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Community Plan ansendment and therefore could also be under construction at the same time.
Only afier this analysis is wndertaken, will the DEIR be able 10 identify feasible mitigation
measures Lo reduce this impact,

B The PDEIR Fails (o Ldentify Feasible Mensures to Mitigate the
Projece’s Impacts on Transportation.

Given the addition of almost 18,000 daily cars to un already congested roadway and
lreeway network, the DEIR aptly concludes that the UTC would result in numerous significant
impacts. Table [S-3 shows just how bad tralfic will be; segments of Genesee Avenue, La Jolla
Village Drive and aumerous sectians of the surrounding freeways as well as their ramp meters
would operaie under gridlock or near gridlock conditions. DEIR a1 ES-18 and Tabte 5.3-1. Yet
because the DEIR’s miligation measures focus exclusively on increasing roadway and
intersection capacily, the decument omits an analysis of other feasible mitigation measures that
would reduce wip generation.

As a case in point, the DEIR concludes that numereus street segments along La
Jolla Village Drive from I-5 to Lebon Drive would be significantly impacted. DEIR at 5.3-55,
The DEIR notes that the applicant has indicated it would ot impleinent widesing improvements
along La Jolla Viilage Drive purpartedly because such improvements would conflict with the
Cammunity Plan, fd. We agree that widening this roadway is not the right sclution. However,
the DEIR s remiss in that it considered only one mitigation measure and then rejected it as
inappropriate. The DEIR thevefore identifies no mitigation for this quite significant traffic
impact, Calilomia couris have made clear that an EIR is inadequate if it fails 1o sugpest feasibie
mitigation measures. or if its suggested mitigation measures are se undefined (hat it is impossible
w evaluale their effectiveness. See Sair Franciscans fur Reasouable Growth v, City and Couney
of San Froucisca (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 79.

The DEIR’s assumption that the City’s hands are tied with respect to causing
ridiock on La Jolla Villuge Drive is particularly disturbing especiatly since the UTC Project is
Louted as heing environmentally responsible. Clearly, feasible mitigation is available (o reduce
this significant impacr. For example, the revised DEIR could cxamine the feasibility of
implementing a transportation demand management program that would irelude such measures
us o parking supply cap, parking pricing, jobs-based ridesharing programs; and the
L_‘:mplcnmnlalinn ol a shopping center shultle system,

- 2. The DEIR Fuils 10 Adequately Analyze or Mitigate the Project’s
Significant Impacts on Visual Resources and Neighborhood Character.

The DEIR's analysis of visual impacts is fatally Mawed because it [ils to
adegiately deseribe the visual characteristics of the development proposed. The DEIR never
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Refer to response to comment 9.93 from the University Community Planning Group regarding
the amount of craffic generated by the CPA and why those trips are a worst-case estimace of
projece eeaffic. In addition to expanded roadway segments and reconfigured intersecrions,
most of which will be consistent wich the Undversity Conmienity Plan, the applicant will be
required to implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures outlined in
Section 16.0 of the traflic impact study (EiR Appendix B) and as nored on EIR pages 5.3-72
and 3.3-73. The TDM program was inadvertently identified as mitigation in che EIR buc has
been clarified as a project design feature in the Final EIR (see page 5.3-39 of the Final EIR}).
Those measures are listed on EIR pages 5.3-72 and 5.3-73. Collecrively, the feasible mitigation
combined with the TDM measures would reduce trips within rhe commuaity associated with
the proposed project. In addition, SANDAG is currently proposing the Super Loop shuttle
system that will link TJCSID and UTC wich varicus transit stops in between. The Super Loop
will furcher reduce trips associated with the propesed projece.

The project description outlines che proposed layout of uses and design guidelines conrained
in the Master PDE In addition, Section 5.2 of the EIR describes the visual characteristics
of the propused project on pages 5.2-5 through 5.2-11, including several graphics. It is
not necessary to provide photo-simulations and architeccusal drawings, when such descriprive
analysis is provided. The EIR devates three full pages of texe ta describing and analyzing the
bulk and scale changes associated with the proposed project. To angment the text, a bulk and
scale graphic (Figure 5.2-6) has been added to the Final EIR to further iflustrate the proposed
design. The acschetics/visual guality discussion vn page 5.2-7 is based on the City's significance
threshold related o bulk and scale. [t concludes thar “because the proposed structures would
exceed the allowable height or bulk regulations of the undertying zone and the heighe and bulk

"

established by existing developmene,” aesthetics/visual quality impacts o the surrounding
communicy would be considered significant and unmitigable. The neighborhood character
discussion on page 3.2-8 is based on the Ciry's significance thresholds relaced to architecrurai
style and building materials and communicy landmarks (see bullets on page 3.2-4 of the EIR).
Because the UTC area docs not follow a single or common architectural theme, there would
be no physical loss of a communirty identification symbol or landmark, and the Master PDP
design guidelines would ensure strucrural cransitions, screening and articulation, impacts to
neighborhood character were not determined co be significant. Minor clarifications have been
provided in the Final EIR to more ceaely represene these conclusions. An explanation of why
removing the berms would be consistene with the University Community Plan is provided in
response to commenc 9.12 from the University Communicy P]‘.lnning Group.
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bothers to undertake the necessary study — (hrough photo-simulutions, architectural drawings and
descriptive analysis of whal the Project would look like npon completion. CEQA requires u
project description that is at least ndequate W reveal the project’s impacts on the environment.
See County of biye v. Ciny of Los Angeles {1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185; see aiso CEQA Guidclincs
§ 15124 The DEIR's deseription of the visual characleristics of the Project fails 1o meet this
requirement nnd, as a resull, un assessment of the Project’s impacts on visual resources and
aeighborhood characrer is simply not possible.

The Project would replace a bi-level shopping center with high-rise development
inciuding up 1o four Yowvers ranging in size from 325 10 390 feel. Currently, the shupping center’s
tallest shructure is 78 feet above grade and the residential uses adjacent to the existing shopping
center arc one and twa-story homes. DEIR at 5.1-1 and 5.1-16. The maximum structure height
dllowed under current zoning (CR-1-3} is 45 feel. DEIR at 8-5. Raber than seriously study how
the Project would sffecs the seale of the existing neighborhood, the DEIR comes 1o twor
contradictory conclusions: al the bulk and scule of the proposed Projget would be incompatible
with surounding development, resulting in a significant and unmitigable impact, and b) the
Project would not result in substantial alteration to the existing visual characicr of the areu and
theretiore any visual impacts would be fess than significant, /d. at ES 17, Cleacly, these
conelusions cannot both be true.

Tndeed, the DEIR contains so many contradictory and illogical statements as 1o
render its conclusions meaningless. in reference to ane of the praposed high-rise stoactures, the
DEIR acknowledges that the 325 foot structure would have the potential to creale a visual
inconsislency with the existing two-story single-family residential development. DEIR at 5.2-6.
Haowgver, the DEIR notes that through the use of architectural und building technigues such as
“vertical distance.” horizontal distance,” “angicd building envelopes,” “decorative andfor
ornamental clements” and landscaping, the potential visual impacts o ke adjacent single-family
resfdences would be avoided, fd. at 3.2-7. The DEIR also states that because struclures couid
exceed the allowable height and buik established by existing patterns of development by a
substantial margin, impacts o neighborhaod character would be considered sigmificant. fd. A
few parographs tater, the DEIR asscrts that the Project is gencrally consistent with the visual
quality and character of the community. X, at 5.2-8,

"

‘The DFEIR also explains that the Projeci would “substantiatly change” the character
of the strcetscape by removing the landscaped berms along certain rosdways because these
landscuped herm are considered a to be a “unifying theme™ in the community. Jd. a1 5.2-Y. The
I3EIR concludes, however, that this substantial chunge would be congistent with (he community
character goals in the community plan. M4 (emphasis added).  Finally, le DEIR asseris that the
Prnjeet would net contvast with the architectyral styles in the communily because there is no
common theme established in the commmunity (at 5.2-8) but later siates that buildings would be
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designed in a style that would complement the architecturaf styles of the community. /d. at 5.1-37
remphasis added).

This confusing hodge-podge of infarmation amounts to ao more than speculation as
1o how this Progect would Jook and how il would fit in with the neighborhood. Such an approach
is u fur cry from CEQA’s clear requirements. Mcaningful analysis of inipacts effectuates one of
CLEQA's lundamcental purpeses: to “infonm 1he public and responsible officials of the
environmentai corsequences of their decigions before they are made.” Lawrel Heights
Jmprovenient 4ss'n., 6 Cal4th at 1123, Te accomplish this purposc, an EIX must contain facis
und analysis, not just an agency’s bace conclusions. Citizens of Golera Vailey, 52 Cal.3d n1 568,

An adequate analysis of acsthetic impacts would actually investigate the Project’s
wapacis vather than speculate about them. The firss step in such 20 snalysis would be 10 conduct
visual simulations for cach land use scenario (i.c., the entire developrient must be superimposed
upon the landscape in “before and after” photo simulatians). These pheto simulations must be
undertaken from all representative public vaniage points. Such an analysis should alsa include
the use of story poles (if such tall poles could even be crected) so that the public and decision-
mitkers have a sense of how the high rises would look from ground Jevel. Only with the usc of
photo simulations and story poles will it be possible to visualize the juxtaposition of high rises
against a neighborhood of predominantly one and (wo-story structares. But again, noac of this
analysis can be undertaken until the Projeci itsell is planned and designed: the DEIR can not
effectively consider the visual effects ol a project whose nppearance is completely unknown.

i The DETR's Air Quality Analysis is Deficienl Under CEQA.

As detailed in the report from Autumn Wind Associates, attached as Exhibit IF
(“Autuma Wind Report”). the DEIR's analysis of air quality impacis is full of gaps. It fils 1o
identify myriad mitigation macasures (o reduce the Projeet’s clearly sigmificant increase in air
emissions, and it provides no analysis at all of diesel particulate emissions from construction and
apevation of the Project, The following discussion summarizes only the nwost epregious
deficiencics in the DEIRs aiv quality analysis. This letter incorporates the Autumn Wind Report
by reference.

The DEIR wnderstates the Project’s potential impact on air quality, in large part,
because il igneres 1he interaction beiween emissions generated by the Project and emissions Irom
other sources in the San Dicgo Air Basin. Specifically, the document fails (o accurately analyze
the effeet of the Project’s emissions on ozone formation because it enly includes data from local
maonitering stations and fails to acknowledge the potential for o7one fransport. Ozone is formed
by a reaction between two poltutants, nitrogen oxides {“NOx") and reactive arganic gasses
("ROG™). As the Autumn Wind Report states: OQzone is a regional pollutant and ROG and NOx
emissions generated by the Project must be evaluated for their patential to contribute 10 ozone

14.29

14.30

The EIR does not need to provide photo- or visuai-simulations or story poles for each of the
land use scenario to describe the porential aesthetics/visual qualicy impacts of the Master PDP
Similar to all other issuc areas, the aesthetics/visual quality section of the EIR has analyzed
the worst-case condition, which is the Maximum Residential scenario, because it would resulc
in the construction of up to four high-rise towers. Al other scenarios would result in fewer
LOwers.

Although impacts are considered unmitigable, the air qualtcy analysis does identify micigation
measures to reduce che proposed project’s air emissions impaces.  These measures include
construction mitigation measures that would reduce fugitive dust impacts and measures to
reduce production of ROC. In addition, a new micigation has been added to the Final EIR
to address impacts related to construction equipment NOx emissions {see new MM 5.4-7).
It should be noted thar the main concributer to long-term operational emissions is vehicuiar
craffic. While not described as mirigation measures because chey are projece design features,
che project incfudes mixed uses (rezail, commerciat/office, and resideatial) and a transit center
designed o reduce vehicle crips/miles travelled and, cherefore, impaces to the air quality.
Reduction of vehicle trips, to the exteat possible, is the best means of reducing long-term,
operational emissions. Vehicle trips are not, however, under che direct contrel of the projece
applicant and the project applicant cannot dictace whar types of vehicles thar residents,
workers, and/or shoppers can use.

With regard to toxic air contaminants, che commenter menrions diesel particulate mareer.
For construction impacts, the analysis states that diesel particulate will be emirced from heavy
conscruction equipment. These emissions would occur during the conseruction period (from
three o five years) and would vary during that time perisd. The Autumn Wind attachment
cites the SCAQMD's Rule 1401 for guidance as ra whar would be required in a healch risk
assessment. It should be noted thar the SCAQMTIY itsclf does not require healch risk assessments
to be prepared for conscruction projects. Rule 1401 requires health risk assessments to be
prepared for “new permit units, relocations, or modificarions to existing permit unics which
emit toxic air contaminants”. Rule 1401 sets forth the requirements for issuance of permits
under SCAQMD Rules 20§ and 203. These rules regufate stationary sources of emissions
that are permanent. SCAQMI Rule 219 dearly exempts mobile sources from permitting
requirements; thus SCAQMD Rule 1401 does nor apply to construction equipment.
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Dicsel particulate maccer has not been identified by the stace of California as an acuce toxic air
contaminant, Racher, it has been identificd as a carcinogen and a chronic toxic air contaminant,
and health effects are observed over long-term exposure.  Construction projects are shore-
term and thetr emnissions sources are not permanent; therefore, construction healch risk
assessments are not generally conducred or required for construction projects of the nature of
the UTC project. All construction equipment that will be used during construction will meet
applicable standards for emissions and will be maincained in accordance with manufacturer’s
FeQUITEMments.

The comment alse indicates that no analysis of diesel pardculate has been conducted for
operations, ‘Two sources of dicsel particulate would be associated with project operations: bus
emissions from buses using the transic center, and emissions from-delivery trucks. It should
be noted chat the existing UTC development contains a transic center that services buses and
can house up to six buses on sitc at any one time. The project itself would not result in an
increase in buses; the project is merely providing a transic center for the use of buses and other
transit options. According to NCTD, whose buses stop at che UTC eransic center, 117 of their
175 buses (67%) are Compressed Narura) Gas buses and 58% are diese). According w MTS,
whose buses also utilize the UTC cransic center, of a toral fleer of 476 buses, 50% are CNG
and 419% are diesel. In 2008, MTS is starting a program to covert the remaining diesel buses
to CNG by 2013. Therefore, by 2013 all buses in the MTS fleet will be CNG and the number
of CNG buses will increase cach year until 2013. Because the trend is to decommission
diesel buses, emissions from these buses would decrease over current levels, resuleing in a net
reduction in diesel particulate emissions associated with the UTC eransiz center.

With regard to delivery trucks, delivery crucks will meer on-road emission scandards for diesel
particulate mateer. These standards are developed and implemented by the California Air
Resources Board and have become increasingly scringent. On-road trucks are aleeady required
to use low-sulfur fuels ro reduce emissions of diesel parciculate marcter, and are required ro limit
idling to five minutes oc less in trucks greater than 10,000 pounds. The ARB is continuing to
regulate ernissions of diesel particulate from on-road vehicles and these emissions will continue
to decrease with cime. [t shoukl alsu be noted that in the ARB's Air Quality and Land 1se
Handbook (which identifies potentially incompatible land uses such as residential areas and
rail yards, chrome plating facilities, and refineries) the ARB did not ideatify shopping centers
and associated delivery vehicles as a major source of toxic aif contaminants that should be
locared away from residential areas. Finally, in the SCAQMD's "Healch Risk Assessment
Guidance for Analyzing Cancer Risks from Maobile Source Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA
Air Quality Analysis™, in which the SCAQMD identified sources for which they recommend a
healch risk assessment be conducted, the SCAQMD did not identify shopping centers as one
of the types of sources for which they recommend a healch risk assessment.
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To augmene the information coneained in che EIR and this response, SRA conducred a heatth
risk assessment (HRA) to quanritatively evaluate the potenual for roxic air conraminant
emissions and associated health risks associated with diesel construction equipment und
heavy truck traffic assessing the projece site. The HRA is appended to the Final EIR (see EIR
Appendix K) for reference purposes. The primary objective of the HRA was to estimate the
inceemental excess cancer risk and non-cancer health hazards from diesel exhaust particulare
matter. Based on the SRA analysis of nearby residential receptors, rhe incremencal cancer risk
chrenic non-cancer hazard index associated with construction equipment would be well below
the significance threshold of 1 in a million. For delivery vehicles, the maximum exposure
would continue to occur at the existing loading docks on cthe UTC site where no residencial
receptors exist or are proposcd. Both incremental cancer risk and chronic non-cancer risks for
operational emissions would be below significance thresholds. Therefore, no new significant
impacts are identified and the EIR conclusions are validaced.

The comment also indicates char the air quality analysis fails o analyze the effect of the
project’s emissions on ozone formation because it only includes data from local menitoring
stations and fails to acknowledge the potential for ozone transport. The analysis clearly states
the attainment seatus of the air basin relative to vzone {(page 5.4-2 of the EIR). The purpose

of the background air quality dara is to provide daca for the area in which the projeteis - -
tocared. Ozone modeling is not conducted for individual projects. There is ne requirerhent =
to provide ozone background data for every monitoring station wichin che San Diego Air
Basin The intent in providing air quality data for che nearest monitoring seacion is to provide

a representation of the ambienc air quality in the vicinity of the project, which is standard
practice in CEQA documents for describing existing cenditions. The dara from the nearese
monitoring station was provided in Table 5.4-2 in the EIR.

The comment indicates that the use of 2020 is not appropriate for che buildouc year. 2020 is
considered the year in which both the project and the cormmunity would achieve full buildour
and is appropriace for the analysis.
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vinlations. “Emissions from the UTC project. under cominon transport conditions, could cause
exceedances of air quaiity standards ai non-local locations, and pariicularly at inland areas where
monitored duta already reflect higher measured vajues.”” Sce Exhibit F. These deficicneics. as
well as othees telating to questionable modeting assumprions and the use oI 2020 as the Project’s
build cul year, suggest that the DEIR substantially underestimates the Project’s air quality
impacts.

Drespite the deficient analysis, the DEIR does recognize that the Praject’s increage
in emissions could affect the abiity of the San Diego Air Basin (o atiain and maintain the ambient
air guality siendards for ozone. DEIR w1 5.4-30. This increase in emissions is exiraordinarily
significont inasmuch as the Califernia Clean Air Act and San Diego's Regional Air Quality
Strategy "RAQS”) require a five percent annual rediction in azone precursor emissions for areas
not meeting state air quality standards, or implementation of all fcasible control measures in the
cvent that a five percent annnal reduction in azone precursar ernissions is not achievable. &, at
5.4-29 (eriphasis added).

Given that this Project has the potentiaf to pbstract attaipment of air quality
standards, one would expect the DEIR to identify every {easible mitigation measure to reduce
ozanc precursor emissions.  Indced. as noted above, the Celifornia Clean Air Act and San
Dicga's RAQS require either a reduction in emissions or implementation ol all feasible contral
measures. Unforiunately, the DEIR makes only the most feebie attempt to reduce Project
emissions. offering only one measure. Mitigation Measure 5.4-7 culls for the usc of low-ROC
paints, adhesives and selvents and the installalion of Jow emission walet heaters and furnaces
where requiced. Zd. (emphasis added).  As the Autuinn Wind Report attests, Califmnia already
requires the ese of low- VOU architectural coatings. Morcover, the measure's requirement for
low emission water heaters is vague and enlirely unenforceable. Thus, the DEIR provides little in
e way of uetual mitigation for the Project’s substantial incrcase iR 02oNe precursar emissions.

The DERR 1ries 1o explain that the Projeet would be consistent with he
transportation-related measures coninined in the RAQS because it includes transit improvements.
DEIR at 5.4-30, As discussed above, the DEIR never clearly articulates whal transit
improvements are even proposed. Moreover, even il the Project includes the acrual construction
of the transit center, a closer look at the expecied transit Adership associaled with the proposed
Project shows that very few individuals are actually expected to ride transit. According to Table
5.3-18, exaetly Len individuals are projected to ride transit in the moming. while only seven
would ride buses in tiic afiernoon. DER at 5.3-18. These hieak transit ridership numbers tell the
Irue story - this Project would do very [ittle to reduce dependence on the actomebile. Vehicular
traffic is a tremendous source of the Project’s air craissions.  As such, the revised DEIR must
thoroughly examine other opporturitics lor vehicular wip reduction. Te that end, the EIR
preparers should consult with the San Diegn Air Pollution Contral District to ensure that the
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The comment indicates thar all feasible mitigation measures for ozone precursors emissions
have not been identified. Again, it should be noted ¢hat the main conrributor to emissions
is vehicular traffic. Reduction of vehicle trips 1o the extent possible is the best means of
reducing emissions; project design features will reduce vehicle trips to the extenr possible.
The proposed project includes mixed uses {recail, commercialfoffice, and residential) and a
transit center designed to reduce vehicle £rips for retail customers, workers and residents in the
community and, therefore, impacts to the regional air quality. In addition, the Transportacion
Demand Management plan proposed as part of the project would reduce vehicle emissions by
encouraging erip reductions for employees through cransit subsidies, bike parking/lockers, en
site supporr facilities, vanpool/carpool spaces and other means 1o reduce trips. All of these
measures are part of the project design rather chan specific mitigations and would make major
strides in controlling the production of ozone precursors and other pollutant emissions of the
project and to cereain degree the UTC area. Further measures that are parc of the project’s
design are discussed under Issue 4 in Section 5.4 of the EIR, and include measures designed ro
reduce energy use. These measures include LEED cerrificacion of the expanded facility and a
green program that would reduce energy use, warer consumption and vehicle use associared
with the revitalized shopping center which in turn would reduce emissions. As with the mixed
uses and availability of alternative rransporeation, these measures have been included as parr
of the projece design as opposed to mitigarion measures. The design measvres are outlined on
pages 5.4-38 and 5.4-39 of the EIR. Refer o response to comment 9.39 from the University
Community Planning Group for additional discussion on the LEED certification the applican:
is pursuing.

With regard to construction emissions of NQx, the EiR concluded thar sigaifican levels of
NOx emissions would be generated if boch construction phases were t oceur simultanequsly
(see Table 5.4-14). The EIR concluded the impacts would be significant and wamitigated.
However, in response to this comment, the project applicant has accepted a new mitigarion
measure that would prevent overlapping conseruction schedules for Phases 1 and 2 or require
the use of low NOx construction equipment. Implementation of this measure would reduce
short-term, construction emissions t below significant levels. See Section 5.4 in the Fina} EIR
for additional derails. It should be noted rhat operational emissions of NOx would not exceed
any thresholds (Table 5.4-13), alcthough long-term emissions of ROC wouid be significant.

As stated above in response to comment [4.3, the project includes both mixed uses and a
transit center, These measures are standard measures designed to reduce vehicle trips. In
addition, a Transportation Demand Management (FDM) plan will be implemented by the
applicant to reduce the trips its employees and customers produce.  Refer to response to
comment 9.25 from the University Community Planning Group regarding the range of TDM
mcasures the applicant has incorporated into the project design.
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Project includes all applicable wansportation control measures identified in the existing and the

cont. pending RAQS revision.
— ) , o ‘ . o . stated a ) : . . . i
e probles s e DEIR" i oty ol oxtend beyond i e 0 14.33 As cd. bove., the dnaly.sns st-ates that dICSE‘.] part:culat.e will .bc emitted from heavy
adequately analyze and mitigate the Project's impaets on criteria sir pollutants. Although the construction equipment. A discussion of construction analyses s provided above under response

document aptly acknowledges the potential risk to public health from exposure to digsel

: dyes the. calth | to comment 14.30. Conrcrary to the statements in the comment, regulatory agencies do not
particulate matter (“DPM™) emissions pencrated by the Project, it never actually studies these

potentially scrious health impcts, Tnstoad, the document states, absent any analysis op evidence generally require healch risk assessments for construction projects because they recognize the
that the putential exposure to PPM would be temparary in nature. DEIR at 5.4-20 and 5.4.26. shore-term, variable nacure of construccion and understand thaz diesel particulate is identified
]453 As the Autumn Wind Report explains, exposure ta these pollutants would certainly not be as a long-term toxic air contaminane. Diesel particulate from buses and delivery trucks has
“lenporary” since construction of the Project would take up to five years. In addition, air quality 1
regulatory agencies have specifically requited analysis of health risk for projects with less also been addressed above.
emissions, and occurring over a shorer timeframe, than the UTC Project. Finally, exposure to
[3PM would extend beyond the Project’s construction phase. Many of the delivery trucks and 14.34 Noise from construction equipment can typically gencrate up to from 72 w 95 dBA ac a
buses aceessing the on-site transit center would be diesel powered, Clearly, the DEIR has missed - . . . B .
the murk an the putential health risk fFom exposurc 1o the Project’s DPM ensissions. The revised distance of 30 feer, wich peak construction for the loudest equipment reaching 96 dBA ar
DEIR must undertake this neccssary health risk analysis. a distance of 50 feer from che equipment. A range of construction activities would cccur on

. . he projecr site; olition : i avati he highest noise
In sum, because this DEIR cannot scrve 1o inform the public and decision- mukers the proj site; however, dem and foundation excavation would be t &

of the Irue air quality conscquences of the Project, it must be revised substantially and generating activities during site redevelopment. In particular, demolition of the existing
recireulated. parking structure near the Sears department store and che excavation of a new foundation
anons

1 Ee i i t g latl ignificant
4. The DEIR Falis to Adequately Analyze and Mitigate Constraction Noise for the proposed residential scructure would have the greatest pocential to cause significant,

Impacts on Nearby Sensitive Receptors. construction noise impacts because of its proximity to the property kine {where nuise control
) ) ) o is required) and presence ncarby of noisc sensitive Jand uses (i.e., residences.and a daycare
in licu ol actually analysing construction related noisc impacts on nearby sensilive s . . . . ol
receptars. the DEIR simply asscrts that such impacts would be potentially significant, DEIR at facility). These construction activities cypically include the use of a bulldozer, excavator, and
5.9-7. The document then identifies four standard “ mitigarion measures” und boldly prockaims a track-mounted breaker, among other, ess noisy picces of equipment.
1434 that construction noise impacts would be mitigated to a tess than significant level. DEIR st ES-
43 and 5.9-7. Here too, the DEIR provides no evidence, let alone analysis, o conclude that the . . . T .
Project’s significant construction- related noise impacts would be mitigated to an insignificant Assuming all three picces of cquipment could be de1dually Opcmted in the southeast corner
level. Quite simply it appuars the DEIR was set up 1o aive at this preordained resuit, Thercfore of the site during project construction phase, noise levels associured with the equipment would
the eﬂ:ccl::d‘pu%-)iic is given no specific in‘fnrnwtiqn 2s 1o the 1ype and severity oftl_u? Pruject’s range from 85 to 89 dBA L__ at 50 fect based on construction equipment noise levels and
potential noise impacts. Nor does the DEIR provide any assurance that these sensitive receptors i i : LQ i . .. .
would be sufficienily protected during the I'roject’s profracted construetion process, operational planning informartion provided by the Federal Highway Adminiscration and the

British Deparement of Environmental Food and Rural Affairs. Given chat the existing parking

A comclusion regarding th significance tan environmental impact that is not scruceure is approximately 30 feet from the property line, a temporary noise control barricr

based on an anatysis of the relevant facts fails to fulfil] CEQA’s informational goal. See ) ; ) | )
Stanishaus Natwral Heritage Project, 48 Cal. App.dth at 182; Citizens of Goleta Vallev, 52 Cal.3d of 25 feet in height would have to be placed approximately ¥ the distance between the

at 568, The UTC DIEIR fails to fulfill s paramount CEQA purpose both because it neglects 1o equipment and che property line to provide approximately 19 dBA of noise reduction at the
present all relevant facts relating (o the Project’s construction noise impacts upon seasiiive

property line. The barrier should be in cither a half moon shape arouad the equipment or
extend significantly beyond each side of the line of sight of the equipment and have a Sound
“Transmission Class (STC) rating of 25 or greater. Due to che heighe requirements for a barrier
to reduce the noise from a breaker, such equipment could not be used in the demolition of
the parking structure decks or other rall scrucrures, but could be used at ground level or sub-
ground level work. With temporary noise barriers, operational assumptions and the amount of
noise reduction achieved, the worst-case construction equipment would operate in compliance
with the City's naise ordinance and the stated mitigation would be feasible.
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receplors and because s cursary canclusions are based upon na anatysis. Withouwt a detailed
quantitetive analysis of construction related noise, it is not possible 1o determine the severity of

A ‘The DETR Fails to Adequately Analyze The Potential Noise and Publie

Salety Impucts Relating io the Project Site’s Proximity {o United States
Marine Corps Miramar.

a. The DEIR Fails to Adeguately Analyze Noise Imrpacts to Project
Occupants From Military Aircrafi.

Although the Project sile is located near the Marine Corps Air Station (“MCAS™)
Miramar and residents of the Project’s proposed housing development could be impacted by
excessive noise and vibration from mililary airerafi, the DEIR provides only the most cussory
treatment of this potentially significant impact. Such an omission is purticularly egregiots
imasmiuch as the United States Marine Corps (“Marine Carps™} informed the City of the Project
site’s location in the Miramar Atrport Influence Area in its commenls on the Notice of
Preparation (or the LFT'C DEIR. See Letter from Marine Corps to Lawrence Monserrale, City of
San Diega, Juty 16, 2002. The Marine Corps® letter stales that “the Projeet site is transected by
the adopted and projected 60-65 6B Community Moise Equivalent Level {CNEL) noisc contours
for iramar operations and that residents of the Project would be rowtinely affected by operations
of military fixed and rotary-wing atreraft transiting 1o and from Miramar.” id. (emphasis added),
The Marine Carps funther states that “due to the lucation of this project in relation 1o Miramar
Ilight Corridors, we recommend attenuation for residential structures 1o reduce interior noise
levels.”™ fil.

The DEIR confirms that the eastern portion of the Project sile is within the 60 to 65
X1 CNEL as depicted in the 2004 Ajmon Land Use Compatibility Plan (“*ALUCP™}. DEIR at
3.1-14. Therefore, to be considered compatible with the ALUCP, the outdoer CNEL waould need
to be attenuated to achieve an indoor noise level o 45 d for hotel and residential uses apd 50 dB
lor commergiul uses. fil. The DEIR states that developinent proposals within the Airport
Environs Qverlay Zone may be required to prepare an acousticaf study to ensure that the
development proposal meets the applicible noise standards. #d. a1 5.1-10 and 5.1-11.

Althaugh the DEIR concledes that the proposed retsil and residential uses are
compatible land uses with the exterior neise threshelds in the Airport Noise/Tand Use
Compatibility Matrix, the document provides no evidence or analysis 10 support this conclusion.
11" acoustical study has been prepared, this study does nat seem to have been included int the
DEIR. Nor does the DEIR provide the necessary analysis to support the conclusion that interior
noise Tevels cxperienced within the Project structures would be acceptuble. See DEIR ut 5.1-24.

thesc impacts or whether the proposed miligation measures would effeclively reduce such sffects.

14.35

As noted on page 5.1-14 of the EIR, the UTC project site is located within che adopted 60-65
dB CNEL noise contour contsined in the Airpore Land Use Comparibility Plan (ALUCD)
for MCAS Miramar and s located outside the proposed 60 dB3 CNEL noise contour in the
draft ALUCP that is based on the furure noise conwurs contained in the Air Installavion
Compatible Use Zone (AICUZ) study by the LS. Marine Corps (USMC). The USMC have
indicated in their comment letter €0 the EIR that the proposed noise contours have yet wo be
aclopeed by cicher the San Diego County Airport Land Use Commission or the City. They
further indicaced in cheir comment lecter that the proposed contours will evencually serve
as the future noise contours for che air based once che ALUCP is finalized in the future (see
responses to comments 1,5 and 1.10 from the USMC). [n any case, the commercial, hotel,
office and residential uses proposed by the Master PDI are all compatible with exterior noise
levels that are represented by the adopeed and propesed noise contours. Figure 5.1-4c has
been added to the Final EIR to show the two sets of noise contours developed for the sice;
minor text clarifications have been provided in the Final EIR co address the two ses of noise
contours. [f building permits are requested for the proposed residential units in che Towne
Center Garden land use district before the proposed noise contours are adopred, the City will
tequire the builder to demonstrate char the interior noise limit estublished under che State
Noise Insularion Standards of Title 24 will be mer by proposed construction techniques, Such
a study, demonstrating compliance with the State Noise standard, cannot be provided until
construction-level architectural drawings have been prepared, Because compliance with the
standard is a requirement under the Stare Building Code and not a discretionary approval, the
EIR presumes chat che future residential would be canscructed to comply with the standard.
Therefore, the land use sccrion of the EIR is adequate as written.
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Itis also important te note that residents have a right to quict enjoyment of the sutdoors, not just
the interiors of their houses.

In addition, notwithstanding the Project’s proximity ta the 65 CNEL, the DEIR is
obligated under CEQA to analyze inpucts to residents of single noise events. CNEL mcosures
average noise but does not fully explain impacts that Project occupanis might experience from
individual wircrult vperations. Recent definilive case law requires that an EIR “measure how
many high noise events will 1ake place during the noise scrsitive nighttime hours [and| describe
the eflcets ef meise on normal wighttime activitics such as slcep.” Berkeley Keep Jets Over the
Rav Commltice v. Roard af Porr Commissioners (2001) 91 (‘ni,AppAth 1344, 1382 1. 23. The
Court of Appeal in shat case stressed the need to provide information fit a forni that is usefitl ro
fheip nearty residents evaluate the impact of future increased air traffic on their daily lives. In
particafar, the DEIR must caable residents to evaluate the degree o which the “single cvents” of
aircrall takeofls and landings imerfere with their sleep and conversation, 7. at 1372-83.

The revised DEIR must include a specific analysis of how Project occupants wouid
be impacted from aircraft operations. Such an analysis must include the effect of single noise
cvents, 1L impacts are determined o be significant, the revised DEIR must identify feasible
| miligatien.

Iy, The DEIR Fails to Adcquately Analyze Risk to Public Salety
From the Project’s Proximity to MCAS Miramar,

The DEIR uppears to contradict information provided by the Department of
Transpartation, Division of Aerenautics (“DOT™) regarding the localion of the Project ares
within the Miramar approach departure surface. The DOT states that the Projeet area is within
the Miramur Approach Depanure Surface 50:1 Slope for Runways 6(.-24R and 6R-241.. See
O letter fram Sandy Hesnard 10 Martha Blake. August 13, 2002, The DOT goes on to state
thut depending on structural heights, the proposal may require a Notice of Proposcd Constreclion
ar Alteration by the Federal Aviation Administration pursuant o Federal Aviation Reguiations,
purt 77, Id. The DEIR, on the other hand, cencludes that the 10p of the residential/hotel
struciures wotedd fof penetrate the 106:1 slope. DEIR at 5.1-24 (emphasis zdded). The revised
UTC DEIR should cxplain this discrepuncy and analyze any impacts associated with the Project’s
proximitly o the Miramar approach departure surface.  if significant impacts are identified, the
DEIR must identify miligation and/or project redesign to eliminate such impaets. as well as the
impacts of such measures or redesign.

S

14.36

14.37

Although the Ciry has no significance thresholds for single event noise level (SEL) impacts,
an analysis of che potential effects of MCAS Miramar aircraft activities on future residents
was prepared by HELIX for information and disclosure purposes in cthe Final EIR in responsc
16 this commene {see EIR Appendix L). Based on that analysis, it was determined that 46
percent of flights from MCAS Miramar would not cause any sleep disturbance within units
facing the MCAS Miramar flight path. For those that may trigger sleep disturbance, 30
percent of measured flights could cause sleep disturbance in approximately 3 percent of the
on-site population, 15 percent of flights could cause sleep disturbance to 4 percenc of che on-
site population and 9 percent of flighes could cause sleep disturbance in 7 percent of the on-
site population. This information was calculated for residential building in che Towne Cencer
Gardens discrice, which would be closest to the MCAS Miramar flighe operations; noise levels
(and potensial sieep disturbances) would be less in che ocher districes. Using the threshold of

significance developed for the Los Angeles Master Plan EIS/EIR of 10 percent awakenings, |

o
which occur ac a SEL of 81 ¢} with windows open, it was determined chat furure residenes ofy
the UTC site would nor be exposed to substantial noise thae would cause a significant surnber

. . . . . . .
of night awakenings. This conclusion is based on the highly conservative assumprion chae all

units would have their windows open at night and che flighe operations observed during the
day would continue through the night. Refer to EER Appendix L for additionalinformation.

The leteer referenced in this comment was submirted to the City in response to the NOP
(see EIR Appendix A). According to the AFCUZ, MCAS Miramar has an approach-departuse
clearance surface glide area of S0:1. According to both the ALUCP and AICUZ, MCAS
Miramar has a 10¢: | slope, which extends 20,000 from the nearest point of the closest ranway.
The EIR refers to the 100:1 slope. Regardless of cthe slope, the FAA conducted an acronautical
study of the proposed project in relation to the approach and departure surfaces defined for
MCAS Miramar and determined un August 23, 2007 that none of the proposed structures
would create a hazard to air navigation. As a condition of the FAA determination, red marking
lights will be installed on all reviewed structures. A Notice of Conscruction or Alteration will
be submitted to the FAA within five days of the construccion reaching its maximum height.
Theretore, as stated on page 5.1-24 of the EIR, no significant impacts would arise.
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f. The PEIR Fuails to Adequately Analyze Impacts Relating te
Employment, Population and Housing.

Aldthough the DELR acknnwledges that the proposed Project would increase
employment epportunities, it fails to specitically estimate the number of employcees associated
with the Project's retail, office, and hotel uses. The DEIR also fails 1o identify, or in any way
estimale, the number of construction workers that would be emptoyed during the Project’s two
construction phases. ‘The overall increasce in cmployment will increase labor demand, and
therefore housing demand, but none of this is accaunted for in the DEIR. This omission violales
busic CEQA requirements. See Napa Citizens for Honest Govermment v. Napa Counts: Board of
Supervisors (2001) 9% Cal.App.dth 342, 367.71.

The NEIR suggests that the Project would have no adverse elfect on housing
because the majority of new empleyment demand wonld be met by the focal fabor forec.
employzes would reside locally, and therefore would not require pew housing in the community.
DEIR at 6-1 and 6-5. The DEIR also asserts “the labor paal within the project area is adequate.™
Kt The document fuils, however, to substantiate any of these assumptions. Tnomerely 2ssuming
that the Project’s workers will come from the arca, the DEIR avoids considering the
qualifications of the locul workferce or the requirements of the new jobs. Indeed, the entire
puipose of an EIR’s evaluation of employment, population, and housing is to determing whether
increased housing demand will have significant effects on the environment. See Nupa Citizens,
91 Cal.App.dih at 367-71. FThe DEIR shirks that duty by (ailing 1o calculate housing demand or
analyze whether thal demand will lead to environtmenially significaut activities like home
construction.

