHN HUCKO |

Traawrer

RICHARD DAHLBERG
MARGCIA CHASE
HENRIETTE daJONG
GLORIA DUNNE
VIRGINIA GRIZILE
WILLIAM €. KELLOGG
KENNETH POOVEY
HERBERT RICHMOND
WARNER RQDIMON
MARK STEELE

R M. TOMB

HANCY WARD

la juila shores association =

|- . l
POSI’_GH’ICE BOX 182 =LA JOLLA, CALIFOANIA S2034 '

October 1, 198D

To! The City Council of San Diege

From: La Jolla Shores Association
RE: Density Review For Major Properties Located Within The
The La Jolla Shores Precise Plen District

Ladies and Gentlemen:

In response to the request of the City Council, the La Jolla |
Shores Asspciation haa reviewed the seven major parcels of land ;
that remain undeveloped within the jurisdiction of the Association.

The purpose of the review was to recommend te the ClEy Council
densicties for each of  hese parcels,

The Association is aware of the City's policy of infill and
this factor was taken into consideration during our roview.
¥hile this policy, which results in urbanizatien, 18 genarally
accepted, the residents of La Jolla Shores are firm in their
resolve to maintain the exisring character and density of rhe
community. To achieve this goal, the presently vacant parcels
can only be developed with a use and density similar te that of
existing adjacent land. . This centinuicy is vital ro the environ-
mental presarvation of one of San Diego’s most unique communities.

Ingofar as the remaining vacent parcels are unuaual and unique
in configuration and tepography, we have concluded that how the
property is developed is as important as the density, 'and therefore
recommend that all seven parcels ba controlled by a review process
pimilar to that of a PRD. .

Here ave the seven properties and our recommendations: {Please
refer to the attached fer Assessor's Parcel Number, ownership and
location within the districe.)

51.66 Acrea, no change from exiasting La Jolla Shores
Precise Plan. Traffic flow and topograph concerns
were a consideration when reviewing thia property.

Property #1§

6.0 Acres, we recommend an increase in density to 53
units or B.7 units per acre. Topogrophy and exiscing

density in che neighboring property were factors in
this decislon.

Property 2:

210954




:BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Dhajtgenion

GERARD FISHER
Vice-Lhalrperian

RICHARD €. AUAMS, |R.

Recording Secrenuty
KATE ADAMS

Larrnpondlng Secretary
JOHN HUCKO

Treasurer
RICHARD DAHLABERG

MARCIA CHASE
HENRIETTE de|ONG
GLORIA DUNNE
VIRGIN|A GRIZILE
WiLLIAM €. XELLDGG
KENNETH POOVEY
HERBERY RICHMOND
WARNER RODIMON
MARK STEELE

R M. ToMB

HANCY WARD

12 Juna shores association Seoss;

POST OFFICE BOX 1833 — LA JOLLA, CALIFORNIA p2020

October 1, 1980
¢ity Council of San Diego
Page Two

Property §3: 3.4 Acres, no change from exiﬁ:ing La Jolla §Loraa
Precise Plan. Topograph was the prime considerarion

on this property.

Property f#4: .32 Acres, this property to become landgcaped apen
. space’  Traffic and location were the prime factore

in the propercy.

Property 05t 1.B4 Acres, no change
. 20,000 square feet?),
sideration.

Preperty {6: 2.85 Acres; no change
20,000 sguare feet?),
sideration.

Propercty #7: 7.88 Acres, increase deneity to a total of 40 uanits. H
If en exinting street right-of-way is abandoned, the
densfry should then be increased to a total of 30 units.
Topography and contiguous land use were primary factors.

- Hembers of the La Jolla Shores Assoclation will be present &L
a public hearing to.review in detail each of these properties and
angwer any questions that the City Council may have.

incerely,

Mark W. Steele

Chairmen of the La Jolla Shores Association Planning Committee

from existing zone {1 unit per
Topography wag the prime con- -

from existing zone {1l unit per
Topography was the prime con-

218953
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COMMENT LETTER F

August 23, 2008

TO: City of San Diego Development Services Center
The City of $an Diego Entitlements Division
Atn: Allison Sherwood, Environmmental Planner
1222 First Avenue, MS 501, San Diego, CA 92101

FROM: Oliver W, Jones, M.D.
President, Taxpayers lor Responstble Land Use (IR LU}
8635 Chiltridge Ave. La Jolla, CA 920372113
Pho. (858) 453-0201

RL: Diafi Mitigated Negalive Declaration {JO: 42-0276)
Project No. 149437
Applicant: Hillel ol San Dicgo

| am grateful lor the opportunily to respond to the Dralt Miiigated Negative Declaration,
JO: 43-0276. There will be introductory contmnents followed by specilic statements related
to appropriale sections in the Drafi document. :

INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS:

To begin, Hillel states falsely that Hillel of San Diego owns Site 653 (sce line 7, under
Section I, Purpose and Main Features, page | tided, Initial Stedy, Project No. 14937).
Hillel does 1ol own anything at (s lime including the single family residence at 8976
Cliffridge Ave. used illegally as an office for muliiple individuals during the past several
years. As you are probably aware, The Cily prepared a similar MND (No. 60Y8) regarding
this project in 2005, The San Diego Superior Court rejected that MNID as unlawlully
inadequate; the sale, prenmils, request for an EIR are currently under litigation in court. The
current Draft MND-JO: 4240270 begs for an Environmental [mpact Review (EIR}. There
is no question that otherwise, this current MND will also go to litigation.

By Hillels own adinission, the current project proposal is “999% of the previous proposal
and 1% new”. The previous proposal was decimed inadequate, requiring an EIR and with
the intervening developments of increased wrallic demands involving Torrey Pines Road,
La Jolla Village Prive and La Jolla Scenic Drive plus the loss of oll-sile parking arranged
wilh UCSD, there is even more reason for a thorough EIR. Why has Hillel chosen to
submit the old proposal with “1% new" additions? One can only assume that adding solar
paiiels to the roo! of the proposed building, thus qualifying it as a “susiainable huilding
project” plus the “39% plus 1%" concept would get the project reviewed under the
Expedite Program, so liere we are. Hillel claims that the solar panels will provide 30% of
the energy needed for the structure bul of course ofTers no dala to support that claim. The
issue of “analysis” will surface inore as 1 inove to specilic sections in the curment MNLD but
1 an sure you are aware that the various consultants noted in lie document were bought

F-1

F2

F-3

In the Summer of 2007, the judge declared that the sale of the Site 653 parcel was
final. Hillel is the owner of Site 653.

The sale of Site 653 is not part of the litigation.

The judge did nat rule that an EIR is required for the project.