Amazingly. the DEIR includes no discussion of the current or future need for
atfordable housing in the immediate area. [nstead, it apparcently assumes that housing needs
would automatically be met because housing is provided as pant of the projcet. DEIR w4 3-3 and
6-5. The DEIR never identifies, however, the market for the UTC Project's residential units nor
voes i provide any commitment 2s 10 the number of units that would be set aside as atTordahle.
Cunently, the median cost of a single family home in University City is 794,500, while the
median cost of a condominium is $380,000. See San Diego Union Tribune Zip Code Chart for
Home Saies Recarded in August 2007, attached as Exhibit G. It is highly unlikcly rthat retail
workers, hotel workers and support, operations and maintenance staff for the Project’s office
huildings would be able to afford to purchasc 1he residences that would be constructed as part of
the UTC Project. The DEIR will remain inadequate unless it discloses the current affordable
housing supply and jobs-housing balance, determines the cstimated inerease in housing demand
brought by the Praject, analyzes the environmenta? effects associated with this housing und
devises mitigalion measures thal will tneet that demand with 2 mipimum of adverse
environmental effects. Sye CEQA Guideiines, Appendix G, § XII.

14,38 Please tefer to responsc to comment 9.78 for a discussion of growth inducement and respanse
te comment 9.98 for a discussion of the need for residential uses. Cencrary to suggestions
made in this commeat, the EIR does analyze the physical impaces of construction housing
on the project sice. In addition, the applicant has commicted w conscructing its affordable
housing on site. The applicant is not obligated to provide affordable housing to serve the
future empluyees of the proposcd project, bur rather in accordance with the Cicy's Inclusionary
Zoning Ordinance requirements set forch in the SDMC, The City's Tnclusionary Zening
Ordinance requires a minimum of 10 percent affordable units; depending on how many units
are ultimately consteucted under che Mascee PDP, this could resule in 29 co 72 affordable
units on the UTC project site. Affordabilicy, as defined by City ordinance, is based on regional
income averages and nor averages within the communicy, as suggested by this comment.
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14 . 38 The revised DEIR should provide an accurate estimate of Project employment,
t quamity emplayee houschold distribution by geographic location und, by extension, determinc
cont. ihe local affordable housing need through project buildour. Finally, the revised DEIR must
inchide a plan for the affordable housing units needed to fiil the gap in afforduble hausing for
employees based on full disclosure of the number of employees (including construction phase)
|_and on i completed aceds asscssment.

r 7. ‘The DEIR’s Fails 1o Adequately Analyze the Project’s Growth-Inducing 14.39 Please refer to response to comment 9.78 from the University Community Plannjng Group for
Fllects a discussion of growch inducement. It should be noted thae the shorrage of housing in the San

An EIR must discuss the ways a project could directly or indircetly facilitate or Diego region is well documented and is already acting to influence residencial development

remove obstacles to population growth or new develapment in the surounding envitonment, A throughout the region. Therefore, pressure to increase housing already exises and the UTC

proposed project is considered either dircetly or indirectly growth-inducing i it: (1) fosters
ectormic or population growth or additional housing; (2) removes obstacles to growth: (1) taxes
cammunity services or facilities to such an extent (hat new services or facilities would be
necessary; or, {4) encourages or facilitatcs other activilics that canse significant environmenal
14 39 cffects. CEQA Gpidch’ncs § 15126.2(d}, An gnvitonmental impact repart must discuss how a
proposed project, il implemented, could induce growth. /d. § 15126{d). Whilc the
growth-inducing impacts of a project need not be labeled as adverse, the secondary impacts of
growth (e.g.. loss of open space/habitat/agricullural lands, air quality, transportation, ete.) may be
signilicant and adverse. In such cases, the secondary lmpacis of growth inducement nust be
disclosed as significant secondary or indirect impacts of the project. s

project would not haseen chis effect.

The appropriate components for an adequate analysis include: (1) estimating the
amount, locution and time frame of growth that may occur as a result of the project (e.p.,
additional housing, inlrastructure, and mixed use developments); (2) applying impact assessment T
niethodology  determine the significance of secondary or indircel impacts as a result of growth
inducement; and {3) identifying mitigation measures or allernatives to address significant
secondary or indirect impacts. The UTC DEIR's growth-inducing impacts analysis fuls to
contain these essentigl components.

When considering the Project’s potential for inducing growth, the UTC DEIR
ignores the increased population brovght on by cinployment related to the Project. As discussed
abuve in the conlext of cnrpioyment, papulation and housing, the UTC Project could certainly
tnervase population in the area. ‘This increase in popuiation would place additiona! demands on
nearby schoo) facilities, yet the DEIR fails to disclose and analy/e these school-related impacts.
Lustead, the document simply asserts that “the number of school-age children anticipaled to live
in the proposed residential units would not be substantial, and school district planning involves
conservative projections of studeni population inereuses ” DEIR at 6-7. As with numeraus other
impact analyses in the UTC DEIR, the document never bothers te actually analyze these smpacts
or provide any evidence to support ils cavalicr conciusions.
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Moreover, the Project would likely stimulate [urther land development. Retail
propriciers nol affiiated with the propoesed Project may decide (o develop shops and restauranis
te cater e the Project’s office and hotel uses. [ndeed, the DEIR admits that the proposed
amendmenss to the University Community Plan would enceurage infill development. DEIR at
FS-5. The DEIR {uils entirely to acknowledge that the expansion of the UTC and the
development of up 10 725 residences will foster population and relai! growth heyond the
boundwies of the Project site. “The favt that the exact extent and Yocaion of such growth cannot
new he determined does rot cxcusc the City fram™ the requirement of analysing the effects of
this growth on the eaviromment. Stanivlans Auchibon Society, Ine. v. Coungy of Stanivlaus (1995)
31 Cal Appdth t4d, 158

Finaily, the growth inducing impact analysis is also inadequatc beeause it fuils to
consider the precedent that approval of an amendment to the University Community Plan could
set for interpretation of the Community lan’s policies. Specificaily, rather than requiring the
Praject applicant to comply with the protective provisions of the Community Plan. the City
apparently intends o approve an amendment to the Commewity Plan to aliow an increase in the
retail square footage {from 1,061,000 to 1,812,400 square feet) and to allow for residential, hotel
and office development on site. DEIR at 3-3, Such an amendment would undoubtedly encourage
other developers to seck simitar upprovals. By creating such a precedent, this Project could
induce additional development that would not be allawed under a proper reading of the
Community Plan. The associaled enviconmental impacts 0, for example, traffic, air quality, and
public infrastructure and services, must be addressed.

8. The EIR Fails to Adequately Analyze the Project’s Comulative Impucts,

An EIR must discuss cemulative impacts of 2 project when the projeet’s
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. CEQA Guidelines § 15130(a). “Cumulative
impacts” are defined as "two or more individual efiects which, when considered 1ogether, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” #d. § 15355(a).
“Individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project ar a number of separate
projects,” Jd. A lepally adeguate cumulative impacts analysis views a particular project aver
1ime and in conjunction with other related past, present, and reasonably forcseeable future
projects whose impacts might compound or interrelate with (hose of the project at hand.
~Crnutative impacts can resnlt ftom individually minor but collectively significant projects
taking place over a peried of time.” Jd. § 15355(b). The cumulative impacts concept recognizes
hat “fuihe Well eavironmentia impact of a propased . . . action cannot be gauged in a vacuum.”
Whitman v, Board of Spervisors (1979) 88 Cal App.3d 347, 408,

1440  Cumularive impacts are addressed in Sections 5.3 and 7.0 of the EIR pursuant to Seccion
19355 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Since no specific comments are provided on rthose
sections of the EIR, no additional response can be made.
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The cumulative impacts analysis is cspecially imponant in the present case because
of the amount of development occurring in the Project vicinity, The DEIR identifics tweaty land
use and transportation projects in the UTC study area. See DEIR Tabte 7-1. One of these
projects. the UCSD Long Range Development Plan, would add almest ten million square fect of
deveiopnient to the University, Jd. Given the amount of development pending in the Project
vicinity, the public und decision-makers deserve an accurate and comprehensive analysis of the
cumulative impagts of the propesed Project, Unfortemately, the UTC PEIR fails to disclose how
the region wili operate or Yook upon buildeut of these land use projects.

e

. Cumulative Traffic Impacts,

The DEIR’s cumulative wafiic anatysis suffers from the same Daw as the project-
specific taffic anatysis discussed ubove. The DEIR assumes the implementation of several
roadway and freeway improvement projects, yet provides no evidence that these will be
operational prior to buildout of the region’s land use projects. Indeed, the DEIR essentially
admits that §-805 and freeway ramp impravements would not be implemented until affer build oul
of the Project. DEIR at 7-4 and 7-5 (emphasis added).

Mereover. the DEIR substantiully understates the cumulative impact 1o the region's
freeways and interchanges because the geographical size of the study area is simply too small,
The sludy area extends only as far north as the I-5/1-805 interchange and as far south us SR-52
{i.c., a distance of approximately Lhree miles from the Praject site). See DEIR Table 5.3-4.
Trallic congestion in urbun ureus is a regional phenemenon. Cars exiting the shopping center
would not suddenly stop once they are outside of Liniversity City but would continue ~ to points
nutth of the [-5/1-805 interchange and 10 points south of SR-52. Indeed, the DLIR explains that
the cxpanded UTC shopping center is intended to attract shoppers from the entire region, nol just
the University City community. DEIR 3t 5.1-22. Moreover, traffic from the cumulalive projects
listed in the U1C DEIR— including espeetally traffic from the UCSD Long Range Development
Plan’s ten millivn square feet of development — would certainly travel north of the [-5/[-803
interchange and south of SR-52.

The California Supreme Court has cmphasived that "an EIR may not ignore the
regional impacts of a project approval, including those impacts that occur outside of its berders;
on he conlrary, a regional perspective is required.” Citizens af Gialeta Vallev, 52 Cad. 3 a1 575.
An EIR must analyse environmental impacis over the entire avea where one might reasonably
exect these impacts to occur. See¢ Kings County Form Rurean, 221 Cal. App.3d at 721-23. This
principle stems dircetly from the requivensent thiat an EIR analyze all significant or potentially
significant environmental impacts. See Pub. Res. Code §§ 21061, 21068, An EIR cunnot analyre
all such enviranmenial impacts if its study area does not include the peographical area over which
these 1mpacts will oceur.

14,41

Please refer to response to comment 9.60 from the Universicy Community Planning Group for
a discussion of Regents Road Bridge. In cases where the road improvements are not assured
by funding and programming, such as the [-805 freeway, the EIR correctly concluded thart the
impacts would be significant and unmitigable. The geographic limits of che craffic study were
developed based on the amousnt of traffic the project would produce and criteria contained in
the City's Traffic Impact Study manual, as discussed in response o cominent 9.31 from the
University Community Planning Group. The City is aware of its obligarions ta consider a
regional pesspective. The EIR does not omit any analysis needed to understand the cumulacive-
traffic implications of the proposed project. To the contrary, che report properly discloses the
project’s cumulative impacts on 35 roadway segments, 33 intersecrions 10 freeway segments
and 10 freeway ramps located in the project area, and concludes char cumulatively significanc
would arise (sce page 7-4 of the EIR).
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Traffic from the UTC Project, together with trafTic from the curmulative
development anticipated in the region would inundate area freeways. Yet once again, this DEIR
leaves the pubtic and decision-makers in Ure dark as to the Preject’s actoal raffic impacts
breause i whitrarily omis eritical freeway segmems north and sonh of the UTC Praject. ‘The
revised DLEIR must identify each frecway segment, ramp and interchange that waould be
sipnilicantly impacted by the UTC Project, together with other planned develepment, analyze the
\_impzlcls. and identify feasible miligation,

b. Cunlative Visual and Comnmunlty Character Impacts.

A dozen major land usc projecis are proposed in the vicinity of the UTC Project.
DEIR Table 7-1 and Figure 7-1. Each of ihese projects would undoubtedly change the underlying
character of the community yet the DEIR, once again, (ails to even attempr 1o describe how the
area will look onee all these projects are construcled. The DEIR recognizes that a few other
projects in the vicinily — La olla Cornmans and Monte Verde — wonld effect the area’s visual
charucter. DEIR a1 7-3, But as with the project-specific visual impacl analysis discussed above,
e docuament stops short of actually deseribing how the University Ciry area would laok upon
buildout of the UTC Praject sogether with these other projects.

Mor does the cunulative impact analysis recognize the dramatic offect that
construction of anather proposed project — the Repents Road Bridge ~ would have on the
character of University City, As discussed above, the DEIR clearly assumes (his bridge would be
constructed, As such, the DEIR is obligated Lo analyze the cwimidative environmental impacts af
the UTC Projeect together with the bridge. The DEIR repeatcdly acknowledges the adverse
relatonship between community character and sircet widenings. See e.g., DEIR at 5.1-7 and 5.3-
55, lndeed. the UCN/STC EIR agrees with (his assessment inasmuch as it concluded that the
bridge would result in significant and unmitigated impacts to neighborhood character and
sesthetics. FRE's letters on the UCNSSTC EIR also provided elaborate documentation of the
significani change in character to the University City arca that would result from building a
bridge through Rese Canyon and the traffic that the Regents Reoad Bridee would camy., See Letter
to Courtney Coyle. dated April 15, 24905, antached as Exhibit H and Letter ta Mayor Jerry Sanders
anel the Homorable Ciry Couneil. dated July 24, 2006, attached as Exhibit I. How can the City
stmuliancously recognize that comsiruction of the bridge would adversely impatt commumity
character and ignore ihis significant impact in the context of the UTC DEIR? Unless ard until
the UTC DEIR actually analyzes the cumutalive effect of these projects on the community’'s
chiaracter and proposes upprogriate mitigation, this document will remain throughly inadeguate,
The revised UTC DEIR must provide this analysis.

14.42

Please refer to response to comment 9.94 from the University Community Planning Group
regarding the cumulative acsthetics/visual quality discussion in the EIR.  Although che
University City North/South Corridor Study EIR concluded that impacts to visual quality/
aesthetics of the Rose Canyon open space from Regents Road Bridge would be significant and
uamitigable, the changes to the environment caused by the bridge would not visually combine
with the urban development proposed in the urban core over one half mile away from che
bridge arca. Therefore, no cumulatively significant impacts would asise. Because cumulatively
significant impacis were not wentified in the BIR, no discussion of mitigation is wacranted.

Mo revisions to the Draft EIR are needed.
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[ Comulative Land Use Impacts.
The DEIR concedes that the LiTC Project wouid not be consistent with the 14.43 Please refer to response to comment 9.95 from the University Community Planning Group
Community Plan’s development intensity planned for the site. DEIR at 7-6, Absent any evidence rcgarding the cumularive land use discussion.

ar anatysis though, the DEIR boldly conctudes that the cumulative land use impacts would be less

than significant. fd. at 7-7. As it does throughout, the DEIR authors seem to expect readers 1o

aceept their judgments on (aith, rather (han provide the dala se thal decision-makers and the

14 43 public can make up their own minds, See Citizens of Goleta l’_’ar."ey, 32 Cal.}d at 568 (“[TThe LIR
) must cantain facts and analysis, not the ageney's bare conclusions . .. ™) {intemal quotation

marks omitted).

Onc must ask, if the level and intensity of the UTC Project is inconsistent with the
Cormmunity Plan, how can the DEIR claim that the jntensity of these ather projects would be
cansistert? ‘These conclusions cannot both bz tre. Such & cavalier approach mukes a mockery
ol the protective provisions of the Community Plan. The sevised DEIR must acnially evaluate the
consistency of cach of the projects listed in the cumtlative impacts chapter with the Community
Plan.

d. Cumulalive Noise Impacts.

Given the woefully inadequate treatmemi af the Project’s construction- relaled noise
impacts, it comes as no surprisc that the DEIR ‘s analysis of cumulative noise impacts is cquaily 14.44 Please refer to response to comment 9.96 from the University Community Planning Group
sdelective. Indeed, the DEIR's purparted analysis of cumulative noise impacts merely states that '
“Itihe noisc-sensitive reeeplors potentially affected by the UTC Revitalization Project would not
14 44 also be affected by other projects proposed in the area due to dis_lancc from those sies.” DEIR at -
) 7-8. The DEIR ncver even acknowledges the Monte Verde Peoject. This Project, approved by
the City on September 17, 2007, will canstruct four residential towers and subterranean parking
structures directly across Genesee Avenuc [rom the UTC Project. The construction of Monle
Verde would occur simultancously with the UTC Project. Noise from the constrsction of these
prajects could overwhelm nearby sensitive receptors, especially since construction would span
several years, ‘The UTC DEIRs failurc 1o analyzc this clearly significant impact is an cgregious
enor which must be corrected in the revised DEIR.

regarding the cumularive noise discussion.

"" In sum. the DEIR’s analysis of the Project’s cumulative environmental impacts is . .
. i i i ; > the above
14 45 extraardinarily deficient, leaving decision-makers in the dark as to (he magnitude of the Projeet’s 14.45 Comment noted. No revisions to the Draft EIR have been made in response to
' cumulative effects. The DEIR niust be revised 1o include a legally adequate analysis, comments on cumulative impacts section.
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C. The DEIR Fails to Adequately Deseribe or Analyze a Reasonabte Range of
Alternatives.

A ETR must describe o range of altermnatives to the proposed project, and 1o its
location. thir would feasibly attain the project’s basic objectives whilc avoiding or substantially
lesscning the project's significant impacts. Pub. Res. Cade § 21 100(b){4}; CEQA Guidelines
§ 18126.6(a). A proper analysis of alternatives is essential for the Cily to comply with CEQA's
mandatc that significant cnvironmental damage be avoided or substantiaily lessened where
Teasible. Pub. Res. Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 13002{a)(3), 13021{aK2), 15126.Gla);
Citizens for Qualipy Groweh v. City af Mount Shasta (1988) 198 Cal. App.3d 433, 443-45. As
stated in Lawref Hetghts Improvement Association v, Regents of University of California (1988)
47 Cal3d 376, 404, “Without meaningful analysts of alternatives in the BIR, neither the courts
nor the public can fulfill their proper roles in the CEQA process. . .. [Courtz will not]
counterance a result that would require blind trust by the public. especialiy in Hght of CEQA’s
fundamental goal that the public be fully informed as 10 the consequences of action by their
public olficials.”

The discussion ol alicrnatives must locus on altematives capabic of avording or

substantinlly lessening the adverse environmental cffccts of the project, or reducing them 1o a . . £ al . .
lovel of insignificance, “even if these allornatives would impede to same degree the attainment of 14.46 Please refer to response to comment 14.8 for a discussion of why the range of alcernatives is
the project objectives, or would he more costly.” CEQA Guidelines § 15126(d){1}. The reasonablc.

14 46 alierngtives to be discussed need not be identical ar even substantially similar to the project as

originally described by the applicant. Rather, a feasible alternative is one which can be
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, laking into account
ceonomic, legal, social and lechnological fectors. Citizens of Golera Valley, 32 Cal.dd at 574.

1. The DEIR Fails to Provide a Reasonable Range of Alternatives,

The DEIR for the UTC Project is deficient in its failure 1o adequately analyze o
reasonable range of alicrnatives that would feasibly attain most of the basic project objeciives
while avoiding or substantially lessening the project's sipnificant impacts. See Pub. Res. Code §
21160(b)(4); CEQA Guidelines § 15124.6(a). Sound planning principles, as well as CEQA,
dictate that the City consider, and the DEIR include,  reasonable range of altematives, Becavse
the DEIR suggests (hat UTC is intended to serve as the community’s lown center, the Project
shouid be well planned, well designed and certainly should not overwhelm the community with
cnvironmeital impacts.

As currently proposed, the UTC Project would include up to four towers ranging in
height from 325 10 390 fect. The Community Pian calls for limiting the height of development in
this location to a maximum of [5 feer. DEIR at 5.1-62 {emphasis added). These towers would
stand ot as eyesores, not ondy because they would be dramaticaily taller than any other structure
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iy the arca but alsu because they would be located next to single family residences. Traffic from
the UTC Project would inundate the region’s freeways, strects and interscetions and emissions
from the Project would cause a substantial increase in air pollution. As such, CEQA requires that
this DEIR study allcmatives capable of avoiding or substantially reducing these scrious
covitenimental impacts.  Yel rather than take this 1ask scriously. the DEIR admits that the
alternatives merely “reduce one or more significant cnvironmensal impacts™ anticipated as a result
of the proposed Project. DEIR at 8-22. Qur review of the DEIR's aliernatives analysis confirms
1his fact — not one alternative {with the exception of the legally mandated No Praject Alcrnative)
offers substantive environmental benelits aver the proposed Project. Specific deliciencies in the
DEIR s aftermatives analysis are discussed fierther below,

a. No Rusidential Alternative,

The DEIR fails to providc an adequate description of the No Residential
Alternative in large part because it fails to contain any detail about the high rises that would be
devetoped under this alternative. The document states thal this allernative would eliminate some
of the propesed structures that would exceed she height limit established by the site’s commercial
sone but that several other tal retail structures, and hotel and office lowers conld still be
constructed. DEIR at 8-8 (emphasis added). Such a vague description is useless as it provides no
meaningful information relsting 1o those structures that would be copstructed under the
alternative. How many would there be? Where would they be? How tall would they be? Absent
this infarmation, the DEIR cannot conclude, as it currently docs, that the allernative would be
compatible with existing community character. /d.

" Nor does the No Residential Alternative provide any substantive improvement in
cnvirenmental impacts in compatison to the proposed Praject. The NEIR admits that this
aliernative would s6ll produce more traffic than anticipated in the Community Plar and that it
would not eliminate significant unmiligable project and cumulative impacts to sireet segments,
lreeway ramps and freeways in the project area. fd. at 8-8 aud 8-9. Nor, as the DEIR states,
would this slternative substantially reduce or climinate the Project impacts to air quality and thus
would, like the Project itsell, sigmificantly affect the air basin's ability to altain ambient air
quality standards lor ozane. As for visual effects, this alternative would aflow several all retail
stuctures, and hotel and office towers 1o be constructed therehy resulting in significant impacts
o1 community characler. fd. at 8-8. Finafly, this alternative would be expected o have
significant etTects on landfill capacity and would have construction impacts commensurate with
the proposed Project. 1n sum, it is unclear as 1o why the DETR preparers included this alternative

sinee it provides very little, if any, environmental benefit compared to the proposed Projeet.

14.47

The No Residential Alternative, by definition, means thac no residential units would be builcon
site. In fact, the first sentence of the description clearly szates that “che 230 1o 725 residential
units would be climinated from the Master PDR” Elimination of the residenrial unics does
mean that hotel and office tawers could still be built as proposed under the Master PDR
Pages 3-7 chrough 3-11 of the EIR provide a district-by-<listrict description of all proposed
uses and their associated maximum structure heightes. From that information, the commenter
can determine that hotels could be developed in the Palm Passage, University Central and
Nobel Heights districts, while office towers could be developed in the University Central
and La Jolla Terrace discrices. Note that no tall strucrures would oceur in the Towne Cenrer
Guardens districe that is adjacent to single-family residences. Similar to the proposed project,
rhe maximum building heighes in the Master PP would be driven by the F{}LA restrictions.
There is no need to repeat the informacion in the description of che alternative because no
changes ro hotel or office uses are proposed; they would be develeped similar to the proposed
project. Clarifications in the alternative description have been added o the Final EIR on chis

mateer,

As noted above in response to comment 9.8, the alternacives analysis muse be limited to
alternatives capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any of the significane cffects of
the project. The No Residential Alternative accomplishes this by reducing significant and
unmitigable traffic impacts, aesthetic impacrs related to the bulk and scale of the residential
structures, and lessening other significanc impaces of che proposed project by reducing
developmenc intensity. The City is in agreement that project impacts to air quality and solid
waste would remain significanc and unmitigable under chis alternacive, as discussed in Section

8.3.1 of the EIR.
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b. No Retail AMternative.

The No Retail Alternative does not provide a messurable reduction in the Praject’s
significant impacts, As the DEIR admits, this alteriative would have significant and unmitiguble
neighborhood character impacts because the residential towers could exceed the structure heights
in the community, DEIR 21 8-12. This alternative, like the Project itself and the No Residential
Aliernative, would still produce more raffic than anticipated in the Community Plan. /d. The
DEIR does not quantify the operational air emissions under this alternative so it is impossible to
determine whether it would exceed significance criteria, 'Yhe DEIR docs concede, however, that
Use air emissions under this alternative coufd contribute (o the air basin’s inability o altain the
ambiegnt air quality standard for ozonc. /d. This aliemative wouid alse havc significant effects on
landtill capacily and would have potentially significant constrzction cffects. fd. at 817 and §-14.
In sum. it is unclear as to why the DEIR preparers included this altemative since it provides very
little, if any, environmental benefic compared 1o the proposed Praject,

c Reduced Praject Altcrnative.

Allhaugh the Reduced Project Altemative was purportedly developed with the
pumpose of wvoiding significant and unmitigable traftic impacts 10 the fregway mainline of 1-805
und Lo reduce praject trips on -3 and $R-52, the DEIR reports that it would stll have many of the
same sipnificant impacts to local streets and intersections in the community, DEIR a1 5-15,
Moreover. a Community Plan amendment would still be required 1o increase the retail
deveiopment intensity allocated to the UTC property. /4. This alternative would alse require a
resoning 10 allow fur increased building heights for the retail structures because the retail
expansion would exceed height limits. /. at 8-16. Finally, the DEIR admits that this alternative
would not substantially reduce or eliminate projeet impacts (0 aw quality and would still
significantly affect the air basin's ability w attain ambicent air quality standards lor ovone. id.
This alternative would also have significant effects on land {ilt capacity and would resuit in
simiiar construction elfects as the proposed Project. fd, at 8-17 and 8-18. In sum, it is unclear as
to why the DEIR prepatecs incladed this alternative since it prevides very little, if any,
L_u:wironmcmal benefit compared to the propesed Project,

13 Reduced Building Height Alternative

Like the description of the No Residential Altesmative, the DEIR provides so liftle
information on Jankt uses in the Reduced Building Yeight Alicrnalive as to render informed
deeisiun-making meaningless. Although this altcrnative woolit imit building heights 10 the
maximum height of nearby structures, 1he DEIR provides o infurmalion as w the amouar of
retail, sesidential hotel, and oflice use that weuld actually be construcied.  The DEIR simply
suggests that na other chunges to the proposed projeet or ils ptanned land uses would vecur under
this alicmative.  DEIR at §-19. The DEIR ncver explaing how it would be pessible to reduce

14.48

14.49

14.30

The summary provided by the cammenter is consistent with the information presenred in
Section 8.3.2 in the EIR. However, the commenter fails to point our that the No Rerail
Alternative would procuce 16,524 less daily trips than the proposed project resulting in a
subsscantial reductinn of the significant and unmitigable rraffic impacts of the propused projece,
For this reason, the No Retail Alternative was provided in the EIR.

The summary provided by che commenter is consistent with the informacion presenced in
Scction 8.3.3 in the EIR. Please refer to response to comment 9,129 for discussion on the
Reduced Project Alternacive. Ir should be noted thar the No Residential, No Rerail and
Reduced Building Heights alternatives alf reduce the size and/or development intensity of the

proposed project.

The description for the Reduced Building Heights Alternative clearly states that, besides
teducing structure heighes, "no other changes co the propased project or its planned land uses
would occur” and "the amounc of building area would not change.” By definidon, the amount
of retail, residential, hotel and office uses would remain as proposed. It is possible ro reduce
buitding heights and not reduce intensity because the applicant could broaden the massing
of the structures, making them less visually distinctive from the recall, shorter in stature than
proposed and wider in footpring to achieve the same intensity. Alchough the sceuccures would
require & deviation from the proposed zone, the question asked by che City’s significance
threshold is whether the project (or its alternative) would exceed che heighe and bulk of
existing pacterns of development in the vicinity of che project by a substantial margin. 1o
this case, the Reduced Building Heights Alternative would conform o esrablished patrerns of
development in the UTC area, which is the environmental advantage is ofters. "The summary
of impacts noted in this comment is consistent with the information preseated in Section §.3.4
in the EIR.
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huilding heights yet develop equivalert amounts of residential, retail, hotel and otfice uses,
Moreover. aithough this alicrnative was purporiedly developed to reduce impacts relating 1o
building height, it, like the proposed Project and cvery other allernative, would require a zoning
“deviation” sinee structures in this zone cannot exceed 60 feel. Jd. ‘This alternative would
therefore still result in structures that are 1hree times higher than allowed in the curent zone.
Nor does the Reduced Ruilding Height Alicrmative offer any environmental advantage over the
proposed Project. The DEIR states (hat this altemative would have the same traffic impacts, air

quality impacts land fill capacity impacts and construction impacts as the proposed Project.
DEIR at 8-20 8-21.

2, The DEIR Must ldentify and Analyze a Project Which Reduces the
Project’s Significant Environmental Impagts,

The DELR's failure 10 consider (easible allernatives that reduce the Projeets
environmental impacts renders the docuiment inadequate under CEQA. See, e.g., San Joaguin
RepuerrsWitdlife Resene Ctr, v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal. App.ath 713, 735-38. Given
Lhe truly erarmous impacts that this Project would have on the community’s character, traffic and
air quality, the consideration of alicrnatives will not be complete until decision-makers and the
public are presented with a rigorous, honest assessment of hosv much development the site can
sustiin. Without this epportunity. the public is merely asked fo 12ke on “blind trust™ that the
proposed Praject is the best alterative. Asking for this sert of faith is not only unfair 1o the
peaple of San Diego, i is unlawful “in light of CEQA's fundamental goal that the public be fully
intormed as fo the consequences of action by their public officials.” Lawrel Heights Inprovement
Assocfation, Jne, 47 Cal. 3d m 494,

Had the DEIR suthors considered an alternative that is consistent with the
Liniversity Community Plun and the sile's zoning, they would have determined that such an
attemative would substantially reduce the Project’s impacts on waffic, air qualily and comnmunity
character. Specifically, the Community Plan's Development Intensity Element establishes
guidclines [or the intensity of development based upon traffic projections and the capacity of the
Community Plan Circulation Elernent roadways. See DEIR at 5.1-8.  The Project site is located
in the Community Plan hmplementation Overlay Zone “A." As the DEIR states, the purpose of
this uverlay zone is to limit wses and development intensity fo the levels speeiticd in the Land Use
and Development Tntensity Table (“Intensily Table™) of the Community Plan. /. The intensity
Table aliows the Project site 1o have 1,061,000 squarc fect of regional commercial usc, /. The
Develupruent Intensity Etement and the Intensity Table ave based on a serics of goals, one of
which is io “[PIrovide a warkable circulation system that accommodates anticipated traffic
withoul reducing LOS below 'D'." fd.

Indeed, the [PEIR confirms that the land uses contemptated by the Project applicant
are almost double that which is allowed by the Comrmunity Plan; the Project’s stiuctures are

14.51

All of the alternarives presented in the EIR reduce ar least one of the impacts of the proposed
project, as noted above in responses to comments 14.47 chrough 14.50. Even the No Project
Alternative cannot avoid cumulative impacts to rraffic. The commenter contends thar the
alternacives analyzed by the EIR are insufficient in that the alternatives do nor adequacely
reduce the environmental impacts of che project. An EIR must focus on afternatives thac avoid
or substantially lessen a project’s significant impacts. Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21002; CEQA
Guidelines section 15126.6. However, alrernatives need only be environmentally superior
to the project in some respects. Koscka & Zischke, Prartice Under the California Environmental
Quality Act (Cont. Ed. Bar 2006) § 15.7, p. 735 (citing Mira Mar Mabile Commanity v. City
of Oceanside, 119 Cal, App. 4cth 477 (2004)). The No Residential Alternative, No Project
Alternative, No Rerail Expansion Alternative, Reduced Project Abternartive, and Reduced
Building Heighe Alrernative would reduce or aveid at least one environmental impact of the
project and sarisfy the mandare of CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 to consider alternatives
that reduce or avoid “any” significanc impacts of the project.

The commenter does not offer & specific alezrnative in lieu of those studied by the EIR excepe
to state that the EIR should consider an alternative that conforms to the University Community
Plan, that caps craffic at the amount currently allocated to the UTC site, and limits building
heights to levels consistent with the existing Community Plan. Such an alternative does not
satisfy most basic project objectives; however, as such an alternative would not permic any
significant revitalization of the existing shopping center nor provide the flexibility to develop
a mixcure of retail, residential, hotel and/or office uses. Such an alternative would also not be
economically feasible, as even a more intense use alternative is similarly infeasible.
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dramatically out of scale with surrounding uses; and traffic from the Project would canse streets,
intersections and freeways Lo violate the standards esiablished in the Community Plan, [DEIR at
5.1-36,5.1-45,5.1-53, 5.1-62, and §.1-71. Although the DEIR wauld have ug believe that
amending the Community Plan to delcte these protective provisions would magically erase tie
Praject’s clear inconsisteney with the Community Plan, sound Jand use planning principles and
CEQA suggest that the DEIR censider an alterative that is actually consisient with the
Cammunity Flan. Such an aliernative would include, for example, an amount of development
intensity currently penmitied by the Community Plan, u traffic cap at the amoum currently
aliocated to the U'TC site, and building heights that are consistent with the Community Plan and
cxisting zoniag. [fsuch an alemative is feasible, the EIR will remain inadequate if such a
feasihle alternative is not carefuily considered. Sec Sun Bernarding Vatley Audubai Sociery. fuc.
v Conenty of San Bereardine (1984) 155 Cal App.3d 138, 751,

S

Finally, it must be noted that the San Dicge Municipal Code actually requires that
the UITC Project be redesigned to protect neighborhood character. Specifically, the Codc requires
several criteria be incorposzted into the design of all projecis applying for a Planned
Development Permsit. DEIR at 5.1-12. As deseribed above, the UTC Project has, in no way,
incorperated the following criteria into its design:

B The scule of the project should be copsistent with the ncighborhaad scale as
represented by the dominant development patiern in the surrounding area or as
otherwise specified in the applicable land use plan.

. Buildings should avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance s compared to
adjacem structures and development patterns. Abrupt difforences n scale between
large commercial buildings and adjacent residential areas should be aveided.
Litstcad, pradual transitions in building scale should be incorporated.

DEIR at 5.1-12.

The DEIR’s revised alternatives analysis must include an aliernative which
is consistent with the University Community Plan, zoning and the PDP design criteria.

D, The EIR Shoeuld Be Redrafted and Recirculated.

CEQA requires recirculation of a draft EIR “{w}hen significant new information is
added to an epvironmenial itmpact report” after public review and comment on the earlier draft
EIR. Puh, Res. Code § 2i002.1. “I'he oppartunity [or meaningful public review of significan!
new information i= essential "o tost, assess, and evaluste the data and make an informed
judgment as to the validity of the conclusions to e drawn therefrom.” Sutser Sensibie Planaing,
foc v Supter Cowngy Board of Supervisors (1981) 122 Cal.App.3d 813, 822; Citv of San Jose v.
(irear Ouks Water Co. (1987} 192 Cal App.3d 1005, 1017, An agency cannot simply release a

14.52

The Master PDP regulations provide flexibilicy in the application of developtment regulations for
projects where serict application of the base zone development regulations would reserict design
options and result in a less chan desirable project. Contrary to the comment that the PDP
process requires the UTC project be redesigned to protect comniuniry character, the incent of 2
Planned Development Permit is to encourage imaginative and innovative planning and assure
thac a proposed development achicves the goals of the Progress Guide and General Plan.

The UTC site lies within the boundarics of the urban node of the Cenrral Subarea of the niversiry
Community Plan, which is the most urbanized portion of che University Community containing
a diverse mix of uses including two regional commercial cencers, high-rise offices, hotels and
residential towers. Evidence of this urban character is shown in the face that the heighes of the
high-rise buildings immediately surrounding the UTC site range from the Embassy Suites hotel
at approximately 135 feer {or 530 feet above mean sea level [amsl]) o the Wells Fargo buikling
at 300 feer {or 648 feec amsl). The proposed project will implement many of the goals and
policies of the City's Progress Guide and General Plan (General Plan) and University Comnunity
Plan (Community Plan), the draft General Plan update (General Plan Update), which is expected
6 be adopted by the Ciey in 2008, and the Land Development Code. The propuosed projece
will further the Commercial Goals of the Community Plan, page 17, by improving the range
of goods and services for the residents of University Ciry and accommodacing communities
activities, recail services, recreational and entertginment within UUTC,

In addition, the proposed project is consistent with the General Plan Update and Straregic
Framcework Element policies to create smart growth, mixed use developments as discussed in
respense to comment 9.78 from the Universicy Commuagity Planning Group. To ¢hat end,
the proposed project will increase the supply of housing, including on-sice affordable housing,
connected to local and regional eransic systems.  Furthermore, the proposed project will
accomplish the Community Plan objective to improve the urban node pedestrian network
by providing non-contiguous sidewalks around the perimeter of the site and echancing the
walkability within the site and through connections to surrounding land uses as discussed in
response 10 comment 9.12 from the University Community Planning Group.

As discussed in Section 5.1 of the EIR, the project will have no substantial impacts regarding
land use plans and policies, The project will have no substantial adverse effect regarding the |
governing general plan, community plan, or applicable land use plans, policies or regulations,
and no mitigation is required. Though a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) is required to
make the project consistent with the Developinent Intensity and Urban Design Elements of
the University Community Plan, mitigation is proposed that will reduce most community traffic
impacts to less than significant levels. Additionally, the CPA is noc considered a significant land
use impact due to the fact that the proposed development would be compacible with other land
uses surrounding mast of the shepping center, would enforce the urban node concept contained
in other policies of the University Community Plan and would not cause a substantial decrease of
Level of Service (LOS) in the community.
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The projecs sice is currently zoned for Commercial, CC-1-3. As described in Section 5.1.2 of the
EIR, ¢he applicant preposes a zone change from CC-1-3 (community-serving commetcial) to
CR-1-1 (regional-serving commercial} to more accurately reflect the regional nature of the UTC
shopping center. The proposed uses would be permissible in both the CC-1-3 and CR-1-1 zones.
The zone change would have no impact upon the use or land use designation of the project site,

The eallest rerail buildings and architeceural appurtenances {such as towers and identity signs)
would be a maximum of 100 feet above grade (i.e., lower than most nearby office structures).
Residential/hotel structures would be no more than 390 feet in height above grade, as outlined in
the UTC Residential and Hutel Design Guidelines in che Master PUP Because these buildings
and architectural features would be caller than the 60-foot limit established in the CR-1-1 zone,
the project applicant requests a deviation from the height limit of the zone. All structures would
be set back at leasc 10 feec from che sice boundary. The structures closest to the existing single-
family residencial uses to the south of the project site would be set back a minimum of 15 feet
and up to 30 feee from the property line, and would be stepped back in accordance with the
Master PDP Design Guidelines and che development regulations in the CR-1-1 zone. Thus,
the project would comply with all applicable setback and density requirernents of the base zene.
The proposed project would comply with all requirements of the base zone for the provision of
pedestrian pathways.

The proposed project would revitalize an existing regional shopping center, balancing che
functional needs of the existing center in a way that better serves the surrounding University City
service area, which has expanded substantially through population growch and urban development
over the last 15 to 20 years. The proposed project would provide for improved and expanded
community facilities at the shopping center. The proposed project would offer a broader range
of goods and services to the community by providing updated and expanded retail, dining and
entertainment options within the University City communnity that promote extended stays at the
center and serve as a means to reduce peak hour commute trips in che project area.

The project design concepe described in the Master PDP design guidelines addresses the current
inadequacics of the existing deparcment stores, specialty retail shops, dining and encertainment
options onsite, as well as the isolated nature of the center from the surrounding community. The
proposed project includes renovacion of the existing regional shopping center through demolition
of about half of the existing center and consceuction of new and expanded department stores and
retail shops and the addition of a mix of uses including residential, and possible hotel andfor office
USes onsite.

Refer to response to comment 14.51 regarding che infeasibility of proposing an aleernative that
conforms to the Community Plan and zoning regulations.

Comment noted. Please refer to response to comments 14.47 through 14,31 as to the reasons
why addicional altecnatives are not required.
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drait report “that hedges on important environmental issues while deferring a more detailed
analysis to the final [ETR] that is insulated from public review.” Mowntain Lion Coalition v.
California Fish tnd Game Comm'n {1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043, 1653,

14 3 3 In order o cure the panoply of DEIR defects identified in this letter, the City must
cont. tndertake substantinl new analysis to adequately assess 1he proposed Praject’s environmental
impacts, and lo identify ollective mitigation measures and alternatives capable alalleviating the
project’s significant impacts. CEQA requires that the public have a meaninglul opportunity to
review and comment upon this significunt new infonmation in the form of a recirculuted drait

EIR,
. CONCLUSION 14.54 Comment noted. The City considered the comments contzrined in this letrer and determined
14.54 For the reasons sct forth above. we respectfully request that the City prepare a that recirculation was not warranted because it did not produce significant new information
' reviscd DEIR that fully complies with CEQA and recireulate the new DEIR 1o 1he pubiic for after public review that would have deprived the public of a meaningful opportunity to
comment. Additionally, we request that no Further consideration be given to the Project as o IRT . P . . .
. ’ ‘ : . ot required wher
proposed until an EIR s grepared that fully complics with CEQA. comment. Per Stzfte CEQA Guidelires Section 150.88, rccnrcul:.mon is n q.ulf. where
the new information added ro the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificanc
Very truly youss, modifications in an adequare EIR."
SHUTE, MIHALY & WEINBERGER LLP
Laurel L. impett, AICP. Urban Planncr
Delrorah Keeth
Exhibits:
Exhibit & UTC Center 1o Fxpand With Environment In Mind, August 22, 2007, )
Lxhibit B:  UCN/STC FEIR (page 4.2-19). 14.55 Comments o these atcachments are provided in responses te commenes 14.3, 14.21, 14.22,
14 55 Exhibit ;' E-mail from Councilmember Scott Peters to Michael Uberuaga, August |, 2002, 14.23, 14.30, 1/1_31’ 14.32, 14_33? 14.38 and 14.42.

Exhibit D:  Cring Economic Concerns, NRF Forecasts Holiday Sales CGains of Four Percent.
Exhibit E:  UCSD Academic and Administrative Calendar 2007-2008.

Exhibit F: Autumn Wind Associates. '

Fahibit Gr San Diego Union Tribune Zip Code UChan for Home Sales Recorded in Aupost 2007,
[xhibitH:  Letter to Courthey Coyte, dated April 13, 2005,

Exhibit I Letter 1o Mayor Jerry Sanders and the Honarable City Couucil, dated July 24, 2006.

cer Mayar Jerry Sanders
Council President Scott Peters
Karen Hewmann, Assistant City Attorney
Shirley Edwards, Deputy City Atiorney
Deborah Knight, Friends of Rose Canyon
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TritonLink Preview: Academic and Adminigirative Calendar 2007-2008 Page 2of 2

Memorial Day Observance Menday, May 26

UTC center to expand with enviranment in mind Instrugtion Ends Friday, June &

Final Exams Monday — Friday, June §-13

Aug 22, 2007

By Dave Schwab - La Jolla Light Spring Quarter Ends

Friday, June 13

Commencemant Link lo dates and details

Westfield has a new vision for its UTC shopping center - and it's sharing it with everyone. - 49 Days of Instruction -

- 57 Days in Quarter -

Westfield has unveiled its plan for the first major revitalization of the UTC shopping
center in more than two decades. The proposed restructuring features the addition of
approximately 750,000 square feet of retail space for new and remadeled anchor
stores, state-of-the-art cinerna, more than 150 new specialty shops and boutiques,
new public outdoor plazas, upgraded parking, a variety of housing apportunities and a
regional transit center with a future link to the trolley.

Independence Day Friday, July 4, 2008
Labor Day Monday, Seplember 1, 2008

If you use Outiook, you can downlaad the 2007 - 2008 calendsr ves file and add these
holidays to your calendar.

Instructions:
As propased, Westfield's vision could represent an investment in excess of $9G0
million. Upon completion of the review and approvai process, Westfield hopes to start

Save Lhe .ves file an your computer,

work in 2008.

UTC's “refit” will be accomplished with the needs of the environment in mind.
westfield's plans for the "new UTC” call for fully utilizing sustainable environmental
practices, designs and materials in construction.

Ge lo Oullock and select knpott and Export from Lhe File menu,

Select import an iCalendar or vCalendar file {.ves}) and click Nexl

Browae la the file you jusl saved. {Make sure the file type drop-down menu is set fo
vCalendar formal (. ves).

Click GK.

Among other things, the reconfigured UTC will have a state-of-the-art theater
complex that will be something extraordinary, said Jonathan Bradhurst, senior vice
president, U.5. development for Westfield. "It will have 12 to 14 screens,” Sradhurst
said, "It will be perfect for the communities of La Jalla and University City. It will
have reserve seating, no advertising. It will have numerous food oppartunities. It will
be the sort of place to see blockbuster films, as well as art house films.”

1ICSDe2007 Regents of the Uruversity of California. Al nighls reserved,
Official Web Page of the University of Culifornia, San Diego.

Sludent/ Class Info Blink Home |

Sludent { Class Info Bink Home

Westfield's UTC redevelopment proposal features seven dynamic districts built around
open-air courtyards, green spaces and water elements with enhanced parking and
pubtic transit. New housing on-site will be within easy walking distance of shops,
restaurants and entertainment destinations, inctuding its popular ice skating rink.

“This vision enables us to produce the comprehensive renewal of UTC that our
community deserves,” said Bradhurst. "Our custamers have asked for a leading-edge
experience that preserves the casual outdoor atmosphere, yet delivers more - with
the latest concepts and prototypes for today and beyond.”

Bradhurst discussed the timelines on the long-term, phased renovation of UTC
shopping center.

"We've been undergoing the entitlement process at the city for over a year now,
which includes a formal, public process with a draft EIR (Environmental Impact

RTC-183
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Report),” he said. "We'd like to start construction the first half of next year (2008)
with two major phases, the first apening for the holidays in 2010, and the complete
total project finished by Christmas 2012."

Why renovate such a successfut shopping center? Bradhurst likened it to upgrades on
an aging home. "If you had a 30-year-old house,” he noted, “you'd want to do it up and
make it presentable. We're trying to mprave our house for the community, fer our
customers. We just recently opened up a studio and gallery, the UTC Experience, for
the public tu see what we're doing, what we're offering.”

Westfield's plans for the new UTC have it emerging as the quintessential example of
how regional shopping centers can be reiuvenated environmentally and sustainabty.
Westfield is working with the U.S. Green Building Council on a pilot project that
waould make Westfield UTC the iargest LEED-certified regional shopping center in
California. LEED stands for Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design.
Westfield's new UTC proposat has been accepted into the LEED for Neighborhood
Bevelopment pilot program, which recognizes projects that successfully protect and
enhance the overall health, enviranment and quality of life in a community,

“The new LITC can be a mode! for green deveiopment in the shopping center
industry,” said Bradhurst. "It wili merge enviranmentally advanced designs,
world-ciass architecture and lush native landscaping to create a fresh new
shopping, dining and living experience.”

Among the "green” planning elements envisioned for the New UTC are:

- Selar arrays on raoftops helping to power the shopping center

- increased use of recycled water, instead of potable water, for irrigation

- Energy-efficient lighting pregrams in partnership with SDGRE

- Sustainable, recycled, and lacally sourced building materials

- Enbanced bicycle and pedestrian access ta the center.

The new UTC shopping center proposal is also forward-thinking in the way it
will tie in with transportation and residential components serving the entire
region. Sald Bradhurst: "There will be up 1o 250 residential housing units,
including up to 1¢ percent for affordable housing on-site. We're going to

upgrade and revitalize the existing ice rink, which is much beloved by the
community. We'tl also be adding a 525 miltion public transit center, which will

be under cover and be state-of-the-art. It will connect to the trolley when it
cames through.”

"westfield is fully committed to revitalizing the 30-year-old UTC so it will re-
emerge as a world-class shopping, dfning and entertainment destination," said
Westfield President Kenneth Wong, "We welcome the opportunity to reinvest in
UTC and bring our global best practices - from Los Angeles, San Francisco,
Sydney and London to San Diego.”

Bradhurst concluded the new UTC will be a perfect blend of cutting-edge
desfgn and practical use of space. "For the new project, we've asked the
architects to design outdoor spaces around a series of villages or tawn
squares,” he said. "The buildings will hecome the fabric making those ouideor
spaces rich, engaging and detightful.”

Westfield continues to ask shoppers and the community to share their thoughts
on The New UTC by visiting The UTC Experience” near the former Robinsons-
May building. The Experience i3 an interactive design studio and gallery
displaying design concepts, video fly-throughs and architectural renderings.

westfield filed the Master Planned Development Permit application with the
City of San Diego in November 2006. The vision for the new shopping center
reflects community input received to date, and sets the stage for the
publication of a draft EIR and subsequent environmental review process,
anticipated in the next few weeks,

“We hope our neightiors, shoppers and the whale community will visit The UTC
Experience’ for a closer look at our ideas and give us feedback,” Bradhurst said.
"We look forward to continuing our conversation with the community as we
move threugh the approval process.”

To learn more about UTC shopping center's expansion and to share comments,
visit www.thenewute.com,

Dave Schwab
Dave Schwab is the Managing Editar and a reporter for La Jolla Light. Contact
Dave Schwab at (858} 875-5951 or daves@lajollalight.com.

. - e e
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Vnivenity City Nortt/South Tran iportation Carrider Snudy SR Traffie v Circulution

Imersections

As indicated in Table 4.2-6, a total of rine intersections would operaic at an unacceptanle LOS,
These intersections are as follows:

La Jolla Village Drive/Regents Roed (LUS E am);

Genesee Avenue/Appletan Street (LOS F, em, LOS E, pm);

Cienesee Avenue/SR-52 eastbound anramp {LOS E, pm, LOS F, pm);
Genesee Avenue/Governor Drive (LOS E, am, LOS T, pm):

FINAL :
ENYIRONMENTAL IMPACT REFORT + Genesee Avenue/High Schoel Access (1.OS E, am);

.

.

.

.

far the Geneses Avenue/Decoro Strect (LOS F, am/ pm);
UNIVERSITY CITY NORTH/SOUTH Genesee Avenue/Nobel Drive (LOS E, pm);

TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR STUDY Mirmar Rond/estgate Mall {L.OS F, pm):; and
1-BG3 northbound on-aff remp/Govemer Ddve (LOS T, am/pm).

Temporary Construction Traffic

- Project No. 27445 Construction of the bridge would require approximately 18 months, During this period, 2 10tal of
SCH No. 2004031011 3,084 trips would be geperatzd. On r peak construction day, a total of 252 ADT would be
penerated including 220 truck trips and 64 employee trips. Assuming that the LRC construction
is pecurTing simultanecusly, the maximum construction trips on a day could be as high as 556
ADT distributed gver these threc construction areas. OF this oumber, 96 would be employes

Prepared for: trips while 460 would be related to delivery of matedals. Given the Jow number of trips on the
maoximum constuction activity day and the fact that truck traffic would mermaily ol occur
CITY OF SAN DIEGO during the m_urn‘mg or ev_enjng peak commute periods, no significant traffic impacts would be
Eogineering and Capital Prajects expected during construction.
1010 2* Avenue . .
San Diege, CA 92101 Grade Separation Alternative
" Segments

As indicated in Table 4.2-5, a total of 11 toad segments would operate at an unaceeptable L.0S.
These road segments are as follows:

Genesee Avenue firom Nobej Drive to Decoro Street (LOS F);
Genesee Avenut ftom Decato Street 1o University [ligh School Access (LOS F)
Genesee Avenue, north of Govemnor Drive (LOSF),

Gencses Avenue south of Governor Drive (LGS F);

Genesee Avenue between SR-52 ramps (LOS F);

Genesee Avenve, sauth of SR-52 (LOS F),

La Jolla Village Drive from I-5 to Lebon Drive (LOS E},

La Jella Village Drive, east of Genesee Avenue (LOS F),
Miramar Road from 1-805 to Nobel Drive (LOS F);

Miramar Road from Nobel Drive to Eastgate Mali {LOS F); aod
Nobel Drive from §-805 tn Miramar Road (LOS E).

Prepared by:
Project Design Conaultants

701 B Sireet, Suite 300
San Diege, CA 92101

Deteberdid4]uue 2006

| Voiohee2004Igne 2005 AERT]
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City uf San Diego
CTUMCILMEMBER SCOTT PETERS
DISTRICT ONE
MEMORAMMNDUM

DATE: August I, 20062

TU: City Manager Michael Uberuaga

FROM: Councilmember Scobt Perers

SUBJECT: firafr. EIR For Westfield UTC Espansion Proposal

I received a copy of the sceping letter for the Environmenta! Lmpact Report being preparcd to
inform consideration of ah expansion of West{ield's Univerrity Towne Centre mall in Meorth
Univeisity City.

The adepred communicy plan currently contatns twe potentlal furure projects affecting the analysis
ol any additiona) craffic loads in Lhe community: the widening ©f Genesee Avanue and the
cunstruction of a bridge over Rope Canyon ta join Regents Read. At its meeting on June 11, Ihe
University City Planning Group voted to recowmend that the Clty inlitiate an environmental aualysis
fo Bupport any of four oplions: vonstruction of the Regenta Rridge and the widening of Cehesee to
six lanes ptr the community plan, the constyuction of one of thooe projects and not tRé other, and
the long-term delay or permanent gliminacion af bath project®, 1 will recommend chac the City
Council initiate this study. -

on page 4 of your lecter Lo Westfisld, however, you indicate that the 2IR analysin foy the
shopping ceater should assume the eventual construction of both road projects. In light of the
June acticn by the UCPG, 1 belisve that thie constraint does a diceervice te both the —ommunity
and the developer. Any evaluation of A eignificant expaneicn of the mall musi take into acgount
The very vedl possibllity that one oT both of the norrh/eecuth road projects could be eliminated or
nigniticantly delayed. Therefare, it i8 already apparent thar it Westfisld folluws your di
IL will havr prepared an incomplete ETR Lhat will not be pufficient zo inform the commupity and
tne Citv Council of the impacts of additional traffic trips er Lo support the developel’ s
appllcation for its improvementsa.

Additionally, 1 have made iv clear po Westfield and the community that roads are not thi sols
rolution tu the traffic congestion problem anywhare, hut espaciatly in University Ctey  Boon e
pianning Commzssion first initleted the community plan amendment process in January, [
specifically asked tnal transit be a focus of planning tor mobllity. In particular, T supporct rhe
wifpres ot the Melropolitan Transit Bevelopment Roard to destygn and implemant Tranmit Fivern.

Tha EIF for any expanslon must provide for adeguaie transic. With tespect ro roads, 1 ask "ha: you
allew Westfield to analyze all four scenarios with respect to Geneses and Pegents. Alternatively,
rhe analywis of traffic impacts associated with the proposed Westlield appllealion cguld be
iombined wilh the Regents and Genesee analyses mpon to be conducted by Lhe City.

er: Alice Tana, Chair, Universlty C:ty Flanning Group

Duvid Wokangon, Westfi=ld Covporacien
Lawrence MonAerrate, Environmental Review Manager

Mational Ketail Federation - Ne» - Page 1 of2

National Retail Federation
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CITING ECONOMIC CONCERNS, NRF FORECASTS HOLIDA
SALES GAINS OF FOUR PERCENT

Contact: Kathy Grannis or Scott Krugman {202) 783-7971
E-mail: gr f.am or krug f.com
Holiday Headauarters: www.nrf.com/holfidayhy

Citing Economic Coaterns, NRF Farecasts Holiday Sales Gains of Four Percent

Washingtor, September 20, 2007 -- The Natione! felall Federalion taday released as forecas
the ngeoming 2007 holiday season, predicting that sales will rise 4.0 percenl Lhis year to $47
bithign*,

"Retallers are In for 3 sdmewhat challenglng hotiday sedsun as consumers are laced with
numerous economic obstacles,” said MRF Chie! Economist Rosatind Wells, “With the weak ne
matket and current eredit crunch, consumers will be forced to be more prudent with their hol
speading.”

The 2007 holiday sales increasa 1s expected to fall below the ten-vear average of 4.8 percent
would represent the slowest hahday sales growth since 2002, when sales rose 1.3 percent.

Luxury retailers once #gain appear to e a bright spot as thelr custemers have demnnstrated
ability te malntan high levels of sgending, Clearly the retailers most affected by te economy
be those calering to the iow 1o midgle intome tonsumer. Tias toutd spefl Wouble for thscoumt
and some departmenl stores whose snoppers may be fvoking te trade down,

NRF wlill retease 1ts frst in a series of haliday surveys on October 16, polling consumers oN w
they will shop and how much they plan to spend.

The Mational Retail Federation Is the world's largest retall trade association, with membership
comprises all retail formats and channels of distribution Influding department, specialty, diso
catalog, Inlernel, Independent stores, chan reslavramls, drug stares and gracery stores 4 w
as tha Industry’s key trading partness of retall goods and services. NRF rapresents an tndustr
with more than 1.6 million .5, retail establishments, mere than 24 milion employees - abaoy
nne In fiye American workers - and 2006 sates of $4.7 trillion, As the industry umbretla grouy
NRF also represents mare than 100 state, national and ternational retal assoclations.

Wi nef.com.

auan

* MRF defines "holiday retall sates” as retail Industry sales which occur in the imenths of
Movember and December. Retail industry sales include mest rraditinnal retait categories wncly
discounters, gepartment siores, grocery stores, and speclalty stores, and excludn sales at
automotlve dealers, gas stations, and restanrants,

Emall to Friend | Printer Friendly

w325 7th Streer, MW Suite | 100, Washinglon, DU 20004 wPH: 1-RO0-G72-4692 aFan: 202-73/- 244l wContact Us afmall

L P I e L La L

Frsesare IR Hatinnat Batal Cadarstine

A
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TritonLink Preview: Academic »nd Administrative Calendar 2007-2008

TritonDink"

Brint Frionaly

Rutaled Links

Academic

Calengars
Oepartmants

Registrar's Office

Academic and Administrative Calendar 2007-2008

Summary: Ses the UCSD-approved academic calandar for 2007-2008.

To view other calendar years (past and luture), see Lhe menu.

Note: Link 1o a printt

Iriendly version (FOF} of Lhis calendar.

Pagee § ol 2

Fall 2007

Fall Quarter Beging

Monday, September 24

inatruction Begina

Thursday, Seplember 27

Vetarans Day Hollday

Monday, November 12

Thanksgiving Holiday

Thursday - Friday, November 22-23

tnstruction Ends

Friday, Decambar 7

Final Examas

Monday — Saturday, December 10-15

Falt Quarter Ends

Salurday. December 15

Christmas Hollday

Monday - Tuesday, December 24-25

New Yaar Hollday

Monday - Tuesday, December 31 ~ January 1

- 49 0.

ays of lnstruclion -

Days in Quarter -

Wintar 2008

Winter Quarter Bagins

Friday. January 4

Instruelion Reglns

Monday, January 7

Martin Luther King, Jr. Holiday

Monday, January 21

Presidents (ay Holiday

Monday, February 18

instruction Ends

Friday, March 14

Final Exams

Menday - Saturday, March 17-22

Wintar Quarter Ends

Saturday, March 22

- 48 D

ays of Instruction -

- 58

Days in Quarter -

Spring 2008

Spring Quartar Begins

Thursday, March 27

Casar Chavex Holiday

Friday, March 28

instruclian Bagina

Monday, March 31

L PRS2 POy Ut UL | T

e LAAACENNIE VAT 1K

TN

Autumn Wind Associates, Inc.
Newcastle, CA

Commenis Regarding Air Quality [mpact Anatysis Contained Within the
Universily Towne Center Draft Environmoental Impact Report
San Dicgo, CA

Prepared for Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP, on behalf ol
Friends of Rose Canyon

September 22, 2007
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Autumn Wind ASsvcinfes, Inc
Afr Quality Camments - Dyer Aauniain
Sl 4, 2007

Al the request of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP, Autumn Wind Associales, [nc. has
reviewed sections of the University Tewne Center (UTC) Revitalization Project Draft
Environmenal bapact Report (DEER)Y, SCH 2002071074, pertinent 1o the anal ysis, evaluation, and
mitigation of project-related air qualily impacts. Primary arcas of concern have been identified in

the sections below.

I. DEER Falls To Provide Adequate Review of Basin-Wide Air Quality Conditions

The DETR under-represents the impact that the increase in UTC cmissions would have on air qualily in the
San Diego Air Basin {NDA Y} because critical regulatory and existing ambient roonitoring data have not
been adequately descnibed. At pg 5.4-4, the DEIR s1ales that ambient air quality monitoring data and
exceedances of it quakity standards are discussed under “Background Air Quality” only within the context

of Ihe local geagraphical area within @ number of miles of the UT( site. The DEIR states:

“The purpose of the menitur ing stations is to determine whether the ambient air quality meeis the
CAAUS and NAAQS.”

While technically coireet, the DETR miust inelude ambient air quality dala Gom the numerous
other moniloning slations throughout the air basin, Ozone is a regional poliutu, aﬁd ROG and
NUx pre-cursars emitted at the project site must he cvaluated for their ozune-forming regional
impacis.  Emissions from the UTC project, under common Iransport conditions, could cause
exceedances of air quality standards at non-local locations, and particularly at iuland areas where
monitoced Jata already reflect higher measnred valugs thal viplale federal and stae air quality
standands, Because (ke DEIR dees not include corprehensive, specilic air quality data (i¢..
number of ozone exceedances per year, per monitoring location}, or acknowiedge the potentiai for
arane transport 20l refatad Togional attaiameat inpact implications, it fails to disclase whether the

Project would cause o contribute to all relevant orone exceedances.

In additien, the DEIR does not idendify the number of excecdances over the Inst several years for
azone, PMIL0O, or PM2.5, locally or regionally, or for other critenia pollutants under the National

Ambicnt Air Guality Stundards (HAAQS) ur the more testrictive Califomnia Ambies Alr Quelity

Aietimr Wnd Associntes, Jie,

it Quekny Comments - Dver Moantain

Fuly 24, 2007

Standards (CAAQS). 'This is a major breach since, without this critical information. il is not
possihle o determine whether the increase in emissions associated with the UTC would contribute
to cxceedances of state or federal air quality standards, The closest the DEIR comes to Lhis is &
Tahle 54-2: Ambient Concentrations, reflecting just three years of moniloring data [fom three
stations proximate lo the UTC project atea.  These raw’ data, however, are nol compared ta
ambient standards and so 1he reader 15 given no means to evaluate their significance. Nor is the
data reflective of monilering data (rom mare distant siies (hat would be affected under transpont
conditions by the UJTC project; SDAPCD moniloring sites at Camp Pendleten, Escondido, Alpine,
and El Cajon reflect ozone exceedances of stale and/or federal ozonc standards and could, under
transport conditions routinely affecling the region, be potentially impacted with incremental

incrcases in ozone from UTC.

As the foliowing text shows, the DEIR {at 5.4-5) reporis on ozonc cxcecdances at 1wo local

monitoring stations but fails la report exceedances for the air basin?

The I-hour federal 03 sandard was only exceeded once ai the Del Mar-Miza Costa Collepe
monitoring station duning the time pariad foom 2004 through 2006 The B-hour federal 3 clandard
was cxceeded three Tnues in 2004, The data from the manitonng staiions indicate thal 2ir qualty 15
n anainment of all other federal siandards. The Kearny Mesa monitoring Station measured
exgeedances of the annual California PM 10 siandard during the pened from 2004 to 2004

The DEIR provides no information regarding the mimber of CAAQS or NAAQS exceedances fur the air
basin. Nor dues the DEIR idenlify the altainment/nen-attainment designations made under Californiz Air
Resaurces Bourd (CARB) or ihe Environmental Protectiun (EPA)Y eniteria. This is 2 major CEQA shorifall.
since the DEIR must identily and cvaluate the Project’s estimaled emissions apainst cxisting aw quality
attunment/nonaltainment desigrations. Further. the DEIR fails to consider unacceptably high ambient air
pallwion vatues. patticularly tr ozane and M0, recorded at other {and expevially miand) SDAR
momitoring slations to be incrementally impacted by transport of U1 ¢missiens.  According to the San
Prego Adr Poilutign $orol Distict (SAYCDY, the STOAR ey tecorded 2ight exceedances tor 2007
{through mid-Septemher} of the current (higher) eight-our NAARQS standurl for ozone, The ability al the
air basin to agtain the proposed lower ozone standard is, based on those exceedances, m similicant

Jeopardy.
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Awtumn Windd Associates, Ine.
A Guality Comments — Dyer Mountain

Judy 24, iRy

Uhe DEIR similarly (ails to reflect impodant ozone emissions-standard information published by EPA in
Ihe Federal Register. Specifically, the DEIR does nol mention the federal requirement for new 2007 ozene
Staic Implementation Man {SIP). Additionally, pursuant to a courl order, EPA has proposed a new §-heur
ozone standard applicable to the SDAB. This lower ozone standard -- a “leve! within the range of .070 and
{075 parts per million (ppm) - is intended to provide increased pralection for children and other at-risk
papulations...." Final rulemaking is estimaled 1o occur prior to March 12, 2008, a date well within the
plaming revicew harizon for the UTC project. (See Federal Register, July 11, 2007, Part I, Environmental
Pratection Agency: 44 CIR Pan 50; Natignal Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone; Proposed Rule;
pe. 37R18, 37822} ‘The UTU DLEIR should have acknawledged this reduced standard since the proposed
rulemaking preceded Ihe release of the UTC DEIR, and UTC's cmission impacts are, based panicularty on
the number of measured O3 exceedances to date dunng the 2007 monitoring season, virually cerain to

cause inCreased impacts on basin-wide auainmient challenges.

Had the DEIR included up-to-date regulatory information relating to EPA's proposed nulemaking and
mcluded information about the entire air basin's compliance with air quality standards, il would have
recopnized thal the increase in ozane procurser emissions associaled with the UTC Project could contribule
W exevedances of air quality standards, The air quality analysis should be revised 16 accurately characterize
Uhe: enisting regulatory setting (ineluding a description of how EPA’s adoprion of a more stringent ozone

stiundard would affect the UTC prosect) and must imclude compreliensive data on the region’s air quality.

1. Construction Activities and Emissions Estimtates Are [ncomplete

s i pussible w vendy the accoracy and completeness of the DEIRs construction-relaled ermissions
hecause detatls relating o construction tasks and Lheir related emissions are not suffiviently documented.
Ihe DEIR fails to explain many of the assumplions 2nd imputs used to develop construction emissions
estimates,  For example, in tepard e the project’s iwo major construction phases, the DEIR lacks

specilicity by construction Lask and focation. AL p. 5.4-13, the Air Quality element states:

“Phase 2 involves the canstruction #f up ta 725 residentia) units an site. [t is anticipated that Fhase
7 would require tidle or no demolilion work: althongh it is possible that Phase 2 may involve
demalition of the cxisting Sears parking siructure, but dermolition would not be at the leve! required
under Fhase 1.

I is our understanding that the existing Scars parking structure contains an estimated 650 parking spaces

across two stories.  Demolition of this siructure would produce substantial fugitive dust and PM2.5

Awtsamnn Winid Assocites, ing
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entissions [ram diesel-powered demolition-related vehicles, yet the quote noted abuve reflects no certainty
un the part of the IR preparers far whether demalition »will even oceur or whether related cmissions were
ever included 1 the air quality impact analysis.  In fact, the DEIR's use of “may involve™ and "it s
possibie that” and “bul demolition would hot be required at the level required under Phase 17 so conluses
the reviewer that verification of Phase L1 demalsiion emissions is simply not possible. ‘This lack ol clarity
coupled with the project’s eight vanious potential land use seenarios spanming two canstruction phates,
mtroduces unaceeplable complexity and confusion, making it expemely difficult. il nol impassible.

verify the accuracy ol the estimate of project emissians.

In zddition. the DEIR does not cxplain how cmissions were estimaied for construction of the parking
structure that 15 projected to range up 10 325" in heighl {DEIR pg. 5.1-16). URBEMIS2002 does not
vslimale construction enssions for construction of muMi-story buildings. Manipulation of the model By
the CIR preparers to armive 2t an cshimale musi be ciplained, including the use of modeling nputs and
assumplions. 11 URAEMIS was not used to estimate all construction emissions, what alicrnate methods
were?  Furthermore, architectural coating emissions arc identified in the air qualiy analysis, yel
mformation in (he URBEMIS madeling outputs for the project indicate that the architectural coatings
aitloulator was “"wrned off. Fow exactly did the EIR preparers cateulate emissions from archilectural

coalings”?

Iil.  URRBEMIS Modeling Adjustiments Ave Uncxplained and Under-Represent Project
Emissions

At DEIR pg. 2-1, 1he UTC project is described as “outside the coastal zane .. " URBEMIS madel

defaults for temperature and humidily were adiusted by the EIR preparers. perhaps to refect

condilions more consistent with coastal conditions. 'The DEIR never cxplains ur jusiifics,
however, the temperature and hanidity assumptions or how they weie employed wilhin the
URBEMIS madel. Nar dnes the DEIR indicate whether these assumptions were approved by the
SDAPCD. Temnperature and humidity conditions have a direct effect on the production of mobile
source emissions, Increasing the average wimer and reducing Lhe average summer iemperalure in
URREMIS modeling for the UTC project would cause scasonal emissions to be under-
represeniud. Witheut plausilble, reasonable explunation for the alteted modeling defaulls, (he

DEIR's cstimaled emissions must be presumed as artificially low.  The revised DEIR should
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Temodet emissions using standard defaults or provide detailed rationale for why thase defaults

have been manipulated.

IV.  vehicle Trip Rates Reflected in DEIR Are Internally bncousistent and Conflict
With URBEMIS Model Defaults

Vehicular trip rates for the several land use rypes (zepional shopping center, condofownhouse high rise,
hotet, general office)} propased for the UTC expansion project vary substantially from defautt mip rates
tailored to the SDAB within the URBEMIS model (i<, the model used by the EIR preparers 10 calculalc
the LT s mobile source and area source ermissions). For example, the URBEMIS default trip rate from
the Institute of Trensponation Engincers for a regional shopping center such as UTC 15 4294 irips per 1000
square feet, yet the EIR preparers appear 1o have used an adjusted trip rate of 30.6 trips/1000 square feet
{DLIR Table 5.3-7 (pg. 5.3-18). Based on vague formula-based information provided in a footnole in Lhe
1able {see quote below), 1t appears that the LR preparers may have reduced the current trip rate for the
existing UTC 1o a considerably lower value by adding in the proposcd 750,000 square feet of new retail
facilitics. Again, it is not possible to verify these assumptiens since there is no explanation of scientific

furmulz camponenis noted in this footnote attached o the above-referenced table:

“Hased on Regional Retail Trip Generation (I.n (1) = 0.756 L (X) + 5.25, where T is the nrumber

ol trips and X is Lhe square feolage in 1,000°s) at post expansion squate footage (1,061,400 +

T = 4,401,400 BF)”
How specifically would the addition of 750,000 square feet of new siructures result in a roughly 25%
reduction in the regional retail facility trip rate?  Further, the various fand use scenarios medeled for the
UIC Project refleet a varying number of similarly unexplained regional shopping cenier Irip rates, a‘nd
most disturbingly, none ot those appear 1o malch Lhe traflfic section’s J0.6/1000 valuc.  Across the eight
URREMIS modeled scenarios, the regional shopping center trip rate varied hetween roughly 20 and 24
1xips/ 1000 square fect, rates which are roughly half the URBEMIS default STE rate of 42.94/1000 square
feet. We note, alss, thal no medeling was conducied for construction or operational emission impacts fat

the park and recreativnal facilines improvements discussed al various locations in the DEIR. These project

comy would erissi and, therefore, must br calculated and inctuded in UTC's
crvironmental review. Based o the confusian between trip rates and the lack of medeling for al} portions

of the project, cmissions exiimates lor the project appear to be underestimated substantially

Aurane Wond Axcaceres. e,
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Further. internully inconsistent individoal irip 1ates vary sigaificantly bebween the elght modeled Jand use
scenarios. with manipulation -- unexplained in the DELR - presumably undentaken to achieve a totai
number of trips per day for the project identified in the projeci’s waflic swdy.  Manipulation of mp rates
within and hetween land use types strictly to achieve a lotal project number of trips per day ignores the
piential for altered emission fates due to imporant differences in wevel condutions and trip characteristics
between lond use types. Further, the URBEMIS model llags changes made by the madeler (o its defaults,
listing them in modeled output sheets.  Review of TUIRBEMIS outputs in the UTC DEIN indicate that
certain manually-reduced trip ristes, as wath the regional shopping center land use type, are not listed in the
“changes 1o defaulis™ output section. The revised air quality analysis must disclose whether these Nags
were temaved hy the modeler. [f so, they must be reinstated inasmuch a5 an ELR is reguired to disclose this
critical information. Further, effeclive explanation must be provided by the DEIR preparers regarding the
partieulur rationale used te adjust trip rates within and acrass the various land use types and the eight

varitius seenarios,

Recause the NEIR provides incomplete modcling-related data and cxplanatory informabion, il is not
possible o verify the accuracy,of modeled resulls.  Without effective aceess 10 comprehensive imodeling-
related information used to estimate UTC's impacts, the DEIR s conclusions are significantly jeopardized.
To vorreet (his. medeting assumptions and methods must ke provided and thoroughly cxplaned.

particularly sinte the RIR analysis vares from routine air quality modeling 2nd enginecring praclices.

V. 2020 Modeling Year Faits to Provide Conservative Emissions Es(imates

At TIFIR pg. 5.4-21 the DEIR states:
“Emissions were estimated based on 2020 emission factors for full build out.”

Use of the year 2020 substamiially and inapproprialcly under-represents project-related conslruction and
uperatienal emissien impacts, Doth offroad and oproad meksle source emissions will decrease substantiatly
aver fimie as significantly tighter Tier 1V offroad emission standards and heavy-duty diesel enroad emission
standatds take effeet and fleel-averaged emission levels evolve aver the next several years. Project build-
oul will nccur well prior 10 2020, and thus increased emission impacts will occus well ahead of that
madeting year. llad the DEIR assessed impacts in the year 2010, fur cxample. the project’s air quality

impacts would be far more severe. By choosing 2020 as the modcling harizon, the unalysis incorrectly

| D IR T IS I g T Wl =R
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defers impacts to 2 much Taler dale, incomreetly benefitting in the current UTC environmental review
process from reduced project-related emissions in comparisen lo those that can be expected 1o oceur during
actual project constructian and stan-up uperational phases. To correct this, the DEIR's mudeling and

impact analysis must reflect nearer-term impact-analysis years,

L1B Park-Recreational Facilities Improvements Were Not Reviewed For Emission
Impacts .

‘the Project inctudes recreationa! improvements, some of which would require regrading of pertivns of
Torrey ‘Frait {DEIR, pg. 4-2). However, the DEIR does not appear to include the emissions associated with
Ihis project component in its air quality anelysis. Expansion af this open space area, particularly with the
addition of “facilitics” accessible te the general public, can be exprcted 1o increase rip generation and,
thercfore, air cmissions. Without an adequate description or accounting for related emission impacis, the

DEIR’s construction and operationa!l emission impact analysis is incomplete.

VI,  ROC And Fugi

ve Dust Analysis and Mitigations Arc Inaceurate, Unenlorceable

Miligation Measure 5.4-7 {DEIR pg. 3.4-30} siates that the project applicant “shall incorporate into the
ceniraclor specifications the follewing centrol measures pursuant to the Regiomal A Quality Strategy

(RAQS} for eactive organic compounds {ROC):

s Lse of low-ROC paints, adhesives and solvents
= Installation of low emission water heaters and furnaces where required

Al page 3.3-21, the DEIR states:

“Tretault assumptions in the URBEMIS model, including emixsions duc 1o cnergy use and area
<ources, were used (o cstimalte operational camssions. oxcepi shat it was assumed that arclelectural
cealings would meet low-VOC standaeds and thar sitt lvading on paved roadways would be 0,03
grams per square meier per USEPA defaults.”

‘Thw quated maienals raise several questions and issues:

s Without a standard for "low-ROC" (low.VOC) arch | coatings, will be unable to

comply with this subjective measure. Many comings companies now produce and sell zero-VOC

Atitiemn Wind Associates, Tre.

Air Ouality Comments = Dyer Mouniain

Juh 24, 2007
and wltra-tow (<100 p/L) preducis; these must be identified for UTC and a standard of performance
established tn VOC content by g/1. for this portion af the measure,

& As discussed above, the URBEMIS nutput sheets indicate that the architectural coatings valeulator
was “tumed of I*. “Fherefure it 1s not clear how architeciural coalings emissions were estimated oo
the project.

«  The DEIR states that defaull assumptions were used in URBEMIS “except thal it was assumed
architcetural woalings would mect low-VOC standurds,..” URBEMIS automaticaily applies the
corecl VOU standards for architectural coatings. In addition. the medel 15 routinely updated 0
account for changes in rechnulogies and regulatory emussion requirements. Therefore, the EIR
preparer’s assumption suggesls that undefined, lﬂw'=r VOC emission factors were used to eslimate
UT(’s construction znd arca-source architectural coatings emissions. [T this 15 the case,
archilectural costings estimates in the DEIR would appear to reflect manipulsted, artificially low
cmission guantities,

s California nlready requires low-VOC architcctural coatings in comparisen to the resl of the
country. Thorcfire, it appears that the DEIR proparer's may be teking mtigation crodit when luw-

VOC coatings are already required by regulation,

The DEIR s use of subjective and nan-quaniiiative language pertaining to architecnral coatings makes it
almost impusmble 1o veafy the aceuracy of architectural coatings” crmssions estimates, Noi is it possible to
quantify the emission reduction benelits of the mitigation measure since no benchimark standards are
cmployed.  As currently wrilien, the DEIR tails 10 adequalely quannfy the emission reduction benefits of
the mutygation measwie, provides no mechanism to gaupe perfurmance, and 1gnores the need for
enforcement during canstruction and operational phases. Therelore, the DEIR canpot assuime any emission

reduction frome “low-ROKC archsteciura! caatings” for the uTe preject.

In addition. MM 5.4-7's mention of “Installation of low emission watcr heaters and fumacey where

required” is similarly suhjeclive, vague, and unenforceable. Because the measure is so non-specilic. 1l is

not possible 1o determine whether the measure relies on low-NOx standards that have applied to water
heaters sold in California for several years. Further, recent atlempts by California a2ir agencics to
promulgate technology-forcing regulation to further reduce existing Low-NOx waler heater emissions have
been blocked by manufacwurers' claims of pverwhelming technical difficultics.  As writien, MM3.4.7%5
water heater longuage contains no performance standard, appears ingorrectly to rely un promulgation of

uncertain fulure water heater-relaled air agency regulation for any ermission benefits, and adds a confusing
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quatifier al the end of the mitigation (with use of "where required™) that impties that there may be portions

of the LITC project where lower-emitting water heaters would not be required.

Atpg. 5.4.2) (see qualc ahove) the DEIR states that an EF A silt loading fsctor was used to estimmle related
operational PM |} cmissions, and URBEMIS vutputs in the DEIR refeci that the standard defaull factor
uscd in URBEMIS for the San Diego air basin has been reduced by about 66%. The DEIR lacks any
specilic reference by Ei'A documentation and provides no explanation as to why the URBEMIS defaults
werc adjusted.  URBLEMIS® defaults, including these for caleulation of fugitive dust from roadway silt
loading, are based wn EPA emission factors. Thus the reduction of the sill lovding factor for UTC must be
Lied 30 addilional, specific analysis of demiled stlt loading samples taken from the San Diego air basin,
Discussions with the SDAPCD regarding this mattee confirm thal the eir district is unawzre of any
infermation thal would jusii:’y the siit loading reduction elaim by the DFEIR' Finatly, the .03 p/square
meter faclor neled al pg. 5.4-21 appears to maich a factor developed by the San Joaquin Valley Air
Follution Contrel Disirict (JVUAPCD) lollowing detailed analysis of localized (Sen Joaquin Vailey) soil
savaphes for s Vrading Tactors underiaken & number of years age. The DEIR must distlose and explain the
sciennlic basis and rationale For the sizable reduction in sill loading selected for the UTC praject. Factors
developed on the basis of highly refined analysis far some other jurisdiction cannnt be tansferzed te the

San [hepoe basin without adequate scientific justification,

As wrinen. MM 5.4-7 rellects serious deficiencies for its three conmponents—silt loading, architectural
coarings, and water healers.  Claimed or modeled emission benefits cannel bie substantisted based without
sound dogumeniation.  Further, the DE(R cannot rely on what appear tn be adificially low emission
caleulations (particularly related to silt loading and architectural coatings). T'e comect these deficiencies,
the revised DETR must prevade robust, accurade. and comprehensive analysis of the emissions wrgeled by
MM 5.4-7, along with referenced documentation to support its emission calculations  Finally, the measure
must he wiitten with ¢ffective metrics to quantify emission reductiun benefiis, along with enforcement and

compliance cmmponunts that will ensure real. surplus, quantifisble emission reductions

VIl DEIR Fails 10 Adequately Analyze PMILU and PM2.5 Emissions

PEIR Tables 3.4-5 and 5.4-7 lisls the construction cquipment that would be used tor Phuses | and 11,

wluding lnaders, ackhoes, and excavetors, [ addition, Phase | would require 150 total truck trips per

! Persomal communications with Rob Reider, Planning and Rules Supervisor, SDAPUD, September 2007
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day, and Thase 2 would require 120 muck Uips per day. Mnst heavy-duty equipment and trucks opetate

with diese] engines.

Phascs 1 and Il uf project construction would result in about 100 bday of PM 2.5 emissions. (DEIR
Tahles 5.4-6 and 5.4-8), The DEIR finds that, after mitigation, project construction would result in 6528
Ibsfday of construction-relalcd PM2.5 emissions (DEIR Tahle 54-11). The DEIR never. however,
ulentitics whieh cinission reduction strategies would be used lo teduce PM2S erussions Diesel
particulate matter (BPPM) emissions can be conrolled with use of diesel oxidation catalysts, diesel
parviculaw fiiers, use of rewer and more effitient tngines, and other means, but rene of these feehvlogies
arc even mentioned in the DEIR. Without cxplanation, the DEIR appears to have incarrecily atinibuted an
cquivalent percentage reduction from control of PMI0 fugitive dust ermissions to PM2.5. DI'M PM2.5
would not be redueed by the control measures applicable to fugitive dust, The revised air quality analysis

shunld errrcet this senous delicieney.

1X. UTC Environmental Amalysis Must Provide Hesith Risk Screening For TAC
Emissions

‘Fhe < alifornia A Resources Board (CARDBY has identified DIPM as a teaic air contamittans (TAL), TAC:

are a major public healih issue m Califorma, and the polential health impacts prompted CAKH 1o develop

the Risk Reduction Man w0 Reduce Pariiculate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fucled Fogines and Vehicley

(RIPY in Oclober 2000 The RRP found that near-source expoasutes 1 DEM can resull in elevaed

exposures to sensiive receplors, resulting i the potential for up to 1,500 cancer cases per million”  The

Office of Fnvironmental Healih [azands and Asscssment (OEHHA) Air Toxies g Spots Program Risk

Assrssment__(fuidebnes - Aw Toajes Progrum ¢widanee_Manual _lor_freparation ot Health Risk

Assessmenls stales ot pg, 8-3 thai TACs such 85 DM are capahie of inducing short-term exposure risk.

Divsel exhanst is composed mainly of paniculate matks (PM), which has been implicuted with @ vanety of
healih effects mcluding premature mortality, aggravation of respivatory {c.g., cough, shuriness of breath,
wheezing. bronchitis, astiima aitacks) snd cardiovascular discase, dectines 1 lung funciion, changes (o lung

tissues and seycture, altered respiralory defense mechanisms, and luny, vancer. (US. EPA 4590 0} ¥R

ng from Diesel-Tucled

{ ngemes and NVelithes, Oowober 2008, p. 1.
" U.S. Environmentzal Frotection Agency, Air Quality Critetia fu Pariicufiate Matier, Repont EPAGRP-25-001al
thramgh DG cF, Aprid 1996
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65634." ) Particulate matter is a non-tlreshald poltutant, which means thot there is some possibility of an
adverse health impact al any concentration. (See American Trucking v, U5 EPA: Unjustified Revival of
the Nandclegation Doctrine, 23-SPG Environs Envtl. L & Pol'y ). 17, 263 DPM is responsible for the
majority share of toxics mortality risk, particularly in urbanized air basins. DPM represents 70% of the
foxics mortality risk in South Coast®, Further, CARE guidance® fists residents as “scnsitive receplors” for
toxic air centaniinant (TAC} exposures.

Although diescl-lucled cquipment used during the LTTC's extended censtruction process would expose
nearby sensitive receptors 1o DPM, the DEIR fails to examine heaith risks to these receplors, The UTC
PEIR explzins thal existing development surrounding the project site consists af high-density residential
development (at DEIR pg. ES-2).  “Immediately south of the site” are “wao-siory single-family
residencrs. . separated from the shopping center by an approximasely 15- 10 20-foot tall slope, wooden
lence and mature trees"(al DEIR pg. 5.1-1)." Similarly, residents, children, the elderly. and athleles will use
the UTC's -7 acre onen spute arca during constructian, Prevailing winds are out of the west and northwest
(al pg. 5.4-1}. Therefore. significant concentrations of project-related TAC emissions would be detivered
to these sensitive receptors, therchy increasing health risk, during the Project's three to five year

cnnsiruction peripd,

The DEIR does not conduct any TAC-related health tisk screening or concentration modeling {undertaken
in a Health Risk Assessment (THRA)) of project-related DIPM for these sensitive receploss, or fot workers at
the existing UITE faviditivs who will be immediately adjacent 10 demolition and construction activities.
This represents o seriobs deficiency in the UTC's CEQA review, The IR states at pg. 5.4-20 that the
maponty of construction acuvity waunld oceur in the northern hall of the project site “a pand distance away
trom pearby seasitive receptors” without explaininig what a “good distance™ is. anel then ignores any furiher
cansideration or analysis for PPM ar TAC health risks to result rom the exlensive ihree-year construction
miacess. In addition, the DEIR implies that TAC DPM emissions from UTC construction are autamaticatly
nsignificant hecause they would be temporary in nature and not a long-leem source of air pollution. (DEIR
pe. 5.4-18)

* National Ambient Air Quabity Suanderds fo: Pailiculate Matter: Proposed Decision, Pederal Register, v. 61, na. 241,
Dccember 13, 19946, pp. 65638-65675,

S RCAQML, Muluple Air Toxics Exposure Study in the South Coast Ais Basin, MATES.I1, March 2000

* California Air Resources Board; Al Quajity and Land Use Handbook: A € ity Perspective. Aprl, 2008

"
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Such dismissal is not aceeplable. Ilzalth risk assessments intentionally employ long dutations, with figures
adjusied 10 accourt for, on average, seventy years of exposure. However, reducing the exposure duraten
would violate Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) methodelogy if the risk
value for a short duration {say, scveral years) was erroneously spread (and thereby greatly diluted) over
sevenly years, Using the UTC DEIR's logic {that the UTC Project’s health risk would not be scvere
because of the short duration of cansiruction), exposure 1o high levels of asbestos, 2 known carcinogen,
would be acceptable far the 1hree 1o five year UTC consiruction period so long as the concentralion was
hetow risk Maclors ientified for a 70-year exposure period - or, even more simplishically, the dutation
period was less than 70 years. Clearly, this makes nn sense. Mereover, asbestos exposures rellect latency
perivds that confound simple desc-rate relativnships., providing more rationale for avoiding overly-
simplistic duration assumplions by the DEIR's preparers.  Shorter-term exposures arc also relevani since
averaging aver longer pertods does nol account for differences in sensitive sub-populations (¢.p. those whe
are medically-compromised or children), fails to account for dose-raie effects, ignores the potential that
higher-dese Tales aver a sherter tertn may he mote hazardous than lower dose rates over a longer perind,

and fuils tw account for synergistic eflects of combined T AC exposures.

Unlike most nonerural Californi air dhstricts, SDAPCD has failed to ssue CEGA thresholds of
sipnificance or guidance, Therefime pindance from other air agencies regarding the relevance of shorl-term
health nisks is used here W evaluate the UTC project’s patential for TAC health risks.  Bay Area Air
Quality Management I¥siriel (BAAQMD) gaidance reflects the importance of evaluatmg a project’s shon-
term cancer risk when Hstates: "The peaject is acceptable if the annual emissions asseciated with the
progect would result in an incremental cancer risk equal to or Iess than 1OxE-6 (one m one million). were
e expansre (o conlinue fui 70 vewrs' {cmphasis added)”  Seuth Coast Air Qualily Management Distnet's
(SCAQRMD) Rule 1401 requires a lifetime exposure duration for cancer risk assessment bul stipulates that,
*The risk per year shall not exceed 1770 af the maximum allowable risk specificd in (A3 (A} or (dW1HB)

at any receptar location in residlential areas”™"  In other words, short-term exposure analysis is a eriucal
whalysis componcnl, with ¢xpasure duration divided into one-year increments in orcer 1o cvaluate nisks

from sharter-term TAC (such as DPM from construction project) expusires.  Day care children, residents,

and wackers at UTC are caplive sensilive receprors for construction DPM exposuees, 'These sensitive

*Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessmient, Al Taxics 1lotspots Program Risk Assessment
{uidelines, August 2003

* Hay Area Air Quatity Management District (BAAQMD), Ray Area AQMIY Risk Management Policy for Tiesel-
Fueled Engines, Revised January 11, 20602

* South Cuoast Air Gualily Manapement District (SCAQMD). Rule 1401, § 1401{d) (4).}
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receplors will be co-located with demolition, cxcavation, and building equipment that will emit DPM for
three 1o five years. In addilion, construction emissions would combine with LI'TC's existing retail-related
operational DPM {primarily from routine daily diesel-powercd vendor and delivery truck operations)
during this same period. Again, the DEIR does not mentiop o analyze the health risk of these combincd

pollutand saueees,

“I'he UTC DEIR should heve evaluaied health risks using an appropriale, recognized screemng method or,
mare apptoprimely, with ose of dispersion modeling in @ comprehensive boalth Tigk assessment. The UTC
Praject’s NOx and PMID emissions will excoed CEQA Lhreshelds coutinely applied by SCAQMD,
Sacramento Metropnitan Air Quality Management Pistrict (SMAQMD) and other a2ir agencies, Other
projects located in the %an Diepo area, smaller in size and duration and with lower estimates of DPM-
refated emissions have conducted focused construction-related health risk analysis during the CEQA
Tevicw privcess (see Providence Holy Cross Medical Center Expansion project; ENV-2005-0042-MND)
The IFTC DEMR must be tevised to include a healih risk essessment using acceptad methods and dispersion
modcling. The resuils sheuld be issued in a recircelated L2EIR,

X. AN Feasible Canstruction Mitigations Were Not Consideved

CHOA requires that if feasible mitigation exists ta reduce or avoid a project’s significant enviropmental
impacts the praject may nol be spproved unless the mitipation is adopted (PRC $21802) and should the
Lead Apency decide to not adept prupused mitigation, it must provide substanlial evidence that the
witigation ix infeasible (Guidelines §15091{a) (3. A1LUTC DEIR pg. 5.4-15, rounne conslruction-telated
fugitive dust conirul miligations are poked, yel at pg. 3.9-17, the BEIR concludes thal overlapping Phase |
and Phase || mtigated emissions would still exceed the 100 (b, M0 theeshold aod therefore the impact is
significant and unavoidable. This is incorrect. Technalogies 1o reduce PMID and PM2.5 are available {i
copstruction apphications amd mitigation measties vequining heir use are routinely applied in ather air

distnieis in Catifornia.

Laryely as a result of the Catifornia Legislaturc's passage of Senate Bilt 656, California air districts have
developed o comprehensive 1ist af measures designed lo reduce particulate matler emissions (tom
construsiion operations, The San Joayuin Valley Air Pollution District (SIVAPCIY 2602, pp. 55-82)." the

10 Gan Joaquin Valley Alr Pollutiun Control District (“S)VAPCD”), Projeet Guide for Asspssing and
Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, August 1938, Revised January 2002,
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Ventura Counly Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCL 1989, pp. 7-2 1o 7-4),11 the San Luis Obispo Asr
Tollution Control Districl (SLOAPCI 2003, Scc. 6.3.1), and the Sacramento Metropoelitan Aur Quahty
Management [istrici (SMAQMD 1994, pp. 10, 20) have found the following pardiculale magier measures
L be reasonable and feasible: (See CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4, 15091.)

»  For hacktilling during carthmoving operations, walcr backlitl material or apply dust palliative 1o
maintain malcrial moisture or to form crust when fot actively handling: cover or enclose backfill
material when not actively handling: mux backfill soil with water prior th moviry; Jedicate water
iruck ur lacge hose 10 backfilling ¢quipment and #pply waler as needed; water 1o form crust on soil
immedialely lollowing backfilling; and emply loader buckel slowly: minimize drop height from
loader buckel,

& During clearing and gruhbing, pre-wet surface sotls where equipment will be operated; for areas
without continuing consiniction, maintain live perennial vegetation and desert pavement; stabihize
surface snil with dust palliative unless immediaie construction is lo continue; and use walcr or dust
palliative Lo form crust an soil immediately following clearing/grubbing.

«  While clearing forms, usc single stage pours where allowed; use water spray 1o clear forms, use
sweeping and water spray o clear forms; use industrial shop vacuum to clear forms: and avoid use
of high pressure zir ta blow soil and debris from the form.

o During cut aad Hil activitics, pre-water with sprinklers or wobblers to allow time for peneration;
prezwater with water trucks or water pulls to allow time for penetration: dig a test hole te depth of
cul to determine if sotls are wosst al depth and continue to pre-waler if not maist 1o deprh of va
use water ITUCK/putl e water suils to depth af cut priot to subsequent cuts; and apply water or dust
pallistive 1o form crust on spil fellowing fitl and compaction.

*  Far large tracts of disturbed land, prevent aceess by fencing, ditches, vepctation, berms. ar other
baricrs: install perimeter wind hairicrs 3 1o 5 feel high with Tow porosity; plant perimeter
vegelation early; and for long-term stabilization, stahilize disturbed soil with dust palfliative w
vegetation Or pave or apply surface rock

* In staging areas. dumit size of arcu; apply water fo surface soils where support equipment and
vehicles are operated: limit vehicle speeds 1o 15 mph; and limit ingress and cgress peims. For
stockpiles. maintaln ar optinium moisture content; remave material from downwing side; avard
steep sides o [aces: and stabilize material following stockpile: related activity,

« To prevent rackunt. pave comstruction roadways a5 early as possible: install gravel pads; insrall
wheel shakers of wheel washers, and limit site access.

*  Where [uasible. use bedliners in bollom-dumping haui vehicles.

+  Grade each phase separately, timed (0 coincide willy construction phase ur prade entire project, but
apply chemical siabilizers or ground cover 10 graded areas where construetion phase bugins mure
than 60 days alter grading phase ends,

1 Ventura County Air Pallution Control Distrirt ("VCAPCTH") Guidelines lor the Ureparation of Ait
Quality_Impact Analyses, Octaber 29, 19689,
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¢ Following Lhe addition of malerials to, or the remaval of materiels from, the surface of cutdoor
storsge pites, said piles shall be effectively stabifized of fugitive dust emissions wiilizing sufficient
water or chemicat stabilizer/suppressant.

«  During initial grading, earth moving, or site preparalion, prajects 5 acres of greater may be required
1o construct a paved {or dust palliative lreated) apron, at keust 100 ft in length, onto the project sie
frem the adjacent site 1f applicable.

+ Posl a publicly visible sign with the tclephene number and person to contact regarding dust
complaints. This person shall respond and take eorrective action within 24 hrs.

«  Pior lo final occupancy, the applicant demonstrates that all ground surfaces are covercd or treated
sufficientiy 10 minimize (ugitive dust emissions,

»  Gravel pads most be Tnstalled at all access points Lo prevent fracking of mud on 1o public roads,

= §riar to land usc clearance, the applicant shall inctude, as a note on a separate informational sheel
10 be recorded with map, these dust control requi . All requi shall be shown on
grading and building plans.

« Al raadways, driveways. sidewalks, etc.. to be paved should be completed as soon as possible. In
addition. building pads shauld be laid as soon as possible after grading unless seeding or sail
binders are uged,

s  Pamiers with SO percent or less porosity located adiacent 10 roadways to reduce windblown
material leaving a sile.

»  Prohibitall grading activitics dwing perieds of high wind fover 15 mph).
s Pave all roads on construchion sites,
s Replant vegelauon in disturbed areas s quickly as possible.

e Permancrit dusi Contrai measures i an approved project revegetalion and landscape pian should be
implernented as sonn as possibie following completion of any seil disturbing activitivs.

«  Exnosed ground areas that are planned (o be reworked at dates greater than 1 month afler inirial
grading should be sown with a fast-gezminaling native.grass sced and watered until vegelation is
establishad.

«  Require o kst vontrel plan for earthimoving operations.
White the measures neled abuve are designed to control project-relzted entrainment o re-entrament of
fugitive dust {PM10). PM2.3 construction-reluted emission impacts aze largely generated from the
combustion of diesel fuel in dicsel-powered construction equipiment that will operate al the project for aL
least thice years. Air ageneics (e.g. SMAQMD, PCAPCD, SIVUAPCD) routinely require speeified
construetion lleei-averaped percentage teductions 85 mitigation apptied to offioad equipment, “I'hese
technologits Typicatly achieve a 25% - 33% NOx reduction and up to 50% PM 1 (combustion) redustion.

CTQA guidance regarding these and ather ellective midigations is readily available online.

[he PEAR further errs when it concludes {a pg. 5.4-28) that:

Aty Wond dssociates. loc
A Quahey Commenis = Pyer Mountam
Jul 24, 2007

There are no feasible mitigation measures 1o reduce NOx during Phase | construetion to a level
that is less than significanl, but this impact would be temporary.”

f'casible ofiroad NOx- and/or PM-reducing technolopies exist that would reduce the significant crileria and

TAC cmissions pencraled by construction of the UTC project.  (See. c.g. Huss Umwelttechnik

(www . hussumwell.com), Cleaire (www cleaire.com} and CARR's list of verificd diese] emission control

syslems  at httu:ﬂwww.;ﬂI!.uﬂ_gpu,‘dic\clf\v‘crdcv.‘vu’tthlm}, In  addition, SMAQMD, PCAPCD,

SIVUAPCD permit the payment of in-liew funds for co-lecated offsite miligalion programs (uypically
administered by the air agency) il projcci-related fleet equipment reduction tarpels cannot be met with use
of newer equipment, diesel paniculaie filters or oxidation catalysis, cte. In such veses, the local air agency
will provide fungible reductions for the project by working with the projeei’s construchion (leet, ar walh
other diese] vehicle operators in the project vicinity. “The revised UTC DEIR must exanine feasible
mitigation measures capable of reducing the project's substanlial construction emissions. Rejection off
leasible, recommended mcasures must be thoroughly explained, as required by CEQA Guidelines
§15091{a) (3).

XI[.  Inadequate Review of Feasible Gperational Mitigation Measures

The DEIR incorreetly asseris that there is no feasible mitization for the Project’s operational mobile source
cmissins (at pg §.4-26), Conttary jo this slatement, mitigation measures are available o reduce fhese
emissions, In addition. €O and ROG emissions ¢an be reduced with the use of newer. lower-emitting
cquipment and retrofit technolngies.  Further, had the DEIR identified the increased mobile source-
acnerated NOx and PMID cmissians a5 significant (as would have been the case f the DEIR reled an
mobile source thresholds of significaace rather than statianary source thresholds (see discussion helow))).
lhe UTC DEM wauld have been sblipated to idennfy feasible miligation for these emissions,  Placer
Connty Afe Tallution Control [Hsirict (PCAPUD) reyuires a project’s sigmificant vperational NOx

emissions be reduced by 25% and PMIO by 45% usmg a variety of methods, inchaling use of new

equipment, tltofits, or repowers. The PCAPCDY's oflsite mitigation option provides for the collection of
fees from the proicet for operational cmissions that will exceed the PCAPCL's CEQA threshotds af
significance. These fees are then converted into low-ermission mubite source projects which arc
administered through the PCAPCIY's Clean Air Grant program, with the resulting cost-cffective emission
reductions applied as offsets to the CRQA preject, iroject proponents may provide lheir own molkle
saurce cimission reductions te achicve the aforementioned percentage reductions, using a variety of low-

¢mission vehicle strategics including replacements with new vehicies, lower-emitting sltemnatively-lucled

i6

RTC-195


file:///tncialci
http://www.hussuinwcll.coml
http://www.clcaJie.eom%7d

. ATTACHMENTS TO LETTER 14

ATTACHMENTS TO LETTER 14

Antieenn Windd Associutes, Inc.

Air Quahiv Commemts — Dyer Mounain

July 24, 2007

vehicles, repawers or rewrofils of exisling heavy-duty vehicles. ur via payment of offsite mitigation fees that
aci as otfse1s. Numerous echnologies are available for retralitting cxisting onroad diesel vehicles for NOx
and PM reductions.  Simitarly, SMAQMD's longstanding list of gir- and energy-beneficial land use
measures'” for Jand use projecis permits the developer o choose from paint-based lechnological and
hehavier-modifying ilems to achieve at tesst 15% operational emissians mitigalion benefit.  Further,
numcrous diesel reunfit technologies have been CARD-verificd o greatly (»85%) reduce particulare
wupzels and NOx impacts of construction and operaticnat diese! vehicles thal would build and then serve
the UTC project aver its Jong-leren, operating lifetime.  CEQA requires that sll reasonable and feasible
mitipations be applicd 1o climinate or reduce 2 projeet's emission impacts, yet UTCs envirommental seview
has failed ta evaluale measures reulinely used it other arcas (o reduce operational emission impacts. These
measures shauld have been conmdered for use at UTC since they have been established zs reasonable and

fcasibic fin CRQA applications for over a decade.

XIl. SDAPCD Stationary Source Thresholds Must Not Be Applied to tndirect Sources

Al pg. 5.4-8, the NDETR identifics the CEQA thresholds used 1o cvaluate the projeci's potential ait quality

inmpacts.

“The City has established both peneral thresholds (consisient with CEQA puidance (ur significant

impacis) and specific emission threshaolds thal are derived from the San Diege Air Pallution

Caniral District’s regulations.”
At Table 5.4-4, the DEIR retics on SDAPCD poliutant thresholds for statianary sources to evaluale the
daily and annual emissions of the UTC project. The DEIR errs when il refies on these thresholds to review
lang usc Jeselopment-related emissions since these SDATCD thresholds arc intended to apply ondy 1o
permilied stalionary sources of ait pollution. SDAPCD Rule 202 "', applies v any new or modified
crission urdi, &ny replacement cmission umif. any relacated ermission unit or any portable emmssivn unil fr
whiclh an Authonty o Construct or Permit to (perate is required pursuant to Rule 10, or fin which a
Lretermination of Compliance is required pursuant & Rule 20.5"." The thresholds of Rule 20.2 should nat
have been apptied 10 the UTC's largely mobile-suurce emissions since they are an indircel source of air

Plhwion amd not a stationary souce. Emission threshalds i Bule 20.7 apply oaly o reyulated, permitied

" Sauramento Mutrepoliten Air Quality Managemient Distrivt; “Recommended Guidance for Land Use Ersissions
Reductions 2007 Update™; v1.1; Jan_ 9, 2007

" SDAPCD, . “New Snurce Review; Non-Major Stalionary Sources; Rule 20.27;

b poffwsew, sedaped orgrrulesiruley Reg2word/R20-2.doc: March 2007
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stationary sources located throughaut the San Diego air hasin to ensure attainment or mainicnance of
national ambient air quality swndards (INAAQS; under the federal Clean Air Acl. .
Stationary sauree threshulds are based on the timiled inventory of permilted stationary sources and the
artainment designation und related attainment sirategies of the entire air basin, An air basin cxtends far
heyand the (poiprint ol an individual land use project thal could cause locaily-sipmificant impacis and
putenlial exceedances of state and federal air quality standards.  An air basin’s stationary source emissions
invenlory is a relatively small percentage of the total emdssions inventory. Mobile sources represent the
overwhelming majorily of the area’s ozone precursor emitlers, and use of slationary source-bascd
thvesholds wil actomatically under-represent the potential sigmificance of UTC's mobile, operational
emission iinpacts. In addition, stationary threshalds are 100 broadly regional (by aw disirict design) to be
used for local project environmental review. SDAPCD and other air districts have recognized that
slationary souree limits provide inadequate standards for review of project-specific, focal or cven regional
cavironmental impacts. sinee the great majority of (hese impacls are caused not by stationary saurces but,
rather, the mobile sources that wili build and then utilize UTC over its Lifetime, These disimicls recognize
that swationary source limits will not provide balanced protection against ozoae and particulate matter
nomarainment (under stale or federal Clean Air Acts} Lurgely vaused by the supermajority proponien of

inobile source projeet-related emissions in companson to tiose crmittcd by statjionary sources.

It is important o note that the SDAPCD has. advised local jurisdictions that using stationary source
thresholds for CEQA land use feviews is not approprste,”’ The UTC DEIR shopld nat, therefore, rely on

thiese thuesholds for determining Lthe significance of the UTC projeet’s air quahity impacts

Use of stanonary source thresholds necessarily miss potentiatly significam lacal ¢mission effects that must
be considered under CEQA, inciuding mobile and area sources. and ineluding the consideration of’ those
wnpaets againat air quality standards estublished under the California Ciean Air Act. Specifically.
regionally-applicable stationary source threshalds will not adequately evaluate U7C-related emissions for
localized exceedznces. particularly in comext to more stringent California Clean Air Act ambient air
yuality standards, nor can they be used o cvaluale declared loxic air contaminants, panticularly dicsel
parliculate matter [rom offroad and onrozd vehicles. Notwithstanding the fact that SDAPCD cannot issur
UTC a permit to operale required under application of Rule 20.2, thereby invalidaing its applicahility o

UTC's CEQA revicw, limiting the review of the praject’s construction emission impacts to a regional

Y Prersenal communscations with Rob Reider, Planning Supervisor, SDAPCL: March 15, 2007
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perspective conradicts CEQA's interest in identification sad mitigation of project-specific local and sile-
specific impacts.  limissions from construction equipnient operatian during demolition, grading. and soil
franspor| may canse logalized excecdances of criteria peliotant standaids governed under state and federal
©lean Air Acts, yet the DEIR contains no information that addresses the polential for immediately localized
impacls. Hased on the inapphicability of stetionary source thresholds 1o estimating impacts of indirect
sources (such as UTC), the DEIR fails to adequately address the potential for the project 1 conflicl with ot

obsiruez aiainment of the ambicnt air quality standards.

‘I ke {1:1R provides limited discussivm of SDAPCD ambient afr monitoring dara. Stations used ta produce
that data are localed at too great a distance to provide meaningful protection to breathers on or adjacent o
the praject from UT<-lncalized exceedances. Some air agencies (eg. SCAQMD, SMAQMD) have
cstahlished thresholds specifically for construction to deal with this issue. SMAOQMI, for example,
considers construction emissions significant il the prajeet s cslimated to cause more then a 5% localized
ambient increasc in CAAQS air quality standards™, Without adequate modcling, analysis, and evaluation
of these potential UTC ampacts however. it 15 not possibic 10 delormune whether the project will aveid
causing locaiized air qualily. standards cxccedances,  This is particularly true regarding the exiensive
emissions of 1M (dicscl particulale matter}. @ toxic air contaménant, that will be emitied seross the three-
L five - year construstion process.  Moreover, no substantive PM2.5 mitigations have been proposed o

the project. desprie claimed reductions noted in the Air Quality element al Table 5.4-8,

Xill. DEIR Fails to Ulse Appropriste CEQA Thresholds; Suhstantial Evidence and
Public Adopfion Requirement

CLA guidance a1 Sectinn 15064.7 allaws wide latitude o @ Lead Agency in chonsing CEQA significance
_thresholdds, providing that “A threshold of significance is an identifiable quantitalive. guahlative or
performance level of a particular environmental effect...” Under 15064, 1), *Thresholds of sigmificance
L0 be adupted for gencral use as part of the lead agency's environmental review process rmust be adopred by
ordinance, resolution, rulc. or regulation. and developed through @t public review process and be supported
hy substantial evidence.” [n this easc, the identifisble guantitative threshold values (from Rule 20.2}

comnnl be linked reasonably o the “particular enviromental effect” since the UTC project is now @

" Sacramenio Metropolitan Aur Quality Management District; “Guide to Air Quality Assessment in Sucramenta
County”, July 2604
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statienary source whose cmissions are subject 1o air district permil, and the emission impacts of UTC wilt
be almost entitely mobile source-gencrated over the project life. Application of the Dnsmict’s stationary
source Ihresholds 10 CEQA review of a project’s mobile source imipacts must he based on substantial
evidence of threshold c(Teetiveness in characterizing ar preventing unacceptable project-related air quality
impacts, and the portion of Section 130647 requiring public adoption of the 1.cad Agency’s own CEQA
theesholids acls as a safery valve to further ensure the Lead Agency's use of “"substantial evidence™ in ils
project review process.  Did the Lead Ageney adopl the CEQA significance thresholds as reflected in
intormalion supporting DEIR Table 5.4-87 If adopted, were those thresholds supporled with subslantia?
evidence 1hat wolld successiully avercome the SDAPCD's wamings o Tead agencies that its stationary
source thresholds ool be applied 1o CEQA reviews? I is likety that the Lead Agency has ia this case
applied unsubstantiated signilicance thresholds to incorrectly gauge and under-represent the significance of
UTC construction and operational emission impacts. f this is the case, their use must invalidate the
acewracy of the Lead Apency’s significante determinations and the rationale for what few ar quality

miligalians have been selected for the project.

XVIL. DEIR Climaile Change Discussion Is Inadequate

The DEIR's conclusion that the LTC projeet’s impact upon climate change would be less than sigmiGicant
(DEIK, 5.4-39) is based on taulty assumptions, incomplete identification of’ greenhiuse yas sources, and
unsubstantiated caiculations. The Praject’s contribution to greenhouse gas cmissions and climate change
should have been identified as & significan! impact; the failure 10 do su represents @ substantial shortfall

with the project’s environmental review.

“The DELR repeatedly fails 1o idennly the source of key informansn uscd to determine CO2 emissions. The
first example s the claimed waler consumption lram the cxisting retail developrment ol 109,307 gallons per

day (DEIR, 5.4-7). ‘The identification of the source of this waler usage dala in the DEIR is simply “jhjased

on inlurmation for current water demands.” The DEIR does not disclose the actual dala source, such ay
actual historical usepe records averaged over a pennd of years, or estimates provided by water ageneies, of
cxtimates provided by viher agencies such as the Cily of San Thego. Furthet. it does ot distlose haw the
portion of water usage aliibutabic i jrrigation was determuned. The DEIR claims thal 54,000 gallons 1
used fur wrigation, but does nal disclose i that estimate is based on actual metered imgalion daiz, of sume
other source. Since tmust wales consumed in Southern California is transported over long distances from

the water's source, the energy consumed o deliver the waler is an important part of the overall estimate of
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greenholtse gas emissions. Any emors in water comsumplion estimates can significanlly impact the

grrenhouse gas erissions estimate,  Withowt accurate and fully documenied waler usage data, it is

Lnpassible 1 indeperidentiy verily the aceurscy of the greenh gas

Clectrical encrgy use is another critical component of greenhouse gas emissions estimalion,  Acgurale
quantification of energy consumplion associaled with the exisling shopping center should have been
provided, including actual histimical usape dala averaged uver a period of years. Unforwnately, the DEIR
relies only on outdated estimales provided by an wir qualily district located owside of the project area. The
energy consumption rale of 13.55 kWh per square ool is based on 1993 estimates [rom the South Coast Air
Quality Management Tristrict (SCAQMD} {DEIR, 5.4-5). ‘This proposed project is located in the San
Dyicga Air Poltution Contral District. not the South Coast. 1t appears that no effort was nade to identify
achual energy consumption dala. which should be available for the existing shopping center.  Tnaccutate
encrgy consumplion data will significanily impact the validity of UTC's greenhouse gas emissions

eslimates.

The DEIR cstimate of greenhuuse sas emissions [rom vehicle use is also suspect. Whenever possible, (he
use ¢f maftic dats from an accurate projeci-specific traffic study is prefened over simpliticd modeling
defagdts. n tact, the DEIR cites the project speeific tratfic study as the source of the average daily wathic
volume (DKIR, 5.4-7). Unfortunately, the estunate of vehicle trip lengtk 15 based on o dilterent source--the
defult data in the URBEMISZ002 model. 1t is improper to use different data sources for compunents of
the =me emissions source. The tralfic study Should have been used for both Lhe trafite volume and wip
length estimates. The use of 1wo separate dala sources Tor the same vehicle use impact s virtually cerlain

1o result in inaccurate extimates of grecnhonse gas emissions.
Scweral other importani compenents of the greenkuuse gas analysis are unsubstantiated in the DER:

«  Which specific CCAP emission factors were used for clectrieily consumptien? (DEIR, 5.4-14)

«  Which specific usage ratcs were used Tor residentinl and non-residential natural gas combustion?
(DEIR. 5.4-34)

«  Which specilic emission factors were used for natural gas combustion” (I7EIR, 5.4-33)

» On page 54-35 the DEIR claims thal vehicle emissions of CH. were obtained from the
EMEACZI07 model released by the California Air Resources Board. In the next sentence, it

claims that C1, emissiens were based on EPA emission facters. Which statemen is comrect?

Intamn Windd Asvociates, e,
A Qualite Coppitents — Dver Mountuin
July 24, 2007

Willoul complete decumentation revealing the actual calculations used, independent verification of the

DER vonclusions cannot he made.

‘The DEIR also fails to mclude greenhouse gas emissions associaled with solud waste dispasal, Solid waste
will be pencrated by bath the reil and residential components of the propased projecl and should have
heen disctosed in Taide 5.4-1% znd 5.4-20 of the DEIR.  According to the Enviemmental Protecuon
Agency, cuch pound of waste penerated by a project wili emit approximately 0.94 pounds of carhon
dioxide equivalent in the form of methane.  Existing and fulure waste generation estimates should be

pravided far the propesed project.

“I'he analysis and disclosure of construction-related grecnhouse gas impacts is limited to three scntences
(DEIR. 5.4.34), and is inadeguale for an accurate representation of UTC's related GHG emissions. No
attemipt s made in the DEIR 1o determine e sigmlicance of construction smpacts, despite the ¢laim that
construction would resull in 5.704 toms of carbon diaxide. Lt is not clear if the anelysis inciuded CH, and
N.(} emissions, por is there discussion af the mudeling assumptions used in the analysis such as the numbes
and type of construction cquipment and the duration of use, or whether or not construction worker
comimate wips were incladed, Mo modeling ouipets are provded withon the DEIR, and theselore these was
nut possible to independently verify the accuracy of the modeling assumptions, emission factors, amd other

crilwal modeling componenis,

According 1o the DEIR, the significance ol grecnhouse gas emissions was devermined hy measuring project
compliance with AD32. the Califoms Global Wanming Solutions Actof 2006, However, since 1ndividual
development projects are pot regulated by AB)2, this merbod af determining significance is fundamentalty
tawed. “The requirenments of AB12 arc administered by the California Air Kesources Board (CARBL nat
tocal uovernments such as the City of $an Livge or SDAPCD. CARB establishes strtewide regulations
such as vehicle emissions standaris. net Jucal lang use regulations that would affect the proposed project
Currenity, no specific repulations established by AB 32 would aflect the manner in which the proposed
project would he constructed or operated.  Therelore, the DEIR should have established a specific

greenhouse gus threshold and evaluared project rmpacts relative ta that thresheld.

" USEP AL hitp irww iy e arviclinaechanpciomissionssingd_hame him, accessed Sep. 30, 2007,
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Similar to the gonfusion caused by the DEIR'S retiance on SDAPCD stationary source thresholds that will
not effectivedy represent the project’s indirect source emissions issucs. the DEIR preparers have short-
circuited the evaluation of UTC"s GHG's with mappropriate seliance on another agency's involvement with
zoniro! ot GHG's.  The DEIR makes a blanket stalement that the projeet “would he consistem with the
woals of California’s AB 32..." (DETR, 5.4-39), wilthout any evaluslion of whether the project is actualty
consistent with the acrual regulatory requirements of AB32. In fact, a3 the DEIR points out. the goals af

AD 32 are to reducc greenhouse gas emissions by the following amounts:

* 2000 levels by 2010
» 1990 levels by 2020
* 30 percent below 1990 levels by 2050

Nt paiy does the proposed praject nol betp lo reduce greenhouse gas emissions as specified by AH 22, it
actually would jncrease emissions.  As shown in Table $.4-20 of the DEIR, existing emissions of
greeniouse gases al the project are 51,638 1ons per year. With the proposed new development, greenhouse
£as emissions would be 85.213 tons per year. This is & net fnerease of 33,575 lons per year. Therelore.
emissians actuzlly merease by €5 percent. which may interfere with Califormia®s ability te achieve the
wp,..nhuus._-.gm. reductinn geals of AB 32. Therefore, greenhouse gas impacts should have been identified
as a significant impact and all feasible mitigation should have been identified. Instead, the impact was

claimed to be less than significant and noe mutigation was identified,

“The MK includes several “measures” thal may reduce emissions fo some unknown extent (DETR, 5.4-15).
Many ol the measures, if tufly implemented, are commendable. But the DEIR daes not idenlily any of the
measures as actual miligation measures. and the Jlanguage describing the mwasures is vague and

uaenloreeahie,

Specifically, the DEIR includes slatements such as:
* Encrgy efficiency targets...™
« “._.potentsl for real-ime transit information. ..

s “Investigation of the leasibility of estgblishing a Resource Recovery Center..

tahlishment of targets for reuse and recycling. ..
= " minmimize conslruction wastc by up to 50 percenl.”

+  “Porentiad generaiion of cleciticivy onsite.”

2}
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s “Patential on-site renewable energy..."

The examples abave {all from DEIR 5.4-38 and $.4-19} are emphasized 1o show that many of the measures
are nathing more than examples of whal might be possible. These vague stalements do not substitue for an
enforecable commitment to implement teal mitigation,  Miligaion must be enforccable, and mere
abjectives qualified by undefined measures of feasibility cannol be monitored and are not enforceable by
the City. and thus cannal be counted on to produce sny real, quantifiable, surplus emission benefits with
approval of the UTC project. The DEIR should provide s compiete analysis of potential greenhouse gas
mitigation and identify which measures have been or will be incorporated in the project, and state the
specific rationale for concluding 1hat other mitigatian is not feasible for the projecl. Al s minimum, the
DEIR must be revised te include an analysis of all global warming miigation measures sugpesied by the

Aunmey Cieneral in the alluched Coyote Valley CEQA comment letler.

Finalty, the DETR siates thal it is not possible to quantify reducliens from the measures hsted on pages § 4-
IR and §.4-39. llowever, many measures are clearly quantifiable and should have buen analyzed mothe
DEMR. for example, measures (hat woulil minitnize waste can be quantified by mufliplying the total
pounds of waste reduced and multiplying by the emission factos dentitied carlicr in this comment letter.
Ou-site renewable cnerpy fom pholovoliaics can be quantified by subtracung the energy produced on site
ftenm the total cnergy demand of the projecl. These and other measures should b quantified and included

as feasmble mitigation
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EDMUND G. BROWN SR, Srate of California
Arierney Geaeral DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

1515 CLAY STRELT, 20™ FLOOR
P.O. BOX 70550
OAKLAND, CA 94612-0550

Public: $j0-622-2100
Telephione: 510-622-2110
Facsimile: 510-622-2270

F-Mial: janilt richarda@do).ca.gov

June 19, 2007

¥ia Electronic Mail ond Facsimile

Farexl Hart

Darryl Boyid

City uf San JTosé

200 Cast Santa Clara Sireet
san José, Califona 95113
Fax: (408) 292-6055

E-muail; jared.hary/@sanjosecs, gov
RI:; ‘opmiments raft Envizons | lmpact Report & eV Specific Plan
SCE 2

Neur Mesars. Hart and Boyd:

“The Attomey General submits these comments on the Drafi Envirbnmenta$ Impact Repost
{DEIR} for the Coyote Valley Specific Plan (CVSE or Project) pursuant to the Califormia
Envirenmentai Quality Act (CEQA)' The Project proposes the development of a new
community of up to 80,000 people in an existing rural area south of the City of San Jasé {City).
Hy the City's own calculation, once built, ine Project will ermit over 500,000 metric tons of
preenhuuse gases each year,

We commend the City Far creating an accegsible envir | d nt that di the
prablem of global warming in a clear, succinci manner and for making an cfort to quantify at
Icast some of the Project s substantial preenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. As discussed below, we
are, however, concemned that the City has not undertaken a more thorough accounting of the
erissians during all phases of the Project, More importanily, we node that the City has avoided
s fundawventa responsibility under CEQA 1o derermine whethet this Project’s contribation o

"Fhe Attomey General provides these comments pursuant to s independent power and
duty to protect the natural rescurces of the Swte fram pallution, impairment, or destruction in
turtherance of the public interesl. (See Cal. Const., art. V., § 13; Cal. Gov. Code, §§ 12511,
12600-12; D'Amico v. Board of Medical Examiners, |1 Cal.3d 1, 1415 {1974)). These
vamments are made or behalf of the Attorey General and not on behalf of any ather California
agency ar office.

Jared [lan
Dramyl Boyd
tune 19, 1007
Pape T

the quintessentiaily cumulative problem of global warming is significant and, if so, lo require
changes or miligation that will avoid or reduce these impacts. )
Given the City's responsibilities as g lead agency under CEQA, the fact thal we arc reaching 8
climate change “lipping point” caused by incremental cantributions of GH{3s, and that prompt
angl dramagic emissions reductions are required to averd the most catastrophic environmentsl
outcomes, it is inappropriate for the City to find, as it did in the DELR, that it is excused from
making a significance determinetion under CEQA.

£missions Redw : Avoiding the Tipping Polut

Fmissions of GHG on the Earth's surface accumulale in the atmosphere: the increased
uumospheric concentration of these same gases in turn adversely affects the climate.” The
atmasplieric coneentralion of carbon dioxide (CO,), the leading GHG, is now 379 parts per
million {ppem), higher (han any time in the preceding 650,000 years' According 10 same cxperls,
an almospheric concentration of €O, "exceeding 450 ppm is almost surely dangereus” because of
the climale changes it will effcct, "and the ceiling may be even lower,™

<’unently, simospheric GHG concentrations are far from stuble. “The recent rate of change 1s
dramatic and unprecedented]. | Over just the last 17 years, atmospheric concentrations of U8,
have risen 30 ppm, a rale of change that, in pre-industrial limes, would have taken 1,000 years.”
Experts are clear that i we continue gur "business a3 usual™ emissions trend, atmnspheric
concentrations of CO, wilt likely exceed 650 ppm by the end of the contury”

In sbort, our past and curreat GHO emissions have pushed us to o climotic "lipping point.” If we

'ntergovernmentat Panel on Climate Change, Fourth Asscssment Report (IPCC 4%
12007), Working Group (WG) |, Frequently Asked (Queslion 2.1, How do Human Activities
Comribute 1o Climaty Change and How da They Compare with Nawiral Influences?
htip;#ipec-wpl ucar edu/w ARAW| ub FAQS,

PCC 4th, WG L, Frequently Asked Question 7.1, Are the Increases in Atmospheric
{urhon Dioxide and Other Greenhouse Gases During ihe {ndustrial Era Caused by Tfuman
CAetivinies? hitpfipes- 4WG s, pul )

'(http:fuaw. nasa.povicenters/goddard/ne waltopstory/2007/danger_poiathiml.)

SIPCE 4%, WG |, Frequenily Asked Question 7.1, Are the Increases in Atmospheric
Carbon Dioxide and Other Grecnhouse GGases During the industrial Fra Cawsed by Human
_letivities? hitp:ifipee-wg | ucar edy/wg) /Report/ ARAWG T Pub FAQs.pdf)

")

*{ butg/ferarw con poviclimatechange/science/ futureae himl. }
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Jared Han
Darryl Boyd
June 19, 2067
Page 3

continue our business-as-ususal smissions trajectory, dangerous climate change will become
unavoidable, According to NASA'S James Hansen, procecding st the emissions rate of the past
decade will result in “disastrous effects, including increasingly rapid sea level rise, increased
trequency of droughts and floods, and mereased stress on wildlife and planls due to rapidly
shifting climate zomes."® And, the experts tel) us, we have less than a decade fo take decisive
setion,”

“The need to make substantial cuts in cmissions drives the global targels embodied in the Kyoto
I'ratoco! and the State’s large!s csiablished by Governor Schwarzenegger 's Executive Crder 8-3-
05. and AB 32, Califomia's Global Warmming Selution Act of 2006, In Catifoenia, by these
anthvrities, we are commilted to reducing emissions 1o 1990 levels by 2020, and 80% below

1990 levets by 2050. To achieve the 2010 target, California must seduce its currenl emissions by
150"

Summary of the CYSP Project and DEIR

The CVSP will govern development of 4 new community in scuthem San José, approximately 12
miles friom the City's downwwn. The community may house up to 70,006 to 80,000 people and

crcale up to 50,000 new jobs on 3,700 acres. The City proposes to build the Project over a 25- 1o
S0-yeat period, depending on economic and merket cenditions.

I'he new comemunity will include residential, retait, commercial, and and mixed-use
developmenl. | will require ciew transporiation infrastruciure, including new roadways, and will
viclude an internal Bus Rapid Transit system with a connectior: ta a proposed Caltrain station.
The Project also includes includes schools, a liheary, a community ¢enter, parks and a greenbelt,
trarls, recreational arcas, and all necessary services and utilities

L e agency City of San José states that the Project is a refleclion of the “City's desite to create a
mndel community based on innovative planning and design ... {DEIR, Sec. 2 atp. 14),
According to the City, "the CVSP is based on a new approach, which involves a shif! from a land
planning driven process 1o one Lhal evalves fram the existing natural environment ar
Enviconmental Footprinl.” (i)

K Hrwww g c 0539/; see alse Hansen e al., Dangerous
Human-Made Interference with Climare (2067) 7 Almos. Chem. Phys. 2287-2112
hup:/ipubs.giss.nasa.gov/docs/2007/2007 Hansen etal 1.pdf)

“(#d.} Tor Rarther discussion of dangerous climate change, see [FCC 4% WG 1T, Ch. T at
pp. -7 hilp/iwww j i i j £.

"% Ofice of the Governor, Gov. Schwarzenegger Signs Landmark Legisiation o Reduce
('recnhonse Gas Emiysipns, Press Release (Sept. 27, 2006)
bttp-#pov.ca goviindex, php?/press-releage/d 11 1/.)

Jared Han
Darryl Bayd
June 16, 2007
Page 4

The City duscribes the Project, alternatives (o the Project, and potential impacts of and mitigation
for the Project, in & three-volume DEER. The City clearly has made ¢very effort to make the
cnvironmental document easy to use and accessible to the public, praviding all parts of the
ducument al ils website, including numerous maps and all technical appendices.

I 1ecagnition of the serious nature of global warming, the Cily has 2iso taken the wholly
appropriate and responsible step of creating a special sectiun focused on shis potentially
catustzophi¢ environmental impact. (DEIR, Sec. 4,15.) In a nutshell, the DEIR succinctly
defines climate change, notes the scientific consensus that global climate change is real,
underway ond very Likely caused by humans. The DEIR also summarizes some of the impests
thal Califomia should expect, including a diminishing Sierra snowpack, coasta] erosion, saitwater
intrusion into the Delta, and rising temperatures, and summarizes the existing egal and
regutatory framework, including AB 32.

‘Ihe DEIR states that “Ihe primary sources of CVSP greenhouse gas emissions arg anticipated 10
he combustion of fossil fuels from grid-delivered electricity use and from vehicles.” (DFIR at p.
117.) Accerding Lo the DEIR, the approximate totat CO;-equivalent emissions (incloding
imethane end nitrous oxide) from electricity use is 183,292 metric lons per year, and from vehicle
use, approximately 324,690 metric tons per year. (Jd.) The combined total for these two sources
is appronimately 507,982 melzic tons per ycar, which the DEIR states is "roughly 0 001% aof
California's total 2004 emissions ...." (1d}" The BEIR also states that "{ajdditional unknawn
guantities of greenhouse gases would be cmitted as paft of the CVST construction process from
1he manufacture andd transport of building materials and the operation ef construction
vquipment.” (i atp. 418.)

Alter the preceding discussion, (he climate change section of the DEIR states that the CVSP will
nen have an individually discernable effiect on glebal climate change, reasoning that it is moze
appropriate Lo conclude the substantial CVSP greenhouse gas emissions will combine with
emissions acrogs Califomia, the 1).5., and the giobe tw cumulatively contribute to global climate
clange.” (id. at p. 420.) The section then summarily ends, the City concluding that because
theee is no existing numerical, regulatory threshold ageinst which to gauge the cumulative
sipnilicance of global warming impacts, making a determinalion of significance for the CV5P
project "would be specuiative.” {fd)

""The City Sumnmanily states elsewhere in the Global Climate Change section that "ibe
preenhouse gases generated [by CVSP] are selated w growth that will gucor clsewhere in the
repian, if natin the Coyote Velley." (DEIR atp. 418.} [Lis not clear how this statement,
addressing hypothetical, allcrnative development, fils into the DEIR’S cinissions discussion of
whether the City believes it is relevant under CEGA. In any event, such conclusory statements,
unsuppurted by (18 or analysis, are insuflicient under CEQA. (See Laurel Heights
Inprovement Assm. v, Regents of Univ, of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 403-405.)
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Jared ltart
Darry! Boyd
Juiic 12, 2067
Page &

The City as Lepd Agency jx Reguired to Detprming 51 nqc
CEQA assigms to a lead agency the responsibility Lo determine whether an impact is significant.
This is » fndamentel and gssemial task: the finding riggers the lead agency's obligation to
analyze and Tequite {ensible mitigation.?

“For each significant effect identified in the EIR, the agency must make one or more of the
tollowing findings: (1) that changes or akerations have been required in, or incorporated inte,
the praject thal avoid or substantially lessen the effect; (2) that the Isad agency {acks jurisdiction
to muke the change, hut that apother agency does have such autharity; andior (3} that specific
cenomie, socisd, or other considerations make infeasible the mitigation measures or project
alternatives identified in the final EIR."* The agency must ensure that measures to mitigeie or
avoid significant effects on the envirenment are fully enforceable and must adopt & monutoring
prograin o cnsyre that the mitipaticn measures are implemented

‘The City nates in the DEIR that AB 32's implementing regutations ax¢ forthcoming, but not yet
promulgated. (DEIR at p. 415.) The City then uses this fact to excuse itself from the obligation
tn determine significance under CEQA, stating:

To determine whether the proposed CVSP project would have a significant impact
associated with global climate change, in light of the fact that there existy nn numerical
threshold for such an impact, would be speculative. For this reason, a determination of
significance cannot be made.

(DEIR at p. 420}

While the City is correct that there ace currently no reguiatory threshulds for significance relating
14 global wamming impacts, this does nat relieve a lead agency of its siatutory obligation under
CEQA to determine whether or not a project’s impasts arc significant. As the CEQA Guidelines
note. "[a}n ironclad definition of significant effect 13 not slways poesiblc..."" In the future,
ther may wetl be "an appreved plan or mitigation program which provides specific requirements
thar will avoid or substantially lessen the comulntive problem” of GHG emissions and glubal

Y[Pub. Res, Code, § 26002.1, subd. (b))

"(Sacramenta (Hd City Assn. v. City Counct{ (1991) 229 Cal. App.3d 1011, 1034 [citing
I"ub, Res. Code, § 210811, see also Caunty of San Diega v, Grossmont-Cupamdaca Community
Coltege Dist. (2006) 141 Cal. App.dth B6, 160, )

(Federation of Hillside and Canyor Assns. v, City of Los Angeles (2000) 83
Cal.App.4ih 1252, 1261 {ciing Pub. Res. Code, § 21081.6).)

"Cal, Code Reps., L 14, § 15064, subd. (b).}

Jared lart
Darryl Boyd
June 19, 2007
Page &

warming impagts," but until that time, lead agencies must rely only or their own "careful
jurigment ... based to the extent passible an scientific and factua) data™ in determining whether a
project’s giohal warming-related impacts are significant.

To comply with CEQA, the City must revise the DEIR 10 make a derermination of whether
CVSP's contribwion to the problem of global warming is cumulalzvely considerable.

efuction of GYC Emissiony set a Re: mblc Benchmark

for Determintng the Cumulative Sigpiflcance Global Warming tmpacts

¢1:0QA and i1s implementing regulations require that an ELR address the cumwlative impacts of a
project when its incremental effect s cumulatively considerable. ™[{:]Jumulatively considecable”
ineans that the incremental cifecis of an individual project arc considerable when viewed in
conbeclion with the effects of past projects, the effects of ather cutrent projects, and the effects of
probable future projects.”**

Courts have rejected the argument that 4 project has no cumulatively considerable impycts
simply because it i5 contributing only a rclatively small percentage 1o a larger environmental
problem.” To take an exminple, in the seminal case of Kings County #'arm Bureau v. City of
Hunfirrd, the Fifih Appellsic District Court of Appeat court rejecied 1he cenclusion ina DEIR
thal a project's contribulions 10 ozone tevels in the area would be insignificant hecause they
wouid he "relatively minor ... compared 16 the total volume of [ozong] precursors emitted in
Kings County,™ The court noted that the DEIR impermissibly used "the magnitude of the
current urone probiem in the air basin in erder to trivialize the project’s impact.™' In the coun’s
wordls:

The puint is not that, in lecms of ozone levels, the proposed Hanford project will result in

"*|See Cal. Code Kegs., tit, 14, § 15064, subd. (h)(3).) Even with such a program in
place, u lead agency must determine whether a project’s effects may still be cumulatively
considerable. (i)

"{Cal. Code Megs., tit. 14, § 15064, subd. {b}.)

Cal, Code Kegs.. tit. 14, § 15130, subd, ().}

" Communities for a Betier Fnviranment v_ Cal. Resources Agency (2002) 103
-al App 4th 98, 114-120.) This does not mean, however that contributing "ene moiceyle” (v an
wx1sting envirgnmental problem necessanly creates a significant cumulalive impact. (id.}
“Rings County Farm Bureat v. City of Hanjord (1980) 221 Cal App.3d 632, 718.)

rd)
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Jured Hart
Darryl Boyd
Tune 19 2007
Page 7

the ullimate collapse of the environment into which it is placed. The significance of an
aclivily depends on the setting.... The relevant question to be addressed in the EIR is not
the relative amount of precursors emitted by the project when compared to preexisting
emissions, but whether any additional amount of precurspr emissiens should be
considered significant in light of the serious nature of the ozone problems ...

Global warming is » quintessentialty cumulative impact, caused by the added effects of countless
individual projests at the local, regional, state, national and international [evel.” As Uiscussed,
we must expeet potcntially catastrophic consequences unless decision makers take spevific action
{o change our curent "business as usual” emissions trajectory. The relevanl question is whether
any additional contribution 1o the problem should be considered significant in light of these
LEMDUS COnSeqUences.

[:xecutive Order 5.3-05 and the passage of AB 32, the Global Warming Sclutions Act of 2006,
which get Stale targets to reducs emissions 1o 1990 levels by 2020, and to 80% below 1990 levels
by 2056, provide a relevant benchmark for determining significance. Where a project’s direct
and indirecl GHG-related etfects, considered in the context of the existing and projected
vumulntive effects, may interfere with California's ability 10 achieve its GHG reduction
requirements, the project’s globsl warming-related impacts st be gonsidered cumalatively
stenilivant

‘The City should in i1s revised document cvaluate whether the glebal warming impacts of the
CVSP will be significanl. We acknowledge that the determination is for the City, as lead agency,
1 make in the first instance. We nete, however. thal by any objective standard, 500,000 metric
luns per year would appear la be 8 congiderable contribution. By comparison, many of the "carly
action measures” for reducing greenhousc gases identificd by the California Air Resources Board
ace in the range of, or substantially less than, 500,000 metric tuns® Moreover, the City's
cxtimate may understalc the Project’s emissions, as it excludes other potentially important

(4. {eiation omitted ).}

“The City asserts thal “the ultimate solution is a nationat policy addressing greenhouse
gas cmissions and global climate change, rather than piecemeal slate-by-state or city-by-city
approaches, {DEIR pt p, 419,) While a national GHG emissions policy is certainly overdue, the
fact that there is inaction at the federal levet does nat excuse a lead agency from ils obligation
urler State law to address cumutative impacts related to global wanning, And, as the 1.5
Supreme Court has noted, "massive problems” generally are not resolved in “anc fell regulatory
swoop.” [Maoss v £P4(2007) _ U.S. 127 5.CL 1438, 1457)

*{Bec
hup;¢# imatechange.ca. govicli ion,.tesm -04-20 action_r
eparlod{)

lared Han
Barryl Boyd
June 19, 2007
Page ¥

sourees of emissions, e.g., emissions during the construgtion phase related tu equipment
aperation and buslding and road materiels. n determining whether the incremental effects of the
Pruject are cumulatively considerable, the City should not limit its consideration only to vehicle
crnissions and electricity mt build-out?* We attach to this letter a chad setting forth publicly

itvailable modeling 10013 that may be useful in estimating a project's
If the Glohal Warrting- cta of the CV| roject are Cumulatively Stemifican
the Cliy Mu: zible Mi o Measutes

It the City of San bosé determines that the global warming-related impacts of the CVSF are
cwaulatively significant, it must digcuss those impeats ia the DEIR and "examine reasoneble,
ficasible options for mitigaling or aveiding the project’s contribution” to the problem.’* A lead
agency must "mitigate or avoid the significant effects un the environment of projects that it
carries oul or approves whenever it is feasible to do sa."*' The agency must ensure that
"Ingasures 1o mirigaic or avoid significant effcets on the environment are fally enforceable
through permit conditions, agreements, and other measures."™"

Assuming that the glebal warming-related impacts of the Project are sigoificant, the DEIR, a8
written, dees not satisfy CEQA, While the DEIR cantains a one-page section entitled "Strategies
1+ Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emiasions™ (DEIR at p. 419, it states in vety general terms only what
couid be done - "the City could prepare & Global Warming Mitigation Program for the CVSP
project describing required efforts 1o reduce energy consumption™ - rather than what will be
donc. The DEIR notes a fow non-enforceable conservativn measures, staling, for example, that
Ihe Project "encourages” solar energy and othet non-fossil Fuel encrgy sources. It also states
summarity thal the Projeet has been designed to promote nan-sute modes of transportation, but
does not discuss in any detail whether and how the new community will help California move
away from a "business a5 usual” emissions trajeclory and loward the State’s 25% cmissions
reduction requirement by 2020.

Clearly. there are a number of practical and foasible mitigation measurcs thal could reduce this
Project’s contritmtion to the problem of global warming. As the City supgests (see DEIR al p.

"(Cal. Code Reys., tit. 14, § 15126 |"All phases of & project must be considered when
valualing its impact 0n ihe environment: planning, ecquisition, developmgmt, and gperation.” ]y

*Cul. Code Regs., it 14, § 15130, subd. {(b)(5).)

P4 (iiy of Marina Board of Trusiees (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, 360 [emphasis added); see
also Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1, subd. (b).}

NPub. Res. Code, § 21081.6; Federation of I{liiside and Canyon Associations, suprd. B}
Cal.App.dth a1 p. 1261.)
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arryl Boyd

lune 14, 2007

Puge v

419), it may be \hat some of the miti gation measures imposed for other impacts, for example,

thase discussed for ranspartation and traffic, coutd also serve to mitigate in per the Pruject’s
piabal warming-related impacts. L that is the case, the City should identify those measures and

specifically discuss how and to what extent they mitigate greenhouse ges emissions. We sttach
1o 1his Jetier a non-exhaustive list of measures hat jocal agencies mey take or sequire to reduce

GHC(i emission, and of some of the many publically available resources that may as

agencies in the fight npainst global warmmg.

ist local

‘I'tie City has noted that "this is truly a sitvation where San José can “think globally, and ect

locally* and lead by example in adopting policies and programs to limit the production of
CVSP, through design and mitigation, could be 4 beliwether community, scfting an exemple for

preenhouse pases associated with the CVSP." {DEIR at p, 419,) We agree and believe that the
Califomia and the nation.

Conclugion

We sppreciate the appartunity to comment on the document and would be happy 1o meet with
Sincerely,

City staff 10 discuss these comments.

EBMUND G. BROWN JR.

Depuly Adlomey General
Attomey General

Far

Atlachments:

Madeling Tools 1o Estimate Climate Change Emissions lmpacls of Project«/Plans

Mitigation Measures and Glabal Warming Resources
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Develop transportation policies that give funding preference to public transit.’
Design a regional tanspertatien center where pubiic transportation of various
modes inlersects,

Encourape the use of public transil systems by enhancing salety and <leanli

on vehicles and in and around stations. .

Assess transpartation impact %es on new development in order (o facilitate and
increase public transit service.®

Frovide shurtle service to public transit.

Oiler public ransit incentives.

Incorporate bicycle lanes inlo strest systems in regional transporiation plans, new
subdivisions, and large developments.

('reale bicycle lanes and walking paths direeted (o the location of schouls and
other logical points of destination and provide adequate bicycle parking.’
Require commercial projects 1o include facilities on-site 10 encourage
employees ta hicycle or walk (o work.

Provide public education and publicity about public transportetion

services.'

Frnergy Fificleacy and Reaewable Encrgy

Require enecy efficient design for buildings.® This may include strengthening
facai buiiding codes for new constmction and renovalian (o requite a higher level
of encrgy elliciency.

Adopt a “Green Building Progsam” to pramote green building standards "'
Tund and schedule energy efficiency “lunc-ups™ of cxisling butldings by
checking, repairing, and readjusting heating, ventitation, air conditiuning,
lighting, hot water equipment, insulation ané weatherization. (Facilitating or
funding the improvement of energy efficiency in cxisting buildings could oftsel in
part the global wanming impacis of new development.)

Provide individuatized energy management services for large energy users.
Require the use of energy efficient appliances and office equipment !

Fund incentives and fechnical assistance far lighting efficiency.”

Require that projects use efficient lighting. (Fluorescent lighting uses
approximatcly 75% less energy than ncandescent lighting 1o deliver the same
amount of Eight.)

Require measures that reduce the amount of water sent t the sewer system.
{Reduction in water volume scnt 1o the sewer syslem means less water has to be
treated and pumped 1o the end usesr, thereby saving encrgy.)”

Incorporale on-site renewable encrgy production (through, e.g.,

pasticipation in the California Energy Commission’s New Solar Homes
Partncrship). Require project proponents to instal! solar panels, water

reuse systems, and/or other systems o caplure cnergy sources that would
otherwise be wasted.™

Office a1f the Califormia Altorney Ciencral
Glubat Warming Mitigation Measures
Updaled: 06/15407

Page 2ol 6

- Sireamline permtitting and provide public infermation to facilitate
accelerated construction of solar and wind power,

. Fund incentives to encourage the use of energy efficient equipment and
vehicles '*
Provide public education and publicity about energy efficiency programs and
incentives,

Land Use Measurex

Encocrage mixed-use and high-density development to reduce vehicle trips,
promote zlternatives to vehicle travel and pramote ellicient delivery of services
and goads. (A city or county could promele “smar” development by reducing
developer fees or granting property 1ax credits for qualifying projects.”)

. Discourage “leapfrog” development. Enact ordinances ard pragrams to himi
sprawl,"”

- Incorporate public ransit into project desipn.””

. Require measures hal 1ake advantage of shade, prevailing winds, landscaping and
sun screens 10 reduce energy Use.

- Preserve amd create opaen space and parks. Preserve existing tiees and requite the
lanting of replacement trees for those resmaved in construction.

- Empose measures wo address the “urban heat island™ effect by, e g.. requiring light-

colored and reflective roofing matenals and paint; ight-colored roads and parking
lois: shade wrees in parking lots; end shade trees on the south and west sides of
new or zenovated buildings.”

. Facilitate “brownfield” development. (Brownficlds are more likely 1o be located
near existing public ransportation and jobs )
. Require pedestrian-only sirects and plazas within developments, and destinations

that may be reached convenicnily by public ransportation, walking. or
bicyeling.”

Salid Yaste Measures

- Require projects fo reuse and recyele construction and demolition waste.

- Implement or expand cily or county-wide recycling and composting programs. for
tesidents and businesses

' Increase areas served by tecycling programs

. Cxtend the types of recycling services effered {e .. o incInde food and green
waste tecyeling).

. Establish mpethane recavery in local landfills ard wastewaler treatment pianis o
penesate clectricity.?

- Pravide public education and publicity about recycling services.

lfice of the Cahfurnin Aiaeney General
cilehul Warming Miugaion Measures
Vhpdated: D6/ 5607

Fage Jul 6
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i

4] Genera| Resources

The following web sites and nrganizations provide genéral information about mitigaling global
warming impacts at the local level. These sites represent only a small {racticn of the available
wwsaurces. Local apencies are encouraged ta conduct teir awn research in vrdes W ohtain the
most current and relevant materials.

- The U.S. Canference of Mayors’ Climate Action Handbeok contains valuable
infeomativn for the many local agencies that are joining the fight against global warming.
The llandboak is available ai the City of Seatile’s Climate Action Plan websile:
hup:www. ciryalseealeneticlimate/docs/ClimnleActionHandbook pdf.

. Loczi {ravernments for Susiainability, a program of Intemational Cities for Local
¥Environmental Initiarives (JCLEL), has initiated 2 campaign called Cities for Climate
Protection (CCP). The membership program is designed to empower local governments
worldwide to take action on climate change. Many California cities have joined ICLEL
More information is avaifable at the organization's website: hitp://www iclciocp/.

[E)] Notes

1. For a discussion of the vse of LED traffic lights, see the City of Berkeley's Resource
Conservation and Global Warming Aimtemeat Plan at
hup/fwww baggmd.gov/pln/Global Warming/BerkeleyClimatzActiont

o.pedl

ra

See wywvw arb.ca pov/dicscliverdeviverdey.hum and
wivw.cpa poviispd/pdifemission_0307.pdf.

L} ‘There are a number of car sharing programs vperating in (alifomia, inchuding City
CarShare hitp:/fwww.cilycarshare.org/, Zip Car Bpwww zipear.comy and Flexcar
hupfwww Mexearcomd.

4 Sec the Cily of Santa Monica's Green Building Progranm sl
hup:ifwwsw, greenbuitdings.sania-monica preAransportation/parkingcharging. humi.

5, San Francisco’s *“Iansit First” Policy is tisted 30 its Climate Action Plan, available at

hup:fiwww sfepvironment.com/aboutus/energyfcap.him.

6 San Frangisco assesses a Downlewn Transportation Inpsct Fee on new office
canstruction and commercial office space renavalion within a designated district. The
for is discusscd inthe City’s Climate Action plan. See Nee 5.

See Marin County's Sate Routes 1o Schools pragram at

hyp:fiwww salgroulesioschools ol

Office of the California Atormey General
Glahal Warming Mitigation Moagurcs
Updaed: Do/ 3:07

Pape 4 af 6

8. The U.S. Conference of Mayors™ Climate Action | landbook, cited above, lists educalion
and outreach as key componenis to taking acticn against global warming,

9. Leadership in Energy and Envitonmental Design (L.EED} administers a Green Buiiding
Ratings program that provides benchmarks for the design, consizuction, aml operation of
high-performance green huildings, Mare information aboul the LEED ratings system is
availabie at hap;/iwww.osgbe.orgDispluyPage aspx¥Categony{D=19.

10, The City of Santa Monica has instited a Green Huitding Piogram. Sec
htip:fwww greenbuildings.santa-monica arg

1. Energy Star is a joint program of the U.8. Lnvironmental Frotection Agency and the ULS,
Deparmaent of Energy that certifies energy efficient products and provides puidulines for
energy clficient praclices for homes and busingsses, Mote information aboul Energy Slar
certified products is available at ihpa/www enerpystar. g/,

V2. Ag deseribed in its Climate Acticn Plan, the City of San [tancisco vses a combination of
incentives and techinical assistance te reduce lighting energy vse in small busincsses such
as grocery stores. small retail cutlets, and restaurants. “The program offers free cnvrey
audits and coordinaled lighting retrofi installation. in addition, the City offers residents
Ihe apportunily to Wm in their incandescent lamps for coupons 1o by Muarescent bitits,
See Now 5.

13 TheCity of Berkeicy’s Resource Conservalion and Global Warming Abatement Plan
includes informalinn about sirategies for promoting the use of low fush wilets and
shower heads. See Noie |,

14, At the direetion of Govemar Schwarzenegget. the California Public Utilitivs Commission
LCPUC) approved the California Solar Initiative it January 12, 2006, Th ativy
ceeates a $3.3 billion, ten-year program o inslall slar panets on one millien roofs in the

State. See hup/ivww.gosotarcalifornia ca povinshplindexchiml.

15, InMaich 2007, the Leapue of California Cities (1.OCC) Climate Change Working Cironp
drafted propesed Climate Chanps Policies and Ciding Principles for the teague. The
draft principles (March 30, 20071 can be found nn the [ QO website at
hup:fwwrw cactlies.orp/resource Tt 56.1:0%20hish1-07%20REVISED. pdl’

16, The City of Berkeley has endomsed this sirategy in its Resource Conservation and Global
Warminyg Abatemenl Plan. See Note |.

17. Samples of logal legistation 1o reduce sprawl are sei forth i the U 8. Conference of
Mayers Climate Action landbook, ciled above.

tilice of the Calitonna Atromey Geacral
Global Warnung Mitigation Meusores
Updated: 06/ 1507

Papge 5ol &
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The U.S. Conference of Mayars ciles Sacramente's Transit Village Redevelopment as a
model of transit-oriented development. Mare information about this project is available
at http:fiwww cityofsserumento.org/planning/projects/65th-street-villapel.

See Lawrence Berkeley National §aboralory’s “Cool Roofing Materials Database™
ywepared hy the Laboratory™s Eeal Istand Froject at hup;fectd. Ibl.povigooliouff and 1.8
El'A’s Eleat sland site at www cpa.goviheatistamd/,

Talo Alle’s CGireen Ribbon Task Force Report on Climate Protecticn recommends
pedesinian streets under its proposed actions, See

hipy/iwww.city palo-alio,ca.us/greenribbon/index himl.

San Diego's Mewonofitan Wastewater Deparunent stafled efght “digesters™ at one of its
wastewater lecatment plants. Digesters use heal and hacleria ks break down the erganic
solids removed from the wastewaler [o create methane. See

hopfwww sandiego. govimwwil/(acilijivs/piema.sl

Ollice of the Califomia Attorney (eneral
Glokal Warming Misgation Measures
Dipalared: 0601307

Page el &
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COMMENTS RESPONSES

VS, GEELN BLOLDIKG COURCGIL

Septernbaer 10, 2007

Martha Blake

Senior Planner

Gity of San Diego, Development Servicas Department
1222 Fist Avenue, WS04

San Diego, CA 92101

RE: Westfield UTC - Project Number 2214
Dear Ms._ Blake:

The San Diego Chapler of ke U.S. Green Building Council appreciales the opportunity to
provide input on whal we believe can be a model project for the San Diego region and far
shopping center development throughout the country,

Westfiefd has commilted themselves to sesking LEED certification on the development
and construction of the Shopping center. LEED certficaion is the nationally accepled 15.1 Comment noted. No issues regarding the adequacy of che E[R are idencified.
benchmark for the design, conmstruclion, and operalion of high performance green
buildings. LEED gives building owners and operators the tools they need to have an
immediale and measurable impact on their buildings’ performance. LEED promeles a
whole-building approach o sustamnability by recognizing performance in five key areas of
human and anvi healih: systai site p t, waler savings, energy
efficiency, malerials seleclion, and indoar envirenmental quality.

Westiield has been accepled as a pilol praject for the newly develaped LEEQ tor
Neighborhood Davelopment (ND) program. The LEED® for Melghbarhood Development
Rating System inlegrates the principles of sman growih, new urbanism, and gieen
building inle ihe hrst national standard for neighborhood design. LEED cerlification
provides independent, third-party verilication that a development's focalion and design
meet  accepted high standards for environmentally responsible, sustanabie,
developmerl.  We believe that the LEED-ND program will be 2 model for the
deveiopment of sustainable neighbornacds. Westfield UTC's localion in an urban nade
of the Gity, wilh cong: business and resid development all served by an on-
sile transht center, make it 3 natural for the LEED-ND program.

15.1

Westheld Gor hasg ¢ itted itself to a high slandard in environmenlal design

and we suppart their efforl to mave loward more sustainaole deveiopment by using the
Facotzn Neslh LEED for Neighbathood Developmenl {NC} program . We ynderstand that the City of San \
bt e Diego has also sel goals lo reduce greennouse gas emisslons and maka San Diego a

sland-gut in the sustainable development feld. The WesHiald UTC projecl will be an
excellent baginning to lulfil the City's goals for this iype of smart growth.

M2ur rrea

Vil Mibie: The U.5. Green Buitding Council — San Diego Chapter supgorts the projecl and iooks
P forward to welcoming Wastiield-UTC inlo the ranks of LEED certified projects

Sincerely,

Vit

Pand 1 alich
fred Stephen L.Kapp, CEM, CO¥M, LEED-AF
President
U.S. Green Building Council - San Diego Chapler

RTC-209



COMMENTS RESPONSES

August 13, 2007

Martha Blake

Senior Planner

City of San Diego Development Services
1222 First Ave., MS 501

San Oiego, CA 32101

Dear Ms. Blake;

The Vista La Jolla Homeowners Association would like to take this
opportunity to register our strong opposition to the proposed
Westfield UTC expansion program. 16.1 The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project is noted. Potential impaces related to

The impact of increased traffic congestion, air quality, noise, transpartationf/circulation, air quabity, unise, acschetics/visual guality, and public udlities ate

variance from height restrictions and impact on city services is noted discussed in Sections 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 5.7 and 6.3.7 of the EIR,
16.1 with concern.

Additionally, the proposed expansion will have a direct impact on the
quality of life of the Vista La Jolla homeowners as our development of
single family homes directly adjoins the southern boundary of the
existing center.

Your continued attention to the serigus impact of this proposed
expansion is requested.

Sincerely,

S .
Vicé President, V0LJ HOA

- : ‘ ' RTC-210
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17.1

From: Matl Ashby [ashbym/@taxon.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2007 9:46 AM
To: DSDEAS@sandicgo.gov

Subject: Project Number 2214

Graelings,

| racently heard about plans to expand the YWestfield mali and | would like to convey my strong opposition 1o such a
peoject. As it the area is not congested enough as it is, you are considering a plan 1o add mare development and

decrease ihe already embarrassingly small amount of open space that remains_ This plan makes no sense whatsosver
and should be thrown in the rash where it belongs.

Sincerely,

Matt Ashhy

-

17.1.

Comment noted. As na issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is idencified, no further

response can be made.
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From: Luciana Astiz [lastiz@ucsd.cdu]

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 10:23 AM
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Ce: info@rosecanyon.org

Subjeet: Project Number 2214

Dear Council Members,

t really do not understand why UTC should be expanded. Itis a very nice open mal: that
serves welt our community as is. No major modifications shouid be needed. Westfield is

already built to the maximum allowed on its property. ltis PTOP?SinQ a community plan 18.1 According o Section 210021.1¢a), the purpose of an EIR is to identify the significant effects on
amendment that would give it & huge increase in what it is entitied to develop on the same ; e b : ki i Cemiby - iti
- ; . : ¥ : lternatives, « dicate b ticant effeces can be mitigac

18.1 land. The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase the value of the Em_rmmmL e, identify alterna .w.s",.am% fu “?‘ ‘Cd € now S"gm,‘ . cLescan be gated

Wesifield's property by giving them all these new devetopment rights. The DEIR fails to or avoided. CEQA does not require “justification” for the applicant’s proposal. Please refer

describe what exactly Westfield will build, The DEIR must describe exactly what will be built. to response to comment 9.3 for a discussion of the level of detail required for the project

. ) . . ‘ . . . . descripoion.

1 am sure you will consider this issue serfously and will take isto consideration the input of the

community.

Sincerely,

Luciana Astiz (UC resident for 13 years)

RTC-212
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From: Bernetsky Denice (dbernctsky@sandi.net}
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2007 i0:09 PM
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Co: scottpeterslsandiego.gov

Subject: UTC Revitalization Project

T am opposed ta the 250 Multi-family dwelling units, 750 dwelling
units, and 256 hotel rooms that Westfield Corp wants to build in the
UTC area. [ would like te see the cit lace a 10 year multi-famil N .. ' . ' .
duelling building mOratoriem se ne mote multi Eamily units can be buil 19.1 The commenter's apposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of

in UTC. There is no more buildable space in the UTC Cormunity ang I am : P :
19.1 sppalied that they are teying te stech these Multi-family it inie the EIR is identified, no furcher response can be made.
the sky. There is already toe much traffic in the area and building
more multi-family units will only gridiock the area during all hours a
day. Please think of hew this will impact the Ffuture instead of
letting the “"almighty dollar* and "qreed” take the besr of you and our
community. I am a home owner in the UTC arsa and I am not paying taxes
in this area so they can overbuild it and create mere rraffic so it
takes me 30 minLtes to drive down Governor Drive and Genesee. 1
believe there are other areas where you can build.

Denice A. Bernersky
5871 Tulane Street
$an Diego, CA 92122
dbernetsky@aands.net
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From: cgbischotfi@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday. October 10, 2007 12:30 AM
Ta: DSDEAS@sandicgo.gov
Ce: infor@irosecanyon.org
Subject: Westtleld Expansion
TO: DSDEAS

! am s twenty year resident of U, and
1 am opposed tc Westfield's proposed high rise planning.
As a retired architect having served the County of San Diego far over twenty years and familiar with high rise

construction in downtown San Diego, and | am alarmed at the proposal for 35 story high rise buildings

20.1 in Universily Gity, a class of buildings totally aut of character with the prevailing residential and business use 20 | : ] : :
' . ¢ commenter's on to the proje ted., fer to responsc to ¢ L 9.1¢
development, | don't believe there are any 35 story, 300 toot high rise residential towers in downtown San 1 The COLErs opposity e project is oo d. Refer ponsc omment 9.106

Diego, and this is only University City. Three hundred foot high towers in UTT would look like white from the University Community Planning Group for a discussion of building heights.
elephants and a mistake,

Rather, please prepose softer development fitting in with current community planning.

RTC-214
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From: Kim B [kimbolivar L@ hocmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, Qcrober 10, 2007 12:54 M
Ta: dsdeas@sundiego gav

Subjece: Westfield Expansion

To whom it may conceen,

’_ "1 use Ruse Canyon Open Space Park for walking, ruaning, biking. and nature walks. The Drafe EIR
21.1 assumes the proposed Regents Road Dridge project would Ge buile, which would relieve craffic
gencrated by the Westfield mega expansion. This wauld ruin the most scenic and peaceful area of
Ruse Canyon Park, used by school groups, scourts, and individuals. How will the Westfield mega

expansion mitigace for chis? Given thar the project will add up e 750 units of bousing, how will the 21.1 As discussed in FESPONSC Lo COMMEnt 9.50 from the Univcrsity Community I’lunning
[~ project meet the increased peed for parks when theee is'no fand available for new parks and our . .
community aready has far fewer parks than city standards? How will che prajece meer the need for GI‘OLIP, the propuscd Master PDP would not trigger the need for the Regems Road Brldge.
2 1 .2 inceeased rececational and library facilities for chese new resislents? And whar will be the impaces on

et ¢ h " new resk " h Furthermore, as discussed in response to commenr 9,60, impacts and mitigation resulting
parks and lilrarics of these new residents in combination with all the new residents 7a a4l the uther ) . . .
residential projects being buile?” from construction of che Regenes Road Bridge were analyzed in the UCNSTC EIR.

Thank you for your artention, . . . .
21.2 Please refer to response to comment 9.87 from the University Community Planning Group
for a discussion regarding parks. The project applicant would be required to pay FBA fees,
which is a funding mechanism for che North University City Public Facilicies and Financing

Kim Balivar,

Plan, which includes enhancement to local libraries, Therefore, no significanc library is
identified. Also refer to response to comment 7.3 from SANDAG for further discussion
regarding the FBA,
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From: r b [ddloverddlover@yahoo,com|

Sent: Wednesday, Qctober 19, 2007 4:13 PM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Ce: infog@rosccanyon.org

Subjeet: Project Number 2214

I wish to comment upon the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) on the Westfield UTC
expansion.

221 U—ll-\f ;‘ez;:;i:z;he UTC - within walking distance. 1 often walk. drive. and shop in the arca, visiting 221 Please refer to response to comment 9.3 from the University Community Planning Group for
a discussion of the level of derasl required for the project description.

1. To me, the magnitude of the expansion is very large. The arca is already subject to considerable
congestion. The DEIR would atlow a vast expansion without limits. The expansion should be limijted to
a defined, quantified extent that is clearly stated and described. Fhis is required by California
environmental law.

292 2. The DEIR states that freeway ramps will become more congested. What is the justification for
' allowing, this additionz| congestion, before the existing congestion is alleviated? 22.2 Please refer to response to comment 9.93 from che University Community Planning Group
3. In addition, the DEIR assumes that the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be built. This is regarding the amount of traftic associated with the proposed projecr.
223 unjustified. There is considerable ongoing opposition to this bridge in the community. | tirmly believe
that the bridge will never be built. Adjustment te accommedate this strong likelihood is required in the 223 As discussed in response to comment 9.50 from the University Community Planning Group,
[ report the propused Master PDP would not trigger the need for the Regenes Read Bridge.
4. Currently the somewhat open area around UTC is encompassed by lawns and slopes that block many
224 views af the parking lots and mails. These tend themselves 1o a park-like appearance. S . )
it would be unlikely that this appearance would be unattered should this expansion be allowed. There 22.4 Please refer co response to comment 9.87 from the University Communicy Planning Group
is already a deficit of parkland in this area. The new residents of this and surrounding buildings will add for a discussion regarding parks.

to this deficiency. Considerable atiention should be paid to this issue in the DEIR.

Robert W. Bymes
4018 Nobel Prive #305
San Diego, CA 92122
{858) 623-9756

RTC-216
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From: David Chait [davidchait2@@yahoo.com)
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2007 10:37 PM
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Subject: Wesifield expantion

23.1 | Can you please hetp control the growth in OUR community. We like it the way itis We do not want 231 The commenter’s opposition o the projece is noted.  As no issue regarding the adequacy of

Westfield to get even bigger. S .
& Be the EiR is identified, no further response can be made.

David Chait.

Resident of UTC

RTC-217
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24.1

24.2

24.3

24.4

245

I

Ann M. Collins
5586-2 Renaissance Avenue
San Diego, CA 92122.566%

(858) 450-4477
am collins@@worldnet att.net

huguse 21, 2007

Mz. Martha Blake, Senior Planner

City of San Dicgs Development Services Centar
1222 Firat Avenues, MS 501

San iiego, CA 92101

Dear Ms. Blake:

I am writing Lo yopu about the proposed expansion to the UTC
mall in Neorch University City. 1 have lived just down the
street from Sears, in the Repaigsance community, for 10
yrars now. 1 am appalled at what Westfield America has in
mind for the shopping centey.

To add more housing in an avea that is already so densely
populated and will only g=t worse with the addirion of all
the units- -many still under construction that weren't in vhe
original permit-~to the southwest of the La Jolla Village
Drive/I-805 interchange (where the ecs-terrorist Fire
oceurred) ls crawy.

In tha Onion-Tribune avticle I vread aboul Weatfield's plans
I have to wonder where the <onpany plans te Find the space
to add additieonal lanss Lo La Jolla Village Drive and to
widen the ramps Lo and Frow I-805, There is certainly ne
space to be Tound at the incersection of La Jolla Village
Drive and Towne Centre Drive, where there® are left-turn
lanes involved. And to widen the ramps to [-805 makes no
sense to me since cha:c highway in that exact area is a
traffic nightmare for several hours every weekday
afternconfevening. Adding more Erallic to ap alrsady
impossible bottleneck would be hovrible. [ have to wonder
what Westfield is rhinking. Perhaps they plan te pay ta
widen rhe highway icsell

2ll of this makes me think back to the Airport Authority'’s
big plans to make the Miramar Alr Station San Diego's
commeycial airport. I predict that the same sort of traffic
problems vrhat would have resulted if an internarional
airport was put chere will result 1f the Wastfield project
goes ahead.

The other day, I recsived in the wail westiield's brochure,
"Imagine the New UTC: A Revitaliracion of Wescfield UTC." It
cruly reads like propaganda, especially when you notice the
fine princ on the bavk cover. "This hrochure is illustrative
enly and dowes non constitute gny warranty ar representation

1

24.1

24.2

24.3

24.4

24.5

The commenter’s oppusition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of
the EIR is identified, no further response can be made.

As discussed on page 5.3-49 of the EIR, the Civil Engineer has prepared a feasibility scady

on all proposed transportationfcirculation mitigation measures. The Teasibiliy Report is
included as Appendix U to the TIS {see EIR Appendix B).

Comimenr noted. Please refer to the TIS and Section 5.3 of the EIR for a discussion of
cransportation/circulation impacts.

Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of che EIR is identified, no further
response can be made.

Comment noted.
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245
cott.

24.6

24.7

24.8

249

—

L

as to the proposed design, make-up, size, style, layoutr or
appearance of Westfield UTC. We raserve the right, at cur
sole discretion, Lo vary the plans for the center at any
time." I have little gonfidence in Westfield to de the right
thing for the community or Lo even design what would he a
good-looking project. When they tock aver the UTC mall, I
immediately noticed a cheapening in the look of the mall.
Carts and other urattached retail structures were added
wherever Westfield could find the space for them. Shopping
there reminds me of going to the San Diego County Fair. 1 do
nol. consider this a cquality shopping experience. Westfield's
brochure talks about “Spacious outdoor plazas and
courtyards" and "Invicting outdoor plazas." T have my doubts
about rhat happening. Those plazas could easily get filled
up with more carts.

The brochure also talks about what Wescfield is calling
"Torrey Trail," which is the greenbel:t that starts at Towne
Centte Drive and goes up to UTC, just bhelow the ice rink.
The brochure menfions "Scenic trails" and “Quiet walkways
connecking with Palm Plaza." Note the use of the plural. I'm
sorry, hut there are housing projects on both sides of that
greenbelt, and the greenbelt narrows as the current cement
path getg closer to thes mall. Rheve do chey plan to put
these trails and walkways?

If you have reviewed the brochure, you may have noticed that
there is no menticn of parking structures being added. iIn
fact, one (near the ice rink] is to he eliminated in order
to pulb up "Modern loftb gpaces with courbyards" and
“"Comfortable homes for young families." The only mention of
parking is in what they are calling "Nobel Heights: Modern
residences with separate parking." I should hope there would
be separate parking. Aren't all new houses, condos, and
apartments in San Diego rvequired Lo provide a certain number
of parking spaces as well as vigitor parking?

The parking situnarion is already a pvablem at Chyistmastime,
and next Christmas it will be worse lkacause of the additien
of the new Crate & Barrel building at the northeasc corner
of the mall property, which was built in what was formerly
part ¢f the parking lot near Sears. Parhaps Weatfield hopes
everyone will leave their cars at hems and take the propased
trolley. Somehow, I don't think thal's going te happen. UTC
mall receives customers who, in my observation, are middle
to upper clags. many of btham Eamilie=s shopping together or
moms with young children in strollers. [ really don't see
that kind of customer arriving and l=aving by trolley,
aspecially when laden down with bags of merchandise

Returning tc the housing planned o1 Che eagt side of the
mall, I have to wonder abou: the imnact those residents will
have on Towne Centre Drive, which just became a divided road
with a median in 1it. Getting in and out of the mall
specifically turning leftr onto Towne Centre Drive, can be

24.6

24.7

24.8

249

A discussion of Torrey Trail is included on page 3-11 of the EIR. Any park improvements
constructed in the Torrey Trail area would be developed with input from the community and
would take into account the adjacent residential housing.

Parking is discussed on pages 3-13 and 3-14 of the EIR, and is also discussed as Issue 3 in
Section 3.3, As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further response
can be made.

Parking is discussed on pages 3-13 and 3-14 of the EIR, and is also discussed as Essue 3 in
Section 5.3. As discussed on page 5.3-72, impacts to the parking supply would be considered
significant and mitigated to below a level of significance through the expansion of the exiscing
off-sit employee program during the month of December and incotparation of a monitoring
program to ensure parking needs for the expanded center would be et

The EIR has acknowledged potential impacts to Towne Centre Drive, and included Mitigation
Measure MM 5.3-3, MM 5.3-7 and MM 5.3-8 1o mitigare the impacts.
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cont.

24.10

problematic due to the traffic. There ave no signals, and
adding any between Golden Haven and la Jolla village Drive
would slow traffic on thak streer eaven more. On weekends,
when there is less traffic, I ofren ride my bike on Towne
Cencre Prive, and when I ride south from La Jolla village
Drive, I always worry that one of the cars wairing in line
to exit the mall will run te over in their guest Lo get on
the road. I call it "Bear the Bicyclis" because when that
lull in cav traffic arrives, Lha wailing driver doesn't want
to wait for the cyclislk vo go by.

I'm soryy thia letter is a0 long, but I hope you will take

into congideracion the issucs I have raised. Please do not
allow Westfield to go ahead with their grandicse plans. Do
not allow chem to add houels, housing, and cifice space.
Most especially, do not allow them ©o huild over the current
legal height limic {60 feet) for cthat area.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
I o A

Ann M. Collins

24.10

The commenter's opposirion o the project is noted.  As no issue regarcing the adequacy of

the EIR is identified, no furcher response can be made.
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From: jcostel l{@sun.rr.com

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 7:40 AM
To: DSDEAS(@sandiego.gov

Subject: Project Number 2214

Project Number 2214

“The Drafi EIR states that the project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle trips a day and would

25.1 further clog, the freeway ramps and local streets. What is the justification for building a project that is so 25.1 Please refer to response to comment 9.93 from the Uaniversicy Community Planning Greup
dependent on auio traffic? The project should provide solutions 1o substantially reduce the 1raffic it f discussi f . i
generates The DEIR states that freeway ramps will get worse. What is the justification for adding mere o7 a discussion of project erattic,

traffic before the existing freeway problems are fixed?

The project would allow Westfield to decide over time to build whatever combination of projects it

25.2 wants: a vastly expanded mall in addition to up to four residential, office and hotel towers up to 35 25.2 Please refer to response to comment 9.3 from the Universicy Community Planning Group for
v H i) A H 1old 1 i i . . B . . . .
stories tall. This vague "blank check” approach inan EIR violates California environmertal faw. San a discussion of the level of detail required for the projece description. Also refer to response
Diego may not have the water for more residents, . . - . . .
S to comment $.26 from the University Community Planning Group for a discussion of water
Regards supply.

John Costello
6243 Buisson st.

UC resident and Voter

EFECHIC TR IR TS 8 #70 L ENEA) l:\.'lL'\'nl(ll'W.JL'mm\cvk"«'nluklmm’li_k'owlk\.lv.ln|IWE7F'2007 11.03:19 AM|
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Fram: Elle Dang {elledang@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 3.21 £M

To: dsdeasi@sandiego.gov

Subject: Project Number 2214

The proposed Westfield community plan will not only remove the "community” from the UTC area, but

26 1 condemn it te a new low of mega concrete and traffic

26.1 Comment noted. Various aspects which help define quality of life including air quadity, noise,
The increased traffic (18,000 cars daily), construction and noise levels will seriously affact the quality of transportation/circulacion and aestheticsfvisual quality are discussed (n the EIR.

life of those who live in the area (35 foot buitdings, 750 new units of living space),

Thank you,
L.Dang
UC resident

RTC-222
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From: LaRu DeKock {Ldckack@ san.trcomj
Sent: Wednesday, Ocrobier 16, 2007 10:13 AM
To: DSDEAS(@ sandicgo.gov

Subject: Project 2214

Muyor and Council:

‘This is craziness. Since moving here five years 2o, | have developed weepy eyes. My doctor says ic's
articulates from all che exera car exhauses. This UTC expansion, plus the 4 towers, the bridge and

the widening of Genessee will bring thousands of more cars into what | thought was going to be a

; : S 271 As discussed in Section 5.4, no localized CO hotspot impacts would oceur, therefore no
neat place to live. Then there's the rraffic and noise. Et's worse and worse. What was supposed ta be i X i K K
27.1 4 heppy ectitement i Renaissance is carning into the fall of Rome. potential health related impacts would occur. As discussed in Section 5.3, the EIR has
ial imps ans i i i As discussed in Secoion 6,3,
AN my ife § heard "ie will e gond for che cconomy”, and 1 swallowed rhat, Yewk, line, and sinker. aCanWIEdng potcntlal Impacts to tr.lnhportauon/cuculatlon. Section 6.3.7,

But, aew, ar 76, | am beginning o wake up and smell the coffee. Westlield may be god for che
ecanomy, but it will play havoe with the quality of life of all who live in noreh Universicy City. Not
fair. Who needs a sceond urban nede in Universicy City? Only the prolieers.

no significant impacts associated with long-term noise are anticipated.

LaRu DeKock
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From: rita deleo [njoylaxmiluvi@yshoo.com]

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 2:31 PM

To: dsdeastpsandiego.gov

Ce; Infog@rosecanyon.org

Subject: Project Number 2214/Gross Over-development

To whom it may concern,

[~ The Draft €IR states that the project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle trips a
day and would furthar clag the freeway ramps and local streets, What is the

fps st UL iversi - . anninge
justification for building a project that is so dependent on auto traffic? The project 281 Please _“f” FD respons.e ta comment 3.93 fr_om the U?M_IS'W (‘ommum_w Planaing Group
should provide solutions to substantially reduce the traffic it generates. The DEIR for a discussion of project craffic. Cumulacdive traffic is discussed in Sections 3.3 and 7.2.2.
28.1 states that freeway ramps will get worse. What is the justification for adding more Please refer to response to comment 9.66 from the University Community Planning Group

traffic before the existing freeway problems are fixed? What will be the fuli impact

of adding years of construction traffic, especially in combination with other major

construction projects such as the four Monte Verde Mega Towers across the

street? Specifically, what will the November-December holiday traffic conditions craffic.
be?

1 use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and nature

walks, The Draft EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be

built, which would relieve traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansion. This

would ruin the most scenic and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school ) )

2872 groups, scouts, and individuals. How will the Westfield mega expansion mitigate 282 Please refer to responses to comments 21.1 and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding Regunts

’ for this? Given that the project will add up to 750 units of housing, how will the Road Bridge and funding of community facilitics.

project meet the increased need for parks when there is ne fand available for new

parks and our community already has far fewer parks than city standards? How

will the project meet the need for increased recreational and liorary facilities for

these new residenis? And what will be the impacts on parks and lipraries of these

new residents in combination with alf the new residents in all the other residential

| projects being built?

instead of thinking about revenue, think about families and the type

28.3 9"1;1::1(1'gahbt:)c:.lrpg%dl\iMwlfN?'?Yl{mAa::Idl,ll:JeletaostL_Ndeornr}& »\I;::fecgﬁfc:gr;eqy‘{len safe, green. 28.3 Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adeqguacy of the IR is identified, no further

This is not a development of tand that is available, this is a gross qver- response can be made,

development of land that is already used to its maximum capacity.

| ___Again, please do what's RIGHT for the community.

Sincerely,

Laxmi Deleo

for a discussion of cumulative impacts with the Monce Verde project. Please refer to response
to cormment 9.51 from the Uaniversity Communizy Planning Group for a discussion of holiday

RTC-224
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29.1 [

From: judith dolan [dolan1950@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 3:16 PM
To: dsdeas@sandiego.gov

Subject: UTC Mall Expansion

I think the expansion is excessive. The area is already very crowded.

Judith Dalan
4639 Gevernor Dr.
5.0, CA 921222

29.1 The commenter’s opposition to the preject is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of
the EiR is idenrified, no further response can be made.
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30.1

30.2

From: Jack Forman (jackformantishegiobulawer]
Sent: Tuesday. {Xc1ober 09, 2007 11:36 M

To: DSDEAS@saruliepe.gov

Ce: info@rosecanyon.org.

Subject; Project #2214 - Westlield Expansion of UTC

As a resident of University City, 1 am strongly opposcd ¢o the expansion program propesed for UTC,

The current draft of the EIR [ails to specily what will be built at UTC. except o note that it includes
towers up tu 35 stories high and 750 units of additional housing. University City is already densely
populated, und very little undeveloped land is left in UC. The infrastructure of the conumunity will not
suppari additional population fiving in and traveling through (he comnnnity. Unfortunately, Draft EIR

_ for the proposed expansion project simply assuntes that (he Regents Road Bridge will be built and that
Genesee Avenue will be widened. That is not at 2l certain, given the widespread Jocal nnd regional
eppasition 1o hoth proposed traffic prajects. And, it is 2150 fur fron certain that the bridge and the
expransion of Genesee Ave. will alleviate trafTic problems during rush hour.

1 am also opposed to the UTC expansion because it wilt negatively impaci the conrmunity’s aesthetic
Beamty. 1t will atso prabably incvease the noise pollution in the UTC area, and acenrding to the draft EIK,
it will add sgnificant amueunts of pollution to The air. The only people who will profit from this
mishegotien expansian of LTC

Stop this proposed project that endangers the UC community before it gels started.
Vote NO on Project #2214 at the Council meeting on Wednesday, October 10, 2007,

Jack Forman

4165 Porte de Paimas #195
San Dicgo, CA 92122
jnckfurmaniesheglobn b net

Community Character
Sample comment: Westfield is already butit to the maximum ailowed on its property. It is
propasing a3 community plan amendment that would give It a huge increase in what |t is entitled to
develop on the same 'and. The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase
the value of Westfield's property by giving them all these new devetopment rights. The DEIR fails
to describe what exactly Westfield will bulld. The DEIR must describe exactly what will be bulit.

30.1

30.2

The commenter's opyposition to the project is noted. Please refer to response to comment 9.3
from the Universicy Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of derail required
for the project description.  Please refer to response to comment 9.60 from the University
Community Planning Group for a discussion of Regenes Road Bridge. As discussed in Section
6.3.7, no significant impacrs associated with long-term noise are anticipaced. As discussed
in Section 3.4, no localized CO hotspot impacts would occur, therefore no potential health
related impaces would occur.

As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Astiz, CEQA does not require
“Justification” fur the project. Please refer 1o response 1o comment 9.3 from the Universicy
Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of decail required for the praject
description.
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|-—— Recreation
Sample comment: [ use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and nature
walks, The Draft EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be bullt, which

wauld relieve traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansion. This would ruin the most scenic 30.3 Please refer to response to comment 9.60 for a discussion of Regents Road Bridge. Please refer
30 3 and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by schosl graups, scouts, and individuals. How will 21.2 for a disc . [ K d librari
. the Westfield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given that the project will add up to 750 units of 1O TESPONsE 0 COMMmeENt 21.2 {0F 4 JISCUSSION of parks and hibranes.

housing, haw will the project meet the increased need far parks when there is ne land available
for new parks and our community already has far fewer parks than city standards? How will the
project meet the need for increased recreationab and library facillties for these new residents? And
what will be the impacts on parks and libraries of these new residents in combination with all the

l_  new residents in all the other residentiat projects being builg?”
Views/aesthetlcs .
30.4 sample comment: “The Draft EIR vaguely states it will overcome the visual impact of having 304 Please refer to response to comment 9.106 {rom the University Community Planning Group
. new 35 story buildings adjacent to 2-3 story buildings and single famity hames. The DEIR should . . q- .
explain how this wili be done. The addition of huge new buildings and increased density wHl for a discussion of building heighe.

change the character of the community. The DEIR shoutd explain why such & proposal is beneficial
to the community.”

il

MNoise
Sample comment: What will be the neise impacts of all that increased traffic and all that Ton - 4 i : . o
305 constructian on residents througheut the area? What will the noise impacts of the traffic and 30.5 Significant s'horr rerm noise impacts are discussed under lssue 2 of Section 5.9.
operations of all these buildings on neighbaring residents? Implementation of mitigarion measures would reduce short-term noise impacts to less than
— Air Pollution significant. As discussed in Section 6.3.7, no significanc impacts associated with loag-term
30 6 Sample comment: The DEIR states the project will increase air pollution, What justification is . .. 1 f ¢ 49.96 f he Uni .
: there for & project that increases air paliution? The DEIR should identify specific substantial noise are anticipated. Also refer to responses to comments 9.5 and 9.96 from the University
. Measures to reduce aiv pollution. Community Planning Gmup.
—

The Westfield UTC Draft EIR: Key Facts
1. Would add almost 18,000 new trafflc trips every day and further clog the freeway ramps,

2. Assumes the proposed Regents Read bridge project would be buitt. It would vastly increase traffic 3.6 Signiﬁcant impaces to air quulil:y are identified in Section 5.4, and niitigation measures
30 7 and drive the need for both the proposed Regents Road bridge project and the widening of Genesee A .

’ Avenue between Nobel and the 52. are proposed. As discussed on page 5.4-28. Although che EIR stated there are no feasible
3, would increase air paliution, itizaci ing i ! an significant, the applicant
4. Would add up to 750 units of new housing with no new parks or libraries, [RILIZAION MEASUrES (0 l'CduC(t NOx during constructlm.'l to less ‘t_h S{g ilicant, . p[? .
5. Would send all of its storm water and runoff into Rose Canyon, and from there to Mission Bay. has accepted a new mitigation measure (MM5.4-7 in the Final EIR) thar will mirigate
6. Would allow Westfield to decide over time to build whatever cembination of projects it wants: a . . . . L. . .
vastly expanded mall in addition to up to four residential, office and hotel towers up to 35 storias tall, construction-related NOx. Despite the reduction in short-term NOx emissions, chis project

L This vague “blank check” approach in an EIR viclates California environmental law. would still have signiﬂcant and unmitigab]c impacts, and candidare findings and overriding

considerations will be presented to the City Council. The purpose of this document is o
disclose the significant impacts of the projecc so that che City Council can make an informed
decision. The decision to apprave, deny, or modify the project would be made by the San
Diego City Council ac a public hearing.

30.7 Please refer to responses to comments 21.1, 21.52, 28.1 and 30.6. As discussed on EIR
page 3.5-21, the projece design would include a number of measures to reduce potential
impacts, including implementation of BMPs refated 1o NPDES permic and current City
Storm Warer Standard/SUSUMP requirements. Please refer o response to comment 9.3 from
the University Community Planning Group for a discussion of the ievel of detail required for
the project description.
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August 11,2007

Martha filake, Senior Planner

Cily of San Diego Development Services Cenier
1222 First Avenue M8 501

San Dicga, CA 92101

Dear Ms, [Lake,

My famity and | have Lived in University City for more than 30 years. When we fizst moved here in 1976,
we cnjoyed a small, close-knit community where traffic was never an issue. Through the years, more end
Inere people and business have come to this area, Fach year, brought more nnmanageable traffie. Today, it
i3 a 30 minuie commute from the UTC area of La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Ave. to 305 nv 10 our
residential arca of University City at Tieneser and Governer. (Please keep it mind that this is
epproximately 2-3 miles) neatly that Jong to get 1o Freeway 5. Once on these fresways, Lhings go from
bad to worse. The traific situation is horrendous aiready and adding a few extra lanes here and there simply

won't help. Won't the freeways need to be widened 1o accomenodate all the extra cars that peed to go . . . F : - at1
clsowhere? Where does all Dyrlhilslup\!! s 31.1 As discussed in Section 5.3, che EIR has acknowledged significant impacts to transportation/
511 Is there no imit to the expansion that University City can accommodats? Please, consider the quality of life circulation.  As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further response
thal we wha Hve in this area deserve. UTE shopping ceneer is large enough to (il the needs of the peogle in ran he made.

this atea In Decembior (and on the weekends) parking is very, very difficult Lo find, Bs it is,

| am almost unabiz 10 address e issue of “35 06T square feet of office suites, 230 ticiel rooms and T15
aparments and condominiums”. Where will all these people park and drive7 How many more cars does.
this translate into? 1L is wually inconceivable [ me that anyone is even considering this. Please, take a

€ in this erea areund 8am and 5pm, Try getting on 80% gning Suuth. Try finding a place to park at
UIE. Check out the parking fot on B0 and 5 when waific passes through the Galden Triangle. Cars an:
nften stopped al} the way back to the “merge™ in the evenings. This area can ot handle any more tralfic,
cars oF peaple.

We, who love ths community., plead wilh yis 1o discourage such an expansion, For the sake of our
children, 1he environment and for those of us Who have chosen 1o stay in 1his nice community, please devey
these businessmen the prafits (and that is alf they wanl) that they are seeking.

g’w"“ sz: (A

Susan Foster
3190 Mercer Lane v
San Diego, CA $2122
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From: Phi) Fowler [Pfowler@ Torrey PinesBank.com]
Sens: Wednesday. October 10, 2007 9:17 AM

To; DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Subject: Westfield UTC proposed expansion

westfield is already built to the maximum allowed on its property. It is proposing a 321 As discossed in response 1o comment 18,1 from Ms. Astiz, CEQA does not requite
community plan amendment that would give it a huge increase in what it {s entitled to . ) ’ ’

321 develop on the same land. The DEIR should explain what justification there is ta vasthy “fustification” for the project. Please refer w response to comment 9.3 from the Universsity

increase the value of Westfield's property by giving them a!l these new development rights. Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of detail required for the project
The DEIR falls to describe what exactly Westfield will build. The DEIR must describe exactly

what will be built. description.
Thank you

Phil Fowler
University City resident

DISCLAIMER: This e-mail and any accompanying documents centain privileged and confidential
information intended only for the sol¢ use of the recipicnt named in this e-mail. If you are not the
intended recipient, you arc hereby notified that any retention, dissemination or copying of this e-
mail is strictly prohibited. 1f you have received this e-mail in error, please contacl the sender and
delete all copies of it [rom your system. Please note that the sender accepts no responsibility for
viruses and it is your responsibility te sean this e-mail and attachments (if any). If you received
this ns a soticited or unsolicited e-mail and would like to unsubscribe, please reply to the sender
requesting 1o be removed.
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From: Nancy Frederich [garymancy30¢2hotmail.com)
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 3:25 PM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Subject: Ui Expansion

Expanding and building high rises in the UTC area is unwanted by the majority of the UTC residents.
The developers are the ones wha are 1o gain from these projects. UTC residenis do not welcome the
increase in traffic and of course the Regents Rcad Bridge, that will surely go along with all of the
building and increased population. We already have a "DOWN TOWRN" that is only ten minutes away
and dont welcome another one!! | did not move here to be in the middle of a busy city environment.
| moved to the Universily area to raise my kids in a calm, safe envivonment. 1 can't help but think that
331 the developers with the power and money will end up winning this round. | only wish that for once, 331 The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of
. common sense and family values would prevail, the EIR is identified, no further response can be made.

The Regents Road Bridge is another project not welcomed by this community. | have fived in this
area my entire life, disaster evacuation, traffic and medical response times are NONISSUES. The
developers are again the ones to gain from this project. | cant help but wonder what is motivating the
City Council and the Mayor to push this project through so quickly. It will be interesting to see who
Scol Peter's will be working for when his term is up. | smeli a RATIIN

Mancy Frederich
858-274-3480
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34.1

34.2

34.3

34.4

From: cgarland{@earthiink.net
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 10:58 AM
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov
Ce: SD City Councii
Subject: Project 2214
Dear Council Members,

! strongly oppose expansion of the Westlield Shopping Town and adjacent building plans and object to
the sketehy Drafl EIR, The Wesificld Mall. and adjucent struciures are already built out to the maximum
allowable limigs,

I appose a community plan amendment that would altow Westficld a huge increase in development of
this and adjacent propenties. The Draft EIR does not provide any sensible reason to vastly increase the
development of Westficld's property. It inadequately describes what Westfield will build in this already
seriously congested and substantially overbuilt area, .

Their are substantia] issues regarding also the burden of visual poltution and scenic preservation with
this project. Autractive natural skylines and views of mountain ranges from the sidewalks and public
areas would blocked and overshadowed by inevitably ugly tall buildings, cutting off views and natural
illumination,

The assumption included in the Draft EIR that the Regents Road Building will be built is not at all
certain and is one example of a stipulation that is probably inerror. Construction of the costly Regents
Road bridge would damage a natural park and Federally-protected small riparian wetland containing
threatened animal and plant species , and is highly controversial, Construction of such a bridge will be
delayed for decades, if it ever occurs.  This assumption, which is rather pivotal in calculations of the
traffic burden, should not be atlowed.

Please do not cave in this obvious power grab by Westlield and the building industry and their efforts to
overbuild this development, repardless of the incvitable depradation of the quality of life of residents
due to increased traffic congestion, an even mare overburdened nearby freeway. and a substantially
increased burden of harm ful respiratory nitrogen oxide and carbon monoxide air potlution tfrom the
inevitable additional traffic congestion in this already-congested area.

Respectfully,

Rick Garland
University City

341

34.2

34.3

34.4

The commenter’s opposition o the project is noted. As discussed in response to comment
18.1 from Ms. Astiz, CEQA does nor require “justification” for the project. Please refer to
response to comment 9.3 from the University Community Planning Group for a discussion of
the level of detail required for the project description,

As discussed in Section 5.2, there are no public view corridors in the area of the project, and
the project would not block public views from parks or views of natural features. Therefore,
no significant view impacts would occur.

Please refer w response to comment 9.60 from the University Community Planning Group
for a discussion of Regents Road Bridge.

As discussed in Sections 5.3 and 3. 4, the EIR has acknowledged significant impacrs to
transportation/circulation and air quality. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is
identified, no further response can be made.
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From: Cheryl Geyerman [CAGf@adi-sandiego.com|
Senl: Wednesday. Ocieber 10, 2007 9:54 AM
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov
Ce: infoidirosecanyon.org
Subject: OPPGSE Westficld Massive Expansion at University Toawn Centre
[ L am opposed to the massive expansion at UTC. There are several reasons why:

1. Traffic in trat area is heavy; buses are not a solution; parking will be difficult. This woeuld add almost
18,000 new traffic trips every day and further clog the freeway ramps.

2. The plan assumes the proposed Regents Raad bridge project would he bullk which is not a given at this
point. It would vastly increase traffic and drive the need for both the proposed Regents Road bridge 35.1
preject and the widening of Genesee Avenue between Nobel end the 52. The bridge is heavily opposed by

3 5 A the community, and the {aw, so far, has been on the side of these who oppose it.

Pleasc refer to response to comment 3.7 from Mr. Forman regarding che same issues.

3. Adding up to 750 units of new housing with no new parks or libraries, which s already beavily
urbanized with little cpen space is a bad idea.

5. Storm water and cunoff wouid be sent inte Rose Canyon, and fram there to Mission Bay--creating
anather environmental problem that San Diego government cannet run and hide from, thaugh that's what
it tends to do.

6. This plan would allow Westfiaid to decide over time to build whatever combination of projects it wants:
a vastly expanded malt in additien to up to four residentiai, office and hotel tewers up to 35 stories tall.
This vague “blank check™ approach in an EIR violates California environmental law. And, as
such, will be opposed in the courts.

Chervl A, Geyerman

University City. San Dicgo, CA
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; CL”J'J Q_MJ ¥ ofine : 36.1 The EIR discusses potential impacts te noise, rransporracion/circulacion, sewage and wacer
4 usage in Sections 9.9, 5.2, 5.7 and 5.8. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is

36.1 Rocd e 300 f . /o/wy&_ An )
M Wl X identified, na further response can be made.

36.2 Sond 7 / 36.2 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted.  As no issuc regarding the adequacy of
the EIR is identified, no furcher response can be made.
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From: Robert Gottlieb [repondieh@ieve org)
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2007 10:09 PM
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Ce: infai@rosecanyon.org

Subjeci: Project Number 2214

I,

The Erast R states that the project would aded almess 18001 pew vehicle trips a day and sould
turther clog the freeway ramps and Jocal streets. Wha s the justification tor building u project 37.1
thal is su dependent on aute ealtic? The project shoukl provide solutions w substantizlly reduce

37 1 the traftie it generates. The DERL states that freewny ramps will gel worse. What is the
jnstilication for adding more ratllc belore the existing freeway problems are ved? What will be
the ruit impact of sdding years of construction trallic. especially in combination with other mijer
construction projeets such as the four Munre Verde Mugu Towers across the street? Specifically,
st will the Nesember-December hodiday tratlic conditions he?

Please refer to response to camment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo regarding che same issues.

Isirengly ebjeet t this expansion and would propuse that Westlield look elsewhere to expanld.
vir

Roben Goltlich -
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From; Patricia Gregory [pats_gila_girl@yahoo.com|

Sent; Wednesday, October [0, 2007 [0:16 AM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Subject: Project # 2214

Why does a small community like UYC nced 2 mall expansion-750 units of housing- a hotel tower &

office towers that could reach 35 stories tall. 38.1 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms, Astiz regarding the same issues, CEQA
. . . . . . does net require “justification” for the project. Pleasc refer to responses to comments 21,1
38 1 Westfield UTC is assuming that Regents Road Bridge will to through in order 10 accomidate more p {s. Boli d9.93 f fe Uni ity € itv Pl it Grou
. Bl ,
trafTic. It sounds like you're putting the can before the harse. rom Ms. Bolivar and 9.93 trom the University Community Planning Group.

The DEIR states that freeway rainps will get worse, Also the major streets.

| DO NOT approve of this hugh project.

Mrs Patricia Gregory
3032 Award Row
San Diego, CA 92122
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39.1

39.2

39.3

39.4

From: The Hagstroms {thehags@'san.tr.com]
Sent: Wednesday, Ocrober 10, 2007 8:09 AM
To: DSDEASIE sandicgo.gov

Ce: infol rosecanyon.org

Subject: Project Number 2214

To All Those Concerned:

E have been a resident of University City for aver 17 years. [c was s place we chose to raise our family
based on the communicy armosphere thar they had here. Since that time the city has aliowed many
new “high rises” ta go up.

Also, added all those town homes at 805 and Lajolly Village Drive. [ believe we should be able m
huve some area left 1o enjoy.  Expanding the Westfield Shopping ates will change the characeer of this
cemmunity forever.

We already have traffic problems due to greedy peaple building more town hemes and such in our
community. We already have clopged parking lots around our wrea. Lord forbidd there would be an
actual emergency.  Emergency personnel would not be able 1o gee in or oue efficiencly due w the
current road situation.  The Draft EIR states chac char the projece would add dlmosc 18,008 more
vehicle trips a day and would clug the freesray ramps and local streets even more. The issue that you
shauld be addressing is "how o fix the traffic problem” thar already exists before creating and addiog
tu the trafiic problem and the air pollution problem.

It seems that by creating this expansion, people are loaking ar the share term rather than che long
werm cffece. Short term means more money for the city. long term the impace un the community,
children, wildlife, traffic, and yes, the schools.

Pleuase dix not let this happen to a beautifu! communicy as UTC.

Thank you.
Michele & Richard Hagstcom

Traffic

“The Draft EIR states that the prajece would add almose 18,000 new vehicie wrips a duy and would
furcher tlog the freeway ramps and local sereers. Whar is the justificacion for builling 2 project chat is
s dependent on auro craffic? The projece should provide selucions to subscantially reduce the traffic ic
generaes, The DEIR states thar freeway ramps will get worse, -

What is the justification fer adding more traffic before the cxisting freeway problems are fixed? What
will be the full impace of adding yezrs of constriction traffic, especially in combination wich ocher
major construction projects such as rthe four Monte Verde Mega Towers across che street? Specificatly,
whae will che November-December holiday craffic conditions he?”

39.1

39.2

39.3

394

As discussed in Secrion 5.2, the EIR has acknowledged porential impacts to visual character.

As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further response can be
made.

As discussed in Sections 9.3 and 5.4, cthe EIR has acknowledged significant impacts to
transportation/circulation and air qualicy. 1o is not within the scope of this projece o “fix
an existing craffic problem”. The EIR has proposed mirtigation measures to reduce project-
related impacts.

The commencer’s opposition to the project is noted. As no issuc regarding the adequacy of
the EIR is identified, no further response can be made.

Please refer to response to comment 28,1 from Ms. Deleo regarding che same issues.
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Communicy Characeer

39 5 Westfield is alteady buile to the maximurm allowed on its propenty. [Uis proposing a community plan
- amendment that would give it a hage increase in wha it is entitled o devetop o the same Yand. The
NEIR should cxplain what justification there is 1o vastly increase the value of Wesctield's property by
giving them all chese new development righes. The DEIR fuils tw descrile what exacily Westfield will
Luild. The DEIR must descrile exactly whar will be built,

Recieation

“I use Rose Cunyon Open Space Purk for walking, running, biking, and narure walks. The Dralt EIR
assumnes the proposed Regenss Road Dbridge project woukd be boile, which sould relicve caifie
59-6 penerated by che Wesefield mega expansion. This would ruin the mast scenic wmd peacefud area of
Resse Canyon Park, used by schonl groups, scouts, and individuals. How will the Westfick! awga
expransion mirigase far this? Given that the projece will add up to 750 units of housing, how will che
projece meee the increased need for parks when chere is no land available for new parks and our
cemmunity ulrcady has far fewer parks chan ciry srandards? How will the project meet the aced for
incieused recreational and library facilicies fpr these new residents? And what will be che impaces on
piatks and libraries of chese new residents in combinating srich 2fl the new resideoes in all the acher
residencial projects being buile?”

Viewsfucsthetics

39 _7 “The Drafe EIR vagucly scates it will nvercome che visual impace of having new 35 story bujldings
adjacent ro 2-3 story buitdings and single family homes. The DEIR should explain how this will Le
done. The addizion of huge pew buildings and increased density will change the character of the
communicy. The DEIR should explain why such a proposal is beneficial o che community.”

|l

Naise

398 What will be the noise impacts of ail chat itereased cradfic and all thar construction on residents
thraughout the urea? What will the naise impacts of the traffic and operations of all these buildings on
neighbnring residents?

Air Pollurion Sample tomment: The DEIR states the projece will dncrease air pollution. Whae
39.9 justification is there for o projecr thar increases air pollution’ The DEIR should idendfy specific
subistantial measures to reduce air puilucion.

[ The Westfield UTC Draft EIR: Key Faces

1. Would add almost 18,000 new gralfic trips every day and further dlog the freeway ramps.

2. Assumes the praposed Regents Road bridge projece would bie buile, Lo would vastly increase traffic
and drive the need for both the propused Regents Road bridge project and the widening of Genesee
Avenue berween Nobel and the 52

39 . 10 3. Would increase zir pollurion.

4. Would add up te 750 units of new housing with no new packs ot libragics,

S. Would send all of its storm warer end runafl into Rose Canyon, and from there te Mission Bay.

6. Would allow Westficld to decide aver time to build wharever ecombination of projects it wants: 2
vastly expanded mall in scldition o up to four residential, office and huee) rowers up o 35 georics zall.
This vague “blank cheek™ approach in an EIR violates Califoroia enviconmeneal luw.

39.5

39.6

397

39.8

399

39.10

As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Astiz regarding the same issucs, CEQA
does not require “justification” for the project. Please refer o response to commene 9.3 from
the University Communicy Planning Group for a discussion of the level of detail required for
the project description.

Please refer to respenses to comments 21.1 and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same
iS50,

Please refer to response to comment 9.106 from the University Cemmunity Planring Group
for a discussion of building heighr.

Please tefer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr, Forman on the same 1ssucs.

Please refer to response to comment 30.6 from Mr. Forman on the same issues.

Please refer to response te comment 30.7 from My, Forman on che same issues.
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From: Tom Hale [thale@san.tr.com)

Sent: Wednesday, October 190, 2087 4:49 PM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Ce: info@rosecanyon.org

Subject: Project Number 2214 : Westfield proposal: huge mall expansion
October 0,2007

City of San Diega,

Regarding Project Number 2214 :
the Westfiele proposal: huge mall expansion; 750 units of housing, hotel tower, office
tower- towers 35 stories tall on the existing UTC site

The Westfield UTC Shopping Center expansion wilt have a huge impact in increased costs
for infrastructure & city services to teh City of San Diego. The traffic burden in that area
with the huge dwelling structures built nearby within a few blocks directly east & west of
the Westfield UTC site in teh last few years will bring maove traffic congestion to an area
that already suffers with traffic jams on the 805, 5,& 52 freeways surrounding the site &
the streets in this area.

Our whole Golden Triangle community has become over developed & crowded with heavy 40.1 As discussed in Sections 5.3 and 5.7, the EIR has : ial impac
. . 3 7, as acknowledged potential impacts to
traffic & congestion during the 7:30 - 9:30 & 3 - 6:30 PM periog every day around teh . . . 3 . e : , & l . 1 L . .
whole area with the traffic which flows on each side of & in the Golden tarnished eransportacion/circukfation and public utilities. The commenter’s opposition to the project is
Triangie. noted. As 1o issue regarding the adeguacy of the EIR is identified, no further respense can be
40.1 made.

Westfield's proposed building ptans will put an even larger burden on this whole
community regarding city services, how large is not certain, but their known proposails
are beyond what this community can handie & bear.

Westfield's increase at this site will be at our expense for the whole city of San Diego in
city services: water, streets repairs, energy & power supply, police & fire protection,
efc..

We all depend on the city of San Diego to provide these services, which are in poor
condition city wide, without adeguate repairs or upgraded infrastructure to provide basic
city services & adequate police & fire protection to our residents & visitors.

We do know Westflield has included plans to build more large towering developments for
Westfield's benefit, placing a huge drain on our water supply & air pollution in University
City.

This whole area have to bear the brunt of Westfield's increase at our expense,

Do not approve the incomplete plan in the Draft EIR,

Resident & Home owner:
Tom Hale
5372 Bragg St.

Universtiy City, 33 vears
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From: Shalom Halevy [shalevy(@mathwizards.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2007 10:41 PM

Te: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Ce: Friends of Rose Canyon

Subject: Project Nurmber 2214

Enough to developers controlling city hall and our guality
of life!!!

I oppose this project because of its impact on traffic, noise, recreation, ete. as it would:

1 add 2lmost | 8,600 new traffic trips every day and further clog the freeway zamps. 41.1
41.1 2. increase air pollution.

3. add up to 750 units of new housing with no new parks or libraries.

4. send all of its storm water and runofT into Rose Canyon, and from there to Mission Bay.

5, allow Westfield to decide over time o build whatever combination of projects it wants: a vastly

expanded mall in addition to up to four residential, office and hote] towers up to 35 stories 1all.

Please refer to response ro comment 30.7 from Mr. Ferman on the same issues.

41.2 westfield is already built to the maximum allowed on its property. It is proposing a 41.2 Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is idencified, ne further
e community plan amendment that would give it a huge increase in what it is entitled to respanse can he made
develop on the same lang. B )
41 3 The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase the value of
: Westfield's property by giving them all these new development rights, 41.3 As discussed in respanse to comment 18.1 from Ms. Astiz on the same issucs, CEQA docs
4 The DEIR fails to describe wWhat exactly Westfield will bulld, The DELR must describe not require “justificacion” for the project. Please refer o response to comment 9.3 from the
41. I exactly what will be built. University Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of decail required for the
— project descriprion.

The Draft EiR states that the project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle trips a day
and would further clog the freeway ramps and local streets, What is the justification for
building & project that is 50 dependent on auto traffic? The preject should provide 41.4 Please refer to response to comment 9.3 from the University Community Planning Group for
4 1.5 solutions to substantially reduce the traffic it generates. The DEIR states that freeway
ramps will get worse, What is the justification for adding more traffic befare the
existing freeway problems are fixed? What will be the full impact of adding years of
construction traffic, especially in combination with other major construction projects such 41.9 Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo on the same issues.
as the four Monte Verde Mega Towers across the street? Specifically, what will the

L November-December holiday traffic cenditions be?

a discussion of the level of detail required for the project description.

RTC-240
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42.1

42.2

42.3

42.4

42.5

42.6

|

I

From: diane hanlon {dehaniwebty.net |

Senc: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 10:41 AM
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.pov

Ce: info@rosecanyan.grg; d_hanlonf@webly.net
Subject: PROJCCT #2219

| am wiiting in protest of the following:

Wesifield Proposed Massive Expansion of UTC which Would Bring New Tralfic, High Towers and Assumes
Regents Road Hridge Project Would be Built which residents are against.

Tralhic

The Draft EIR states thal the project would add almest 18.000 new vehicke trips a day and wouls further clog the
Treeway ramps and local streels. Whal is the justification for building a preject that is so dependent on aulo traffic?
The project should pravide solutions 10 substantially reduce the traffic it generales, The BEIR stales that [reeway
mmps will ger worse. What is the justificalion for adding ote traific before the existing [reeway problems are
fixed? What will be the Tull impact of adding years of construciion fratfic. especially in combination with other
major consiruction projects such as the tour Monte Verde Mega Tawers across the street? Specifically, what will the
November-Oeeember haliday wralTic conditions te?

Community Characier

Westfield is already built 1o the maximum allowed on its property, Lt is proposing a communily plan amendment 1hat
would give it a huge increase in what i is entitled 10 develop an (he saine land. The DEIR should explaip whal
justification there is ty vastly increase the value of Westlield's property by giving them all these new development
rights. The DEIR fails 10 describe what exactly Wesilield will build. The DEIR must describe exactly what will be
built.

Reereation

1 use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, runming. biking. and natwre walks, The Draft EiR assumes the
proposed Regenis Road bridge project would be buih, which would relieve tralfic penerated by the Westlicld mega
expansion. This would ruin the mest scenic and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, scouts,
and individuals. | low will the Wesifield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given that the project will add up 10 750
units of Rousing. how will the project meet the increased need far parks when there is no land available for new
parks and our communily already has far lewer parks Lhan cily standards? How will the project meet the need for
increased recrealional and library facilities Jor these new residents? And whal will be 1he impacts on parks and
libraries of these new residents in combination with all the new residenis in all the ather residential projects being
buih?

The Draft EIR vaguely states il will avercosme Ihe visual impact of baving new 35 story buildings adjacent to 2-3
story huitdings and single family homes. The DEIR should explain how this will be done. The addition of huge new
buitdings and increased density will change the character of the community. The PEIR should explain why such a
proposal is beneficial 1o the community.

Naoise

What will be the noise impacis of all that increased walfic and all that eansiruction on residents throughowt 1he area?
What will the naise bppacls of the 1rallic and operalions of sl these buldings nn neighboring residents?

Air Pollution

The DEIR stales the project will increase air pollution. Whal juslification is there for a project that increases air
potiution? The DEIR  sheuld idenify specific  substantia!  measures W reduce  air  pallution.

The Westlietld UTC Draf EIR

I. Weuld add ahnost 18,000 new iraffic uips every day and further clog the [reeway ramps.
2. Assumes Ibe propnsed Regents Road bridge project would be buill Il would vasily increase ralfic and drive the
need for bolh the propased Regents Road bridge project and the widening nl Genesee Avenuc hetween Nobel and
the 52, -

3. Would increase air pollutien.

4. Would add up 10 750 units of rew housing wilh no new parks or libraries,

5. Would send all of its stonn water and runoff imo Rose Canyon, and from there 1o Mission Bay.
6. Would allow Wesifield 1o decide aver time lo build whatever combination of projects 1 wants: a vasily expanded
wall in addition ta up to four residential, office and hotel towers up to 35 steries tall. This vague approach in an EIR
violates Californiz environmental law.

Sincerely,

Diane Hanlon
7746 Camino Noguera
San Diego. CA 92122
R58-453-1754

42.2

42.3

42.4

42.5

42.6

Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo on the same issues.

As discussed in response to comment 18,1 from Ms. Asciz oo the same issues, CEQA does
not require “justification” for the project. Please refer to response to comment 9.3 from the
University Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of detail required for the
project description.

Please refer to responses to comments 21,1 and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same
issues.

Please refer to response to comment 9,106 from the University Community Planniag Group
for a discussion of buiiding height.

Please refer o response to comment 30.5 from Mr. Forman on che same #ssucs.

Please refer to response to comment 30.6 from Mr, Forman on the same issues.
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From: Brizn hassler {hasslebe@uno.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 180, 2007 1:95 PM
To: DSBEAS{Esandivgo.pov

Subject: WESTFIELD UTC EXPANSION

The propased Westlield expansion ac UTC would oveswhelm tniversity Ciy.

43.1

This is notfshould not be o "downtown” area. We arc a residential arca, and all good sense has gone 431 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of
wat the windew en this and many nzher projeces. The densitiesthicghts aze unbelicvable, The raffic is he EIR is id ified furth b de
alrcady gridlocked. THIS 1S NOT ACCEPTABLE- NOT IN MY BACKYARD. the 15 idenahed, no farther response ¢can be made.

Brian C. Hasster
2912 Friedd Ave.
Sun Dicgo, Ca 2122

RTC-242
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From: Marilyn Hauck [Mallauck@san.rr.com|
Sent: Wednesday, Octaber 10, 2007 7:44 AM
To: DSDEAS{@sandiego.gov

Subject: Subject 2214

We are agains! the massive expansion of UTC. 44.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of
44 1 The shapping center is encugh without adding hotels, offices and housing. TR is identified furch an b ade
. Please vote against this expansion and preserve UTC as it is. the EIR is identified, no furcher response can be made,

We do not need mare congestion.

We want to preserve our canyon.

Thank you,

Voters and environmentally concerned citizens,
Lane and Marilyn Hauck
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45.1

45.2

45.3

From: Jim |jim7i@san.r.com]

Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2007 8:20 AM

Ta: DSDEAS@sandicgo.gov

Ce rose canyon.org

Suhject: No UTC Expansion

We are adamantly opposed ta the Westfiek! UTC expansion attempt!

The Draft EIR states that the project would add almaost 18,000 new vehicle trips 3 day and would
further clog the freeway ramps and local streets. What is the justification for building a project that is
so dependent on aute traffic? The project should provide solutions to substantially reduce the traffic it
generates. The DEIR states that freeway ramps will get worse. What is the justification for adding
more traffic before (he existing freeway preblems are fixed? What will be the full impact of adding
years of construction traffic, especially in cembination with other major construction projects such as
the four Monte Verde Mega Towers across the street? Speclfically, what will the Novermnmber-December
haoliday traffic conditions he?”

Community Character
Westfield is already built to the maximum allowed on its property. It is propasing a
community plan amendment that wauld give it a tuge increase in what it is entitled tq devetap on the
same land. The DEIR should explain what jusfification there (s to vastly increase the value of
Westfleld's property by giving them all these new development rights. The DEIR fails t¢ describe
what exactly Westfield will build, The DEIR must describe exactly what will be built,

We are residents of Universily City and do nat wanl any more increased iraffic on Genessee or [a Jolla Village Drive. We do not

wanl the cammunily (o become a majur city. Pleasce vote NO on this proposed expansion.

Simcerely,
Jim & Sue Heleniak; 5429 Curic Way. San Diepo §2122

43.1

45.2

433

Please refer co response  comment 28,1 from Ms. Deleo on the sume issues.

As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Astiz on the same issues, CEQA does
not require “justification” for the project. Please refer w response to comment 9.3 from the
University Cornmunity Planning Group for a discussion of the level of detail required for the
project description.

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.  As no issue regarding che adequacy of the
EIR is identified, no further response can be made.
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From: Nancy [vey [nancyi@iveyengineering.com)

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2607 10:18 AM

To: DSDEAS@sandicgo.gov

Subject: Project number 2214 '

Please!ll ENQUGH building in University Ciy. We cannot accommodate any more traffic in UC 46.1
46 1 withaut building a bridge that would destroy our park like setting. My family and | use the canyons for

hiking, walking and enjoying the birds. There are plenty of shopping malls in SD now.

Please refer to response to comment 21.1 from Ms. Bolivar regarding ¢he same issues.

Nancy ey
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From: Sky Jeannctte [sky4health{@sbeglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, Gctober 10, 2007 3:51 PM

To: DSDEAS@sundicgo gov: infof@irosecanyon.org
Subject: Project #2214

To Whom It inay Concern,

1 strongly oppose the huge proposed project of high rises and stores, cte. at UTC. Enough is enough! We

already have a lovely area filled with plenty of people, restaurants and shops. 47.4 The commenter's uppusition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of
471 the EIR is identificd, no furcher response can be made.

What is the compelling reason for stuffing more people and traffic in an already congested arca? At
some point, the quality of life will be lost with too much building.

Stop this initiative of expansion.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Susan A. feannetie
Curie Place, San Diego, UC
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48.1

48.2

48.3

48.4

Scptember 6. 2007

Ms. Martha Blake

Senior Planner

City of San Dicgo Development Services Center
1222 First Ave. MS 301

San kxiego. CA 92101

Dear Ms. Blake,
| am wriling to provide public comment on the UTC expansion plan.

First. | am surprised at the short community notice for this major change. UTC only
made public 10 neighborhood residents their plan in mid-August. ! currentty own a
condominium and reside {n the complex direcily across Nobel fram U1C, !

I have lived in the Norih University City neighborhood continuousiy since 1992, As the
neighborhood has expanded we have seen the cesidential quality steadily decline. The
expansion of Nobel to the 805 had significamly changed the character of the streel. The
trattic velume has increased as well as the related noise and pollution. Warst af alt
traftie normally Dows well in excess of the 35 mph speed limil cast of Genesee. As yau
are aware this has caused a number of pedestrian aceidents in the Nobel corridor fram £5
1o [805.

1 wish Lo comment based an my viewpoint as un owner. a driver and a pedestrian {1
regularly walk 3 miles several times a week in the neighborheod).

As an owner our property values have declined along with the residential quatity of the
arca, ‘This became more acute when the Cily approved a rumber of contlominium
canversions resulling in much higher vacancy rates. There is no shortage of rentaf and
residential property in North University City. | object 1o the addition of even mure
resideniial housing in an arca that can not [l the current howsing invenlory.

As a driver. the addition of more wraffic in the neighborhood is unimaginable. Currently
there is a 30 minute wail 1o leave the area going svuthbound between 4:30 pin and 6:30
pm weekdays, Merely widening the on-ramps will not improve the siluation as the
freeway is already running at maximum capacily as is Genesee. The City has been
unable 1o carrect the wraffic problem on Genesee (yes we supported (he reverse raffic
lane) and has not staried the Regents Road bridpe Lhat was funded years ago. More
residential units will only make the problem worse. Morc office space will have an even
greaier negalive impact on Lraffic as i impacts the rush hour. We can no longer get
across (e sireet or make a left wm @ the intersection (ves il is designated an intersection
by the street signage} of Nobel and Lombard PL. Adding more housing and ofTices 1o
UTC does not make sense. We frequently see space available signs on existing office
complexes in the arca and several new ollice complexes are being builtl currenily. Why

48.1

48.2

48.3

48.4

A notice of preparation was circulated for 30 days starting on July 12, 2002 and a public
scoping meeting was held on June 7, 2002 as required by CEQA. The Drafc EIR was publicly
noticed and available for public review for 60 days,

Commernt noted. As no issuc rcgurdin&; the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further
response can be made.

The commenter's opposition to the project is noted.  As no issue regarding the adequacy of
the EIR is identified, no furcher responsc can be made.

As discussed in Section 5.3, che EIR has identified significant and unmitigable impacts relaced
to transpottation/circulation.  As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms, Artiz
regarding the same issues, CEQA does not require “justification” for the project. As no issue
regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further response can be made,
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48 .4
do we need more if we can nal [ill the current inverery. much less the invenlory under

cont. | construction?
T As g pedesirian the watking quaiity is peor. Contrelled intersections on Genesce and
Nobel (east of Geneseed ure fow and far between. Drivers roulinely cxceed the speed
linzit, do not stop properly and seldont yield T'er o pedesirian, On any given day itis
rouline to have a driver honk at me for being in # crosswalk, The cily continues to favor . . Lo . N .
485 automobiles aver pedestiins by elasing pefeslrian crosewalks i lhcyncighbﬂrhnnd ol 48.5 A.s chscuss.cfi ulnder [ssue 5 of Secrlu_n 5.3, the PEOjECt Proposes AumMerous .pc‘dtstr.]?n and

- building inaccessible pedesirian vverpasses. The pedestrion everpass veer Genesee in bicycle facility improvements. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is ientified, no
front ol UTC dumps into a parking Jot wilh nia sidewalk available. likewise the furch ccun b ad
pedestrian overpass an La Jolla Village Drive in Iront of UTC dumps pedestrians off in Urther response Li be e,
an arca that quickly requires stairs. Nobel is exclusivety a resilential strect on the South
side. Many homes open directly on 1o the sireet. More traffic and more pollution wili do
liitle to enhance the residential quatity of the neighborhood.

| do nut dispute Westlield's right to expand retatl shopping in UTC. This is the purpose
of the property. { do object 1o Westfield adding additional oflice and residential space in . . i i .
48 6 a neighborhaod that has an abundance af both, When Fashicn Valley was expanded 48.4 The commencer's appasicion to che projece is noted.  As no issue regarding the adequacy of

there was no additional tesidential or office space added by the developer. Why should e . .
- h f : : rither re an be made.
U1C be any differert?. A mall is a tetail destinatien, not a city or ncighborhood, the EIR is ldCl‘l[lﬁL’d, no furthes response can d

Building a new neighborhood at 1he mall without (aking inlo consideration the existing,
neighborhaed is not being a good corporale citizen and some would characterize as being

grecdy.

‘Thank you lor taking the time o urderstand our opinions and providing a mechanism for
public comment,

S

Sincerely.

Adam akritz

4415 Nabel Dr. #30
San Diege, CA 92122
858 622 1086

ce: Seatt Peters (via email)
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49.1

49.2

From: Judith Landau {j_e_lzndau@hormail.com}
Senc: Tuesday, Oceober 09, 2007 11:52 PM

To: DSDEAS@'sandiega.pov

Cc: infol@rosecanyon.arg

Subjecr; Projece Number 2214

Re: Westfick! Expunsion at UTC - Draft EIR [ Live in South Einiversicy Ciry (addeess below? and work
in & %-storey office building in North University City, and am concerned about the likely damage w
the UC communiry by chis project.

One of the major issues is che enormous oraffic increase on already compromised road systems, as
adoaizied in the DELR. 1'd especially ask what will the November-December haliday traffic conditins
lwe?

The developers are aiming to atcract thausancls of shoppers from around che region - chis will no
{onger be a tocal UL mall serving the UIC community, but instead the source of traffic jams on sreeets
and freeway ramps, aic pollucion, polluted water runofl and over-use of preciuus wacer resources.

Huow docs this developer plan o avoid all these ills for our communiry?

Thank you

Judith Landau

5989 Agee Streer, San Diego CA 92122
B3H-452-681%

49.1

49.2

Please refer to response to commene Y.51 from che University Community Plaaniag Group
for a discussion of holiday traffic.

The EIR acknowledged that the proposed project is a regional shopping center. The EIR has
discussed porential impacts to cransporcation/circulation, air quality, hydrology/wacer quality
and water conservation in Sections 3.3, 3.4, 5.5, and 3.8. Where appropriate, mitigation
measures have been proposed to reduce significanc impacts. The EIR has also acknowledged
significant and unmitigable impacts to transportarionfcircutation and zir quality.
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From: David Laney [delaney@@gmail.com)

Sent: Wednesday, October [0, 2007 3:24 PM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Ce: info(dlrosecanyon.org

Subject: Project Number 2214

Sir/Madame:

1T am writing you to voice my strong opposition to the expansion of the UTC shopping
center. As a homeowner in the LJ Shores area, ] am concerned that the additiona! traffic
will bring the area that is already near gridlock into total gridlock. This includes access to
goth 15 and IB0S as well as traffic on N. Torrey Pines Road, La lolla Village Drive and
Genesee. Until the recent widening of LJ Village Drive, traffic was often backed-up all the
way to the Torray Pines Gliderport in the evening. How will an additional 18,000 trips per
day be zccommodated?

The project should provide solutions ta substantially reduce the traffic it generates. The 50.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noced. Phease refer ro responses to comments
50.1 DEIR states that freeway ramps will get worse. What is the justification for adding more 21.1 and 28.1.

’ traffic befare the existing freeway groblems are fixed? What will be the full impact af
adding years of construction traffic, especially in cembination with other major
construction projects such as the four Monte Verde Mega Towers across the street?
Specificalty, what will the November-Dacember holiday traffic conditions be?

This project must assume that the Regents bridge is constructed in order to manage
traffic. Planning based on that assumption is risky (to the community) since construction
of the bridge is opposed my several community groups and litigation may deiay the
bridge or it may never be built.”

Again, [ urge you to oppose this ill-conceived expansion until these significant issues are
adequately addressed,

David Laney, PhD
Sugarman Drive
La Jolla, CA 92037
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From: Geoffrey Laundy [gelaun@muc.com}
Senc: ‘Wednesday, Oceber 10, 2007 12:56 PM
To: DSDEASEsandicga.gov

Ce: Friends of Rose Canyon

Subject: Trojece 2214

Dcar Sirs

Given the urgene requirement of updating San Dicgo's infraseruceure tar example, water mains), your

5 1.1 rush to spead eens of millions an 4 bridge ta nuwhere is luicrms. . . - P .
- Expand the srulley service, Build the couseer stating at Nuliel Drive. Ger inca the Z1st contury, 51.1 Comment noted.  As no issue regarding che adequacy of the EIR is identified, no furcher
To lay down endless new ucres of asphalt whea you can't even maintin what you have doesn't make response can be madc.
iny scnse.

Heee's co a revitslized San Diego,

Genff Laundy
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landscaping irrigation. As no issue regarding che adequacy of the EIR is idencificd, no further
response can be made.
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Fram: Richard Medlock [rmedlock(@san.rr.com]

Seai: Wednesday. October 10, 2007 [ 1:08 AM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Subject: Project 2214

We are citizens of University City and are opposed to the Westfield expansion proposal. Qur community

has reached it maximurm population based on available facilites and foadways. 53.1 The commenter's oppositicn to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of
53.1 We are oppased to the Regents Road bridge proposal. the EIR is identified, no furrher response can be made.

We are opposed to the Genesee Avenue widening proposal.

Richard and Julie Medlock
5710 Bloch Street

San Diego CA 92122

858 450-0101
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From: Brandalyn Paton [brandalyn@onlinecpi org)
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 4:31 PM
Ta: dsdeast@sandiego.gov
Subject: Project Number 2214 . ; i * regard) ; F - is i ifie
54.1 E Icoujld ot ﬁan any documents on the UTC expansion praject on your site. Gan you email me the EIR, 54.1 Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is idencified, no further
response can be made.
Thanks

Brandalyn Patton

Research and Policy Analyst

Center on Policy Initiatives

3727 Camino Del Rio South, Suite 100
San Diego, CA 92108

019-584-5744, I'xt. 23

619-584-5748 Fax

brandalvng@onlineepi.org

RTC-254
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From: Tom Petrie [petriei@fusion.gat.com|

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 8:30 AM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Subject: Project Number 2214

As a resident of University City, I have a question concerning
Westfield's expansion plans, as embodied in the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (Project Number 2214), The Draft EIR assumes the
proposed Regents Road bridge project will be built, which would
supposedly relieve traffic generated by the Westfield large-scale
expansion plans, At present, there is no EIR for the Regents Road 55.1 Please tefer to response to comment 21.1 from Ms. Bolivar for a discussion of Regenes Road
55.1 Bridge and there will not be one for at /east one year for the SD City Bridge.

Council to examine. If the eventual Regents Road bridge EIR is rejected
by the City Council (or if the bridge issue is delayed or cancelled by
Court action}, how would this eventuality affect the Westfieid DEIR
analysis? [ would greatly appreciate a response to this question.

I think that any assumption that the Regents Road bridge is going to
be built is highly speculative at this time, and so approval of the the
DEIR for project 2214 would be highly premature.

Thank You.

Tom Petrie
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56.1

56.2

56.3

Martha Blake

Senior Planner

City of San Diege Development Services Center
1222 First Av.

MS 501

San Oiego CA 82104

Subject. Project Number 2214
Dear Ms. Blake,

The DEIR presents a broad scenario of possibie development scenarios but
does not address specific projects. How can the community adequately assess
the impacts that will occur from the project when everything is so nebulous?
Each scenario would have an impact, some worse than others,

Impact on the residents, schools, businesses and commercial establishments
surreunding UTC, including South University City, must be thoroughly
addressed. Genesee Avenue is gridlocked several limes a day under present
conditions. How will the placement of an additional traffic signal (for bus only) on
Genesee Ave between Nobef and Esplanade help relieve congestion? This wilt
further add to the congestion on this street. Fig. 3.2, pg. 3.10.

1-805 is griglacked during both am and pm peak travel times which now extend
to several hours each day. The southbound ramp to 805 at Governor Dr. is
severely impacted by present southbound traffic moving to exit to Hwy 52.
Adding any additional vehicles to [-805 will further impact it. It may be years
before adequate transit reaches the area or freeway improvements are made.
Mobel Or. was to be the answer to congestion when UTG was first built, 1 took
20 years for Nebet Dr. to go through! The troliey may never be a part of the
transit scenario. Improvements must be concurrent with development, and we
must know exactly what development is being proposed.

Sincerely,
Carole Pietras

6817 Lipmann ST
San Diego CA 92122

56.1

56.2

56.3

The potential land use scenarios are shown in Table ES-2 and discussed in Section 3.4 of the
EIR. Asstated on page ES-7, the "EIR evaluates the worst-case of all eight land use scenarios
proposed by the Master PDP”  Thercfore, within Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis,
depending on the issue, the EIR identifies which of che eight fand use scenarios would resule
in the maximum or worst-case impacts.

A feasibility study on afl proposed transportationfcirculation mitigation measures was
prepared (Rick Enginceriag 20074), which determined char all improvemenes recominended
in the Traffic Impact Study and within the EIR are feasible from an engincering perspective.

Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of che EIR is ideatified, no further
responsc ¢an be made.
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57.1

57.2

57.3

Il

From: Shelley Mumb [sheljoy@r'san.rr.com]

Sent: Wednesday, Qctober 10, 2007 2:22 MM

Tu: DSDEAS@sandicga_ gov

Subsject: Projece No, 2214 - Wescfield {ITC Expansion

As a long-time resident of University City, | am writing to voice my concetns abour che DEIR
regarding Westfield's proposcd cxpansion of University Tawn Centre. The DEIR staces thar chis
expansion would add approx. 18,000 crips per day thar will cdog eur surface roads and (reeway
onramps. W must consider adso the impace of air poilution und noise chat this inereased traffic wilh
have un the surrounding residents. The freeway onramps are already clogged ar rush hour and traffic
often is ut u standseill. We need 1w lower air pollution -- noc increase it [ am very concerned ahout
the impact this expansion would have around holiday times. We will not be-able o get in or out of
UTC because of the increased eraffic, congestnn and no parking. On Freeway 163, ac the Fashion
Valley exic (Friars Rd 3, from the end of Novemlser until che end of December, eraffic is scopped on the
freeway rrying to get inro Fushion Valley. If one is hrave enough 1o wait in the long rimes, parking is
exeremely difficule to find ence in che shopping center. | don't want the same thing e happen at
UTC. [ don't want multi-searied parking seructures. 1n this age of global warming, we musc cut
down on consumpeion and we cerrainly do not need |50 new stores, more movie theatres {we have
Landmark., AMC La Jollal 2, Pacific Town Square Stadium 14 within easy distance). Are people going
te go to a vongested shopping mall to see a muvie when these athets offer abundane parking and easy
in-and-nur access?

In University City, we have 2 major regional resource: Rose Canyon Open Space Park. The DEIR
assurncs thar a propused bridge will be buile thereby relicving some of the eraffic generared by the
expunsion.  The proposed bridge would destroy the mose quict and peaceful pare of the canyon and
bring even more traffic into Souch University City.

The DEIRK cannor assumne thie this bridge will be built to offser raffic and 5t offers no mitigacion if the
bridge, tn fact, is ever buile.

A major concern must be that the DEIR fails ro describe cxactly whar Westfied want t build. The
DEIR must descrilse exactly what will be built.  They muse justify this huge expansion, which will
require @ cammunity plun amendment, especially in light of changiog attitudes worldwide aboue
censumprion, overcrnwding, waste, global warming, pollunion, noise, and the breaking down of
communitics. This expansion is torally out of characrer with the ared surrounding UTC and will cautse
more stress on our sewers, drainage and roadways. [t is absolutely unnecessary znd will not benefic
the community. [t may mesn profic for Westfield while degrading aur lifestyle and vur community.
We cannot ler chis happen.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
Shelley Plumb

5932 Scripps Street
San Dicpo, CA 92122

57.1

37.2

57.3

The EIR idencified significant impacts to transportation/circulation and air quality in Sections
5.3 and 5.4, Please refer to response to comment 9.51 from the Universiry Community
Planning Group for a discussion of holiday traffic.

Please refer o response to comment 21.1 from Ms. Bolivar for a discussion of Regents Road
Bridge.

As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Arcz, CEQA docs not require
“justification” for che projece. Please refer to response ta comment 9.3 from the University
Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of derail required for the project
description,
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From: Jane E Richardson [JER@ntrs.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 2:29 PM
To: DSDEASEsandiego.gov

Subject: Project Number 2214

As a registered voter in San Diego County for over 33 years and as an 18 year resident homeowner in the UTC
area. | am VERY OPPOSED to the proposed massive develepment of the UTC shopping center property.
Recently | received in my home mail 8 polished. mass maiter lrom the develeper seeking my support of this
pruject. Not only do | believe the mailing was somewhat misleading. | find the developer's budget impossible 10 . K
58.1 compete with., | hope that when the City considers this project, quality of life cancers will prevail over the EiR is identified, no further response can be made.

. developer profits. Please do not allew the proposed variance to the community plan and permit this massive
project to po forward. The nature and life style of the Golden Triangle area have deteriorated greatly over recent
years as the City has allowed such dense development to go forward. This area can not handle more congestion,
We have precious litile open space now. Rose Canyon is our only remaining natural setting and it is threatened
by the proposed Regents Road bridge. PLEASI limit 1he development of this arca, 1 don't want to live in a high
rise. congested, conerete covered neighbarhood.

58.1 The commenter’s opposition o the project is noted.  As no issue regarding the adequacy of

Thank you.

Fane E, Richardson
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From: ringsfamily@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 10:39 AM
To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Subject: Project #2214 Westfield Expansion.
Hello,

My husband and | are 25 year residents of University City and we are VERY concerned about the
upcoming expan of the Westfield Shopping Center known as UTC, The project that is being proposed is
HUGE and would impact our community preatly in a nepative way. It seerns that what is being
praposed is a Fashion Valley type expansion, PLUS tesidental units. Fashian Valley has beea built into
a cement city which is snaltractive aesthetically and averwhelming to visit. The traffic getting in and
oul is insane, and residents in University City are rightly concerncd that this project will ruin our 59.1
community, not only causing incredible traftic and congestion, but neg?lwely impacling our way of the EIR is idencified, no furcher response can be made.
life. Really... how many more stores do we realiy need?? Qur community does not need an improved

50.1 UTC. Tt is an adequate mall, and not long age they did a remodel and changed it's layout. This Project
is overkill. Too large, too many shops, too much residential, too much impact in general!! How many
average daily trips will this add to Genessee and La Jolla Villzge drive. The traffic will be culrageous
on the surface streets and the freeway's will be backed up for mifes. | feel the project as it is proposed
would only benefit the shopping mall owner and the developer. If it is more residential units you need,
consider that without inflicting on our community the type of mall that is Fashion Valley. Please
remember there is a quality of life here in University City that we value greatly. We do not want to give
that up for a little more space in a Gap store or some new high end Fendi or Gueei stores. Please vote

against the current proposai and seek a compromise that would be beneficial fo the community as well as
the developer.

The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. As no ssue regarding the adequacy of

Thank you,

Sincerely.

Beverlee and Steve Ring
4151 Tamilynn Court

San Diego, CA 92122 (UC)
838-450-3286
RingsFamily(@aol.com
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Fram: Allan Sathyadev [sathyadeviyahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday. Oclober 1), 2007 6:58 AM
To: DSDEASZsundiego.pav

Subject: Project Number 2214

Dear Sig/Ms

Please note some of the comments | have un the above project

o Traffic
“The Draft EIR states that the project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle trips a day and would 6() 1
further clog the freeway ramps and local streets, What is the justification for building a project that is ’
60 1 so dependent on auto traffic? The project should provide solutions to substantially reduce the traffic it
generates. The DEIR states that freeway ramps will get worse. What is the justification for adding
more traffic before the existing freeway prablems ara fired? What will be the full impact of adding
years of construction traffic, especially in combinatian with sther major construction projects such as
the four Monte Verde Mega Towers acioss the street? Specifically, what will the November-December
heliday traffic conditlons be?”

— Community Charactar . .
Westfield is already built to the maximum aliowed on its property, it Is proposing 2 community plan G0).2 As discussed in response to comment 8.1 from Ms. Arciz regarding the same issues, CEQA

amendment that would give it a huge increase in what it is entitled tu develop on the same land. The ks Y TR S . : .
60.2 DEIR should explain what justification there is ta vestly Incrense the value of Westfield's praperty by does not reguire “justification” for the project. Please refer to response to comment Y.3 from

giving them ali these new development rights. The DEIR fails to describe what exactly Westfieid wil the University Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of decail required for
build. The DEIR must describe exactly what will be buiit. . .
the projece description

Plesse refer to response to comment 28.1 frem Ms. Deleo regarding the swmne issues.

Recreation
"1 use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and nature walks, The Draft EIR
assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be built, which woutd relieve traffic
generated by the Westfiald mmega expansion. This would ruin the mast scenic and peaceful area of
Rose Canyon Park, used by schoel groups, scouts, and individuals, How will the Westfield mega 60.3 DPlease refer to response to comment 2.1 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same issues,
603 expansion mitigate for this? Given that the project will agd up ta 750 units of housing, haw will the i
project meet the increased need for parks when there is no land available far new parks and our
community already has far fewer parks than city standards? How will the project meet the need for
increased recreationat and library facilities for these new residents? And what will be Lthe impacts on
parks and libraries of these new residents in combination with all the new residents in all the other
residential projects being built?”

1

|

Views/aesthetics

60 4 “The Draft EIR vaguely states it will overcome the visual impact of having new 35 story buildings . . i .
. adjacent to 2-3 story buildings and single family homes. The DEIR should explain how this will be 60.4 PMease refer to response to comment 9.106 from the University Communiey Planning Group

done. The addition of huge new builgings and increased density will change the character of the T . T . .

community, The DELR should explain why such 3 proposal is beneficial to the community.” for a discussion of building heighe.

Naise

605 what will be the noise impacts of all that increased traffic and all that construction en residents i 0.5 M di I ; .
throughout the area? What will the noise impacts of the traffic and operations of all these buildings 60.3 Please refer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr, Forman regarding che same issucs.

on neighboring residents?

[ Air Pollution
606 The DEIR states the project wilt Increase air pollution. What justification is there for a project that . . h .
Increases air pollution? The DELR should identify specific substantial measures £o reduce air pollution. 60.6 Please refer to response to comment 30.6 from Mr. Forman regarding che same issues.

Allan Sathyadev
2545 San Clemente Terr
San Diego. CA 92122
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61.1

Fram: Fred Saxon {fsaxan@@yahoo.com)
Sent: Tuesday, Occober 09, 2007 11:20 PM
To: DSDEAS@ sandiego gov

Ce: infol@ rusecanyon.acg

According o the Drafe EIR, che Westficld expunsion will lead co:
MORE traffic, MORE pollution, MORE noise, and thus completety change the charucter of Universicy

City. 1t will do nathing ta add more parks. Aad it will compleeely and irreversibly change the qualizy
of Tife for LIC residents. Please da not allaw this corporate expansion.

F. Saxon

61.1 The commentet’s opposition to the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made,
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62.1

From: Shiwa Stolt {spstovi@mat.sdeuedu)
To: DSDEAS@s2ndlego. gay

Lt

Sabject: UTC Expansion

Altachmants:

Martha Blake,

E am deeply dishurbed that proposed expansions that include adding up
to 725 dwelling units and up to 25€ hotel rooms are even censidered.
I have lived in University City for over 10 years and have watched an
excessive amount of construction golng on around the UTC shopping
area. This construction and added dwelling units crowids cur city and

Sant: Yue 952572007 5:34 P

makes traffic ble, especially on G , belween 4:00-5:30pm.

1 don't understand why elected officials are not standing up for

their constituents and fighting against this, I love jiving in

University Ity and hope to (ive here for the next 30 years and
throughout retirement. E am frustrated however by the constant
updaies of development projects getting apiroved I a section of the
city that can not handle more growth. Please help the citizens fight
the davelopers!

Shira Scott
A very concemed citizen

62.1 The commenter’s opposition to the projece is nored.  As no issue regarding the adequacy of
the EIR is identified, no further response can be made.
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Fron: Kathleen Scully {scully. kathieen(@ gmuail.com) on behalf of Kathleen Seully
[kscully (@ uesd edu} )
Senr: Tuesday, Ocrober 09, 2007 10:33 PM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Cc: Friends of Rose Canyon

Subject: Westfleld Proposcs Mussive Expansion of UTC

The Drafr EIR stares rhac the project wonld addd almose 18000 new velvide orips @ day sind would
{uteher (og che Treeseay ramps and local sireess. What is e jastifieation for building a profect that is
s lependent on auro rraffic? Yhe project should provide selucions to substantially reduce the traffe i@ . A

63.1 penerates, The DEIR stages chat froeway ramps will ger warse, Whae is the justificagion for adding 63.1 Please refer to response to comment 28.1 from Ms. Deleo regarding the same issues.
mare tutlic before the existing frecway preblems wre Axed? What will be chie lull impace oF adding
years of Gamseraetion tralfic, especially i combination with other majer consttuction prajeces such us
the four Moure Verde Mega Towers seeoss the sereet? Specilically, wh will the Novenber-Devemnber
bolickry evalfic wenlicions bes

Kathleen Scully, Ph.D.

ucsn
9500 Gilmar Drive
La Jnl]u, CA 92093

Residence:
5503 Dulen Avenue
San Dicgo, CA 92122
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From: Carinae [rememberriver@san.rr.com}

Sent: Tuesday, October 09, 2007 9:53 PM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.pov: info@rosecanyon.org
Subject: Project Number 2214

To Whom it May Concern,

I oppase the expansion of the Westerfield Mall at UTC, T am a thirty year resident of
University City. 1 use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and
nature walks. The Draft EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project wouid be

built, which would relieve traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansian. This would 6d.1 Please refer to responses to conunents 211 and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding che same
ruin the most scenic and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, .
64.1 scouts, and individuals. How will the Westfield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given issues.

that the project will add up to 750 units of housing, how will the prgject meet the
increased need for parks when there is no land available for new parks and our
community already has far fewer parks than city standards? How will the project meet
the need for increased recreationat and library facilities for these new residents? Ang
what will be the impacts on parks and libraries of these new residents in combination
with all the new residents in all the other residential projects being buitt?

Please don't destroy our guality of living and refuse the expansion.
Carinne Senske
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65.1

From: ssexcon{i'sun.r.com

Sent: Wednesday, Goober 10, 2007 3:55 DM

To: DSDEAS(@ sandicgo.gov

Ce: info(@rosecanyan.org; tityattorneyGUsandiego.gov
Subject: Project Number 2214

Tu Wham fe May Concern:

Please help me underseand why the expansion of the Westficld TFC complex is in the lwst intesest of
this <ity. We are abvinusly already in dise surzits regarding the city water siteation - how on carch can
it possibly be improved with the constant building of new homes, in this case another 750 units? And
a hoiel, which uses mussive amaunts of water? v is completely irrational in chese times t cven
remorely consider chunging the YC communicy plan ro INCREASE water usage, purely for the sake
of commerce. Can you spell D-E-5-E-R.T?

I also van't fathom why che city would wane to Dring in MORE craffic o an area chat is atready
fighting to keep the traffic under conral as it is. The community was very clear in ic's oppasirion o
the building of Regents Bridge.  Painfully, che city counal, under the pathetic leadership of Me.
Perers, is already trying o spend ANGTHER 33M on designing 2 bridge thae che communicy s
adamantly opposcd ta (hopefully the city attotney will be able t stop that debacle - as illegal and an
cgregious waste of funds). Is expanding Westfield the firs step chur Me. Peeets is teving to take @
really overburden the UC traffic flow, chereby justifying his push for the Regents bridge? So he can
gee donations from those companies for yer another campaign? [ can't possibly come up with any
uther justification other than pure selfish greed on his part and the builders,

Please do not disregard our love of our commusnity and Rose Canyon - we cherish it and do not want
further expansion in UC. The residents do NOT want increased traffic and we do NOT want a bridge
- PERIOD.

Expanding HTC co include residence units will exacerhate the eralfic problems. We deeply resent the
centinued effores of the ity and coundl to over-populace anl over-commercialize our comemunity.
This has been shown repeatedly by the vates of vur planoing group {which you often ignore] and by
aur overwhelming financial suppore for the groups that hired kgal counsel o handle the bridge fasco.

Eopefully you will carcfully consider all che issues at hand {vity budger, unwanced bridgefinadequate
ElRs, water use, La Jolia slides, crc.] and this expansion will not have your support. You have fuced
enmugh embarrassment with che Sunroad debacle - plezse do noe ga duwn thar same path again.
LISTEN o the community residents, NOT the commercial entities who don't really seem ro care
about the citizens of 51 Diego.

Your very careful consideracion of these issues would be uppreciated.
Muse sincercly,

Seephanic Sexton
i< resident

63.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted.  As no issue regarding che adequacy of
the EIR is identified, no furcher response can be made,
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From: Conar Seraghan (csoragha @ hoimail.com]

Sent:  Tussday, October 09, 2007 318 PM

To: dsdeas@ sandiego.gov; info@rosecanyoh.org
Subect: Proposed Wesliield Expanston Project Number 2214

Dear Sirfmadam’

I am writing you concerning the propased Westfield Expansion, This Is a bremendously bad idea on so many
levels namnly:

Waestfield is already buiit to the maximum allowed on its property. [t is proposing a communiby i . .
66.1 plan amendment that would glve it & huge increase in what it Is entitied ta develop on the sam 66.1 As discussed in response to comment [8.1, CEQA does not require “justification” for che

land. The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase the value of Westfiel . ¢ . . . .
property by giving them all these new development rights. The DEIR fai's to describe whot exa- project. Please refer to response co comment 9.3 from the University Community Planning

L Westfield will bulld. The DEIR must describe exactly what wil be built. Group for a discussion of the level of derail required for the project description.

66 2 What wlll be the noise Impacts of alf that increased traffic and all that construction on residents . . .
. throughout the area? What will the noise Impacts of the traffic and operations of all these build 66.2 Please refer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issucs.

on neighbering residents?

The DEIR states the project wili increase air pallution. What justification Is there for a project tl . .
66, 3 increases air poliution? The DEIR should identify specific substantial measures to reduce air 66.3 Please refer to response to comment 30.6 from Mr. Forman regarding che same issues.
pollution.

IN SUMMARY - THE REASONS WHY THIS EXPANSION IS 50 BAD:
1. Would add almost 18,000 new traffic trips every day and further clog the fraeway ramps.
2. Assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project weuld be bullt, it would vastly Increase tre
and trive the need for both the propoesed Regents Road bridge project and the widening of Genes 66.4
664 Avenue between Nobel and the 52. . .
3. Would increase air poliution.
4, Would add up te 750 units of new heusing with no new parks cr librarles.
5. Would send all of its storm water and runoff into Rose Canyor, and from there to Mission Bay.
6. Would aliow Westfiek to decide over time to buiid whatever combination of projects it wants: ;
vastly expanded mall In addition to up to four residentlal, office and hotel towers up to 35 stories
This vague "blank check” approach in an EIR violates California envirenmental law.

Please refer co response to comment 30.7 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues.

66.5 Please fully complete the EIR ang please do NOT let Westfield destray UTC. No giveaways bo wealthy developers, 66.3 It is not clear why the commenter believes that che EIR is not complete; cherefore ne further
D Thank you. response can be made.
Conor Soraghan.

ssoragha@hotmail.com

RTC-266
WS GEE O OGNS 332 55 2R aE GNE uE OvE Gk G ONG N 2OW S 3 e


http://dsdeasQsandiego.gov
http://rosecanyon.org

COMMENTS - RESPONSES

From: Anne St Louis [amstiouisf@earthlink net}
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2007 £0:26 AM
Te: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Ce: infof@rosecanyon.org

Subject: Project Number 2214

To Whom It May Concern

Our areg suffers major traffic copgestion and is already an extremely high density business
center. 1 totally disagree with Westfield's proposal to expand their development rights. : . . : :
Westfield is atready built to the maximum allowed on its property, It is proposing a 671 As discussed l,n rffspor.:se H? C(J"InIT\CII[ i l from M. Ar[.lz regarding the same issucs, CEQ
67. 1 comimunity plan amendment that would give it a huge increase in what it is entitled to does not require “justification” for the project. Please refor to response te comment 9.3 from
develop on the same lang. The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly the University Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of detail required for
increase the value of Westfield's property by giving them all these new developrent rights, . d o
The DEIR fails to describe what exactly Westfieid wil) buiid. The DEIR must describe exactly the project description.
what will be built. Have you seen the HUGE apartment complexes that have already been
huilt just east of Westfield?

Further, this Draft EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be bullt,
which would relieve traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansion. This would ruin the
most scenic and peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, scouts, and

S - . . . : t 21.1 . Ms. Bolivar regarding the same
individuals. How will the Westfield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given that the project 67.2 Please refer to responses to comments and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the

will add up to 750 units of housing, how will the project meet the increased need for parks 1ssues.
67.2 when there is no land available for new parks and our community already has far fewer

parks than city standards? How wili the project meet the need for increased recreational and
library facilities for these new residents? And what will be the impacts on parks and libraries
of these new residents in combination with all the néw residents in all the other residential
projects being built?”

For some reason, our leaders have decided that it is okay to abandon long-standing plans
for the University City. 1 am paying close attention to your upcoming vote.

Sincerely,
Anne St. Louis

President
Biovation, 1nc.
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From: DESTEELE@aol.com

Sent: Tuesday, October 08, 2007 8:32 FM
To: DSDEAS @sandiega.gov

Ce: info@rosecanyon.or

Subject: Project Number 2214 Questions?
Sirs:

I wish t0 express my concern for the proposed Westfield Mega Expansion project. Following is
an overview of the reasons for this concern. I urge you to carefully consider these below
impacts befare allowing progress to this proposed project.

Traffic

"The Draft EIR states that the project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle trips a day and
would further clog the freeway ramps and local streets. What is the justification for building a 68.1
project that is so dependent on aute traffic? The project should provide solutions to '
68.1 substantially reduce the traffic it generates. The DEIR states that freeway ramps will get
worse. What is the justification for adding more traffic before the existing freeway problems
are fixed? What will be the full impact of adding years of construction traffic, especially in
combination with other major construction projects such as the four Monte Verde Mega
Towers across the street? Specifically, what will the November-December holiday traffic
conditions be?”

Please refer to response to commene 28.1 from Ms. Deleo regarding che same issues.

[

Cormmunity Character
Westfield is already built to the maximum aliowed on its property. 1t is proposing a

68.2 community plan amendment that wauld give it a huge increase in what it is entitled ta develop 68.2 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms, Art_iz regarding the same issues, CEQA
on the same land. The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase the does not require “justification” for the project. Please refer ro response to cornment 9.3 from
value of Westfield's property by giving them all these new development rights. The DEIR fails the University Community Planning Group for a discussion of the level of detail required for
Luu;ljtexnbe what exactly Westfiedd will build. The DEIR must describe exactly what will be the project description.

Recreation

"I use Rose Canyon Open Space Park for walking, running, biking, and nature watks. The Draft
EIR assumes the proposed Regents Road bridge project would be buiit, which would relieve . .
traffic generated by the Westfield mega expansion, This would ruin the most scenic and 68.3 Please sefer to responses to comment 2i.1 and 21.2 from Ms. Bolivar regarding che same
68.3 peaceful area of Rose Canyon Park, used by school groups, scouts, and individuals. How will issues.

the Westfield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given that the project will add up to 750 units
of housing, how will the project meet the increased need for parks when there is no land
available for new parks and our community already has far fewer parks than city standards?
How will the project meet the need for increased recreational and library facifities for these
new residents? And what will be the impacts on parks and libraries of these new residents in
combination with all the new residents in all the other residential projects being built?”

Views/aesthetics

68.4 “The Draft EIR vaguely states it wifl overcome the visual impact of having new 35 story 68.4 Please refer to response to commene 9.106 from the University Community Planning Groap

for a discussion of building heighe.
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68.4

cone.

I

68.5

68.6

L

buildings adjacent to 2-3 story buildings and single family homes. The DFIR should explain
how this will be done. The addition of huge new buildings and increased density will change
the character of the community. The DEIR should explain why such a proposal is beneficial to
the community.”

Noise

What will be the noise impacts of all that increased traffic and all that construction on
residents throughout the area? What will the noise impacts of the traffic and operations of all
these buildings on neighboring residents?

Air Pollution
The DEIR states the project will increase air pollution. What justification is there for a project

that increases air pollution? The DEIR shoufd identify specific substantial measures to reduce
air poliution.

Cancerned citizen and resident,
Don Steele

3436 Millikin Ave.,

5an Diego, CA 92122

68.3 Please refer to response to comment 30.5 fram Mr. Forman regarding che same issues.

68.6 Please refer to response to comment 30.6 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues.
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69.1

69.2

11

From: Pamela Steinberg fpammannyi@sbeglobal.net)
Sent: Wednesday. Octeber 10, 2007 4:04 I'M

To: DSDEASEsandicga.gov

Subjeet; UTC Mall Expansion

Deur Gentlemen and Ladies:

I can understand that Weisfield would {ike 10 expand there mall and 1 have no problem with it going tu a two
story mall. But it docsn't seem wise (o give thern an aprovsl on development without limits. 750 housing units and
35 story buildings right next to single story homes is net what was arigivally planned for this site,

A mall is pot a housing complex and should stay as it was zoned. 1 do nol see any justification for Lhe

Weislield proposing a community ptan amendment that would give it a huge increase in what it is entitied
to develop on the same land. The DEIR should expiain what justification there is to vastly increase the
value of Westfiefd's property Dy giving them all these new development rights The DEIR fails ta

describe what exactly Westielo will build. The DETR must describe exactly what will be built.

I received a brochure from Wesifield pushing for this devefopmen[ showing anly a 2 storydevelopment -
now thal [ have tearned the real development issue ] do aot like the false

advertisement [ received from this company, It showed a bell tower like structure, but that isn't a 35
foot comdo structure either.

The Draft EIR vaguely states It will overcome the visuai Impact of having new 35 story buildings adjacent
to 2-3 story buildings and single family homes. The DEIR should expfain how this wil! be done. The
addition of huge new bulldings and increased density will change the character of the community. The
DEIR should gxplain why such a propasal is beneficial to the community.

To top it off, they are assuming the Regents Road bridge will be done which means we are giving

Up premium open space that is used by school groups, scouts, joggers, bikers, watkers, and nature
lovers. This again ruins more open space for mare stores that are not required. We already have so
many malls in this area and congestion, the open space is greatly needed for all the recreatlonal use it
gels each day.

The other preblems [ see with this developement is that it doesn't app<ar to go thru EIR

requirements per California Law which concerns me. What impact will this have on our roads,

noise requirements for the single family homes backed up to this menstrous development,

ang the sewer and other city infrastrutures. 1 kngw from a fact that the sewer development

waon't even handle the new towers going in at La Joila Village Or and Genessee. This development has
to upgrade our existing pipes going into Rese Canyan. Who is going to fix the pipes in Rose

Canyon and upgrade for the mall? None of this has been addressed and it is extremely costly.

As a taxpayer I would like to know the outcome of this issue.

1 fe=l there are too many unopened questions and ELR issues for my 10 approve any development and
I would encaurage you not to approve this development.

Pam Steinberg
4185 Perte de Merano #155
San Diega, CA

69.1

As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Arciz regarding che same issues, CEQA
does not require “justification” for the project. PMlease refer to response to comment 9.3 for
a discussion of the level of detail required for the project descriprion.  Also please refer
to responses to comments 211 for a discussion of Regents Road Bridge and 9106 for »
discussion of building heights.

As discussed in Sections 5.3, 5.5.9 and 6.3.7, potencial impacts to transportation/circulation
and noise have been identified.

The recently approved Monte Verde project has already addressed the need for the sewer
upgrade in University Ciry by evaluacing and agreeing to upsize the sewer line between Rose
Canyon and the Monte Verde project siec.  That upsizing will fully micigate chis project’s
cumulacive impacts on sewer capacity, as the Monte Verde site is located adjacent to the
Universicy Towne Center site, The University Taowne Center project applicant will still be
required to contribure its fair share amoune, which may then be used to reimburse the Monee
Verde project applicant for any expenses associated wich upsizing the sewer line. Regardless of
whether the sewer upgrade is completed by the Monte Verde projece applicane, the University
Towne Center project is nor permiteed to connect to the sewer line unless and uneil the line
has been upsezed.

The enviropmental impacts of the sewer upgrade have been addressed in che Final EIR for the
560-Unit Monre Verde Project, cercified by che Ciry of San Diego on September 17, 2007.
The sewer expansion s expected to have environmental impacts on biological resources,
historical resources, and visual effects/neighborhood character. According to the Munte Verde
Final EIR and Fndings previously adopted by the City, the impacts to biological and historical
resources will be mitigated to a level below significance. As discussed in Secrion 5.2 of the
EIR, impacts on visual effects/neighborhood character may remain sigaificant is the sewer line
is not ptaced underground.
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70.1

From: cylbierchou(@ -san. rr.com

Senc: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 8:30 AM

To: DSDEAS{sandiegn.gov

Co: info(Z rosecanyon.org

Subject: Mo! Westfickd Prapuses Massive Expansion of UTTC

To ¥hom Lt May Concern:

Westhield is alrcady buile to che maximum allowed on ies property.

Tt is proposing a community plan amendment that would give it a huge increase in whar it is enritled
w develap an the same laod. Scop allowing money aad political ambition manipnlate the plan ser in
place and stop chese constant artacks on the master plan. The DEIR should expluin what justification
there is o vastly increase the valie of Westield's properey by giving them all these new development
righss.

The DEIR fails to describe whac exactly Weseficld will build. The DEIR muse describe exacrly what
will be buile,

Westfield is proposing a communiry plan amendment that would give it a huge increase in what icis
entitled o develop on the same land.

The DEIR shauld explain whar justification there bs to vastly increase the value of Westfield's property
lsy giving them all these new development rights. The DEIR fails to describe what exactly Wescield
will build. The DEIR must deseribe exactly whar will be buile.

Sincerely,
David & lvonne Stewart

70.1 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Aruz regarding che same issues, CEQA
does not require “justification” for the project, Please refer to response to comment 9.3 for a
discussion of the level of detail required for the project description.
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From: Elizabech Seiles {ecstiles(@ gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 10:02 AM
To: mbluke@isandiego.gov

Subjcce: RE: UTC

Seprembier 24, 2007

Martha Blake, Senior Planner
City of San Diege

1222 Firse Avenue, MS5G1
San Diega, CA 921061

RE: LITC

Dear Ms. Blake:

1 currencly five at Torrey Pines Village, a complex directly adjacent ro UTC, und have taken great
interes fn the upcoming UTC revitalizarion project. Their displays tout that the project will include:

.. Preservation of narural open spaces

b.. New specialey boutiques and dining apeions
.. New luxury department store experiences
d.. Environmentally friendly designs

e.. Convenienc/hagsle-free expericnce

f.. Impraved connectians with communiry

g.. New transic aptions, more transpartacion chioices 71.1 Comment noted. As no issue regacding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further

7 1 1 1 am pareicularly exciced thar Westfield will Lie pursuing enviroomentally friendly designs. 1 think chis response can be made.
‘ is & great opportupity to educate the public about the henefits of green development and find ot
what the community wants; and so far | think Westfield has dotie very well a seek communicy
fecdlback through their UTC Experience booth ac che malfl, and presentations and mailings to the
community,

In their presentations, they have shown how they plan to improve pedesirian aceess, walkways, amd
Lridges—an improvement | think che whole community will benefie from. Like mysell, many living in
the UTC area appreciate Ieing able to walk o the grocery score aml for other shopping necds... and
these changes will make thar much eusier and also safer, particularly along Genesce and La Jolla
Villuge Drive.

1 will ufs enjoy the expanded shopping and dining aprions, which will be very hassle-free for me since
[ can walk to the mall, | am incerested to see how rthe new parking and rransic epriens will
accommodate vivinots who cannet just walk over. While, 1 wonder bow hassle-fiee accessing a
significantly larger mall in u very dense urbun arew can e, I think the plans expressed so far have
shown thae they are pursuing as hassle-free sn experience as possible. Ar the very keast, the transic
center will be a huge improvement and a great eptica tor getting o the mall,

Overall, che improvements to transporcacion, pedescrian access, and the use of coviranmenrally
Friencliy projeces make this 1 projeer that | um reatly locking forward to. Thunk-you for lecting me
provide sume jnput.

Sincerely,
Elizaberh Stiles
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From: jstrebappraisals(@aol.com

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 8:11 AM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Cc: info@@rosecanyon.org

Subject: project 2214 . . . .

I use Rose Canyoen Open Space Pack for exycling. The Draft EIR assuimes the propused Regents Road 72.1 Please refer to response to comment 21.1 from Ms. Bolivar regarding che same issues.

72.1 hridge project would be built, which would relieve traffic penerated by the Westfield mega expansion

and henefit anly the devetopers at a huge cost lo the envirannzent and our lifestyle. This would ruin the

muost scenic and peaceful area of Rese Canyon Park. wsed by school groups. scouts. and individuals.

How will the Westfield mega expansion mitigate for this? Given that the project will add up 1o 730 units . . .

of heusing. bow will the project meet the increased need far parks when there i no land available For 72.2 Please refer to response to commens 21,2 from Ms, Bolivar regarding cthe same issues,

72.2 new parks and our community already has far fewer parks than city standards” How will the praject

meet the need Tor increased recreational and library facilities for these new residents? And what will be

1he impacts on parks and libraries of these new residents in combination with abl the new residents in ail

the other residential projects being built? The end result is noise. pollution and highway speed tralfic . . 1T o - .

723 L— thru a residential ﬂreg. il for ane can live withoul another \Vindﬁﬂl]‘!br developers agnd lh-eil})puliiici:lns. 72.3 Comment noted.  As no issuc regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no furcher
response can be made.

Wesl UC resident

John Streb

I.Streb Residential Appraisals, Inc.
2621 Denver Street, #D

San Diego, Ca. 92110
(619)-276-8734

{619)-276-8736 fax
john{djstrebappraisals.com
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From: Jerry Streichler fiscreic@gner bgsu.edu)
Sens: Wednesday, Ocenber 10, 2007 1117 AM
To: DSDEAS{E sandicgo.gov

Subject: Project Numler 2214

1live in the Golden Triangle. My address is given helow.

Every morning and evening during what we consider “rush hours,” | drive along the sererch of La
Joilu Village Deive beeween 15 and 1805,

1 am non & ceaffc engiacer, bur i¢ should be chwious co fay persons and professional cxperts aliee thar 73.1 As discussed in Section 5.3, the EIR acknowledged significant impacts 10 transportation/
the craffic flows already cecared by the alrcady approved and compleced and soon w0 be compleeed ciccularion, It is not wichin the scope of this project to fix existing problems. The EIR has
73 1 prajects in che affected area have not been addressed.

proposed mitigarion measures to reduce projece-retated impaces.
The consequences are already being felt and all che dzngers of pallution, distraught drivers, wasted gas
ORSWMptIoN, tme wasiced sitting in Wdle 1rafe Jams are evident.

To pile on anather project wichout insuring char enviconmeneal and ocher neighborhued impscts are
amcliorated and in face withour assuring thac any new prajece will ussume complere responsibility and
tosts of easing the existing and foresecable truffic flow problems and ocher environmeneal ssues will
noe enly be politically foolhatdy, bue will he a complete abrogation of leadership responsibiliy,

Clearly, the magaitude of this project is such that anyone fumiliar with Yasge construction projects
must realize chac lasge numbers of citizens, owners and renters in che areas will be serivusly
discommoded for a2 period of several yraes,

73 2 It seems thae any EiR dealing wich this issue must address the idenrified thicacs tn the communicy
) and ics citizens and must insure thac citizens are nue potalized in cheir duly fives on bebalf of 73.2 Potential impaces of the project are identificd on Secrion 5.0 of the EIR and mitigation
increasing the investment value of thase proposing the projece. :

measures are wentified where appropriate.
Il the projecz were to be approved o move forward, thae approval should include previsions that the

conseraceion that will be undertaken will be done under conditions thar will inswre, as a firse prinity,
the camfort, vonvenience and health and safery of the communicy's cicizens and visitors.

Jerry Streichler
AD07 Porte de Palmas #66
San Dvego, CA 92122

858 450 3147
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74.1

Martha Blake - Senier Planncr t3Aug07
Cily ol San DHege Development Services Center

1222 First Ave  MS 501

San Diega, CA. 92101

Ms Blake: 1urge you to oppose he planned expansion of UTC and ihe associated zoning
chanpes and master plan amendments. The planned expansion is way over the mark, does not
agree with the community plan, and smucks of developer steamrolling,

The additien of high rise nffices, hotel rooms and residential units (condomininms) will
overwheln: 1his area and destroy the spatial qualities that now exist. The area is already dense,
has iermble traffic issues at rush hour {and a1 high-shopping limes), and certainly does not need
it's skyline disrupied with 300+ foot high rise buildings. UTC is a moderate size shopping mall
in the middie of a residential aren and should remain so. The mall is ore of Lhe few in San Dicgo
that is stilt rather casily accessible and somewhal convenient from a parking and walking
standpoinl. Pls don’t make a Fashion Valley out of UT(C!

Sincerely, Mg’u

A, Verma
5157 Dawne St
San Dicgo, CA, 92117

74.1

The commenter’s opposition tu the project is noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of

the EIR is identified, no further response can be made.
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From: Weaver, Linda |Linda.Weaver(fcnb.com)

Sent; Wednesday, October 10, 2007 9:37 AM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gov

Ce: Carinne
__ Subject: Westfield UTC mall expansion - Against!
| own a home in the UTT area and | work directly across the street from the Mall, The proposed
expansion will be a traffic nightmare in an area that is already far worse than downtown for access. The
Mall claims they will pay for the widening of La Jolla Village Drive to ¢ase the congeslian, but they are just

finishing a huge new Crate and Barrel store only 15 feet from La Jolla Village Drive, effactively making 73.1 The commenter's opposition to the project is noted. A Feasibility Report on all proposed
75.1 that option impossiblel transportation/circulation mitigation measures was prepared, which determined chat all

Can you beliave anything they say if they are already telling lies that are this transpareat and improvements recommended in the Tralfic Impact Study and withia the EIR are feasible from
cavalier? an engineering perspective. The Feasibilicy Repore is incluced as Appendix H ro the T1S {(see
EIR Appendix B).

s all about the bucks far them. But it's all about quality of life far the Clty Councit. Do the right thing.
Vota this project down.

Linda Weaver

City National Bank
4375 Executive Square, Suite 750
I.a Jolla, CA 92037

Phone: (838) 642-49G7

Fax: (858) 642-4952

Uniz # 055
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76.1

76.2

763 [

76.4

I

76.5

766 [
767 [

76.8

Fram: Stephanie Weblet [swebber(@ san.rr.com}
Sene: Tuesday, Getober 09, 2007 2:71 PM

To: DSDEAS@sandicgn gov

Subjece: Project Number 2214

I 'would like to srate my opposirion to the Wescficld projest development proposed ar UTC.

I live in University City and have done for the lase 30 ycars, as the area has been develuped with numerous
higl densiry housing projects and high rise nffices and harels, rhe traffic cungescion has got worse and warse. |
cannat undeestand why che ciry would allow even denser housing snd development bere.  This prajece is
stated o acld almost 18,000 new vehicle crips a day to our already overcrowded neighborhood. It witl further
tlogs che frecway ramps and locul sercers. Wha is the justification for building a project chat is so dependent
an auro craflic? | belicve any projece of this type should nac be petnvicted unless it provides solutions to
substantially reduce the traffic it generaces. In additian to the impact once the projece is completed, what will
be the full impace of adding years of conscraction reaffic, especially in combination with ocher major
construchon projeces such as the four Monte Verde Mega Towers uvziss che sireec? | believe the arca will be
mmpassable during the Nuvember-December holiday period.

Ocher concerns | have include:

There isn't a complete description of whae is to be buile, this offers 1 blank slate to Westfeld which | do not
think is tighe. Whar is the justificacion for this?

Ruse Canyan: [ and many of my friends and neighbors in che ares love to walk in the canyon, one of the few
wpen spaces left in the area. The Draft EIR assumes the Regents Road bridpe will be buile co help handle che
sraffic chis projece will penerate, | am vehemendy apposed 2o this - it woukl be doubly dreadful for residents
of this wrca - the canyon will be rained and it will allow yer another mega-development o spui! our
reighborhaod and dog it with traffic.

The Visual Appeatance: The Draft EIR vugucly stutes it will overcome the visual impact of having new 35
stary buildings adjacent ta 2-3 scory boildings snd singke family hames. The DEIR shoukl explain how this
will be done, The additivn of huge new buildings and increased density will change the characcer of the
wramunity. The DEIR should explain why such a propesal i beaehicial ¢ the community not just e the
develupers.

Nnise: What will be the noise impaces of all chat increased craffic and all chae construction on residents
throughout che urea?

Air Pollution: The DEIR states the project will increase air pollution.
Whar pussilile justification is theze for a project chit increases air pollution?

Allin all 1 am hareifzed at the proposed development aad hape thae the Ciry Council will respece the qualicy
of life that existing residenss wish to maintain rather chan siding tas so very often seems to be the case) with
develapers whose enly goal is to make vasc amounts of money...and who do not live in the area at all.

Sincesely

Seephanic Webler
5356 Srresernann Strect

76.1

76.2

76.3

76.4

76.3

76.6

76.7

76.8

Please refer to response co comment 9.93 from che University Community Planning Group for
a discussion of project traffic.

Please refer to response to comment 28.F from Ms. Deleo regarding che same issues.

As discussed in response to commene [8.1, CEQA does not require “justificacion” for che
project. Please refer o response to comment 9.3 for a discussion of the level of detail required
for the project description.

Please refer to response to commene 21.1 from Ms. Bolivar regarding the same issues.

Please refer to response to comment 9. 106 from the University Commmunity Plenning Group
for a discussion of building height.

Please refer to response to comment 30.5 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issues.

Please refer o response to comment 30.6 from Mr. Forman regarding the same issucs.

Comment noted.  As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further
respofnise can be made,
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Kevin T. Wirsing
3276 Willard Streel
San Diego, CA 92122

COretaber 14, 2007

Ms. Martha Blake. Envirenmicnial Planner

City ot San Diego Developmem Services Cenler
1222 Fiesy Avenue, MS 501

San [Hege, CA 92101

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report — Project No. 2214 - University Tenwne Center
Dear Ms. Blake:

The project as proposcd appears to assume thal there is essentially no finite limit on the
traftic which can be absorbed by the existing or planned roadway infrasiructure in the
University Community planning area. This apparent assumption leads 10 the following
questiens;

77.1 [ I:\,LT:;::]::Q:eﬂ::-:lflfl:rlr;ﬂ;:;g::‘lil:i!::r:;:crl'l’he draft EIR and the city have made in 771 As discussed in Section 5.3, transportation/circularion significant impacts have been
11, on the conzrary, the deafters believe there is a finke Limit on he taffic that the identified. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, noe further response
existing or planned roadway infrastructure can abserb, what is that imil? can be made

Il there is a limit on the tralfic thal the existing or planned roadway infrastructure can '

absorh. will the raffic generated by the project exceed that timit?

IT there is a limit en the 1raiTic that the existing or planned roadway infrastructure can
absorh, will the Iraffic penerated by other praposed projects in the University
Community plan area exceed that limil?

2

3

4

Very lruly yours,

Kevin Wirsing
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From: Susan Worsham [susanworsham@san.rr.com|
Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 3:59 PM

To: DSDEAS@sandiego.gav

Ce: "Milo Worsham'; susanworsham@san.r.com
Subject: Westfic!d Expansion

| am writing 1o voice concerns over the Westfield expansion:

The Draft EIR states that the project would add almost 18,000 new vehicle trips a day and

781 wot:lld furthej ctog the freeway ramps ant_j locat streets, What is the justification for building a 78.1 Please refer 1o responses to comments 9.93 from che University Community Planning Group
. project that is so dependent on aute traffic? The project should provide solutions 1o substantially . .
reduce the traffic { generates. and 28.1 from Ms. Deleo regarding the same issues.

The DEIR states {hat freeway ramps will get worse. What is the justification for adding more
traffic before the existing freeway problems are fixed? What will be the full impact of adding
years of construction traffic, especially in combination with other major construction projects
such as the four Monte Verde Mega Towers across the street? The wait on the on ramps is
already beyond reasonable at the southbound L Viliage Dr, Nobel and Gavernor . . . . . .
Westfield is afready built to the maximum allowed an its property. It is proposing a community 78.2 As discussed in response to comment 18.1 from Ms. Arciz regarding the same issues, CEQA
78.2 plan amendment that wouid give it a huge increase in what it is entitled to develop on the same dues nrot require “juszification” for che project. Please refer to response to comment 9.3 for a
land. The DEIR should explain what justification there is to vastly increase the value of
Wesffield's property by giving them all these new development rights. The DEIR fails 1o
— describe what exactly Westfietd will build and must describe exactly what will be built,

discussion of the level of detail required for the projecr description.

= The Draft EIR vaguely states it will overcome the visual impact of having new 35 story buildings & ¢ he University Community Planning Group
78. 3 adjacent to 2-3 story buildings and single family homes. The DEIR should explain how this will 78.3 Please ‘re er .to rcspon.se FU con?ment 9.106 from the University uniy fong Lrout
be done. The addition of huge new buidings and increased density will change the character of for a discussion of building height.

the community, The DEIR should expiain why such a proposal is beneficial to the community.

Please lake the appropriate measures to ensure that traffic, noise and air pofiution are improved, not
78 4 worsened, that the character and views of the community are enhanced and not degraded, and that

the recreational and environmental areas are protected and not destroyed. 8.4 Comment noted. As no issue regarding the adequacy of the EIR is identified, no further

eesponse can be made.
Thank you.

Susan and Milo Worsham
4571 Robbins St.
San Diego, CA

B58-552-0565
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Land Development
Review Division
{619) 446-5460

Project No. 2214
SCH No. 2002071071

SUBJECT: UNIVERSITY TOWNE CENTER REVITALIZATION PROJECT.
COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT (CPA), REZONE, MASTER
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (PDP), SITE DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT (SDP), VESTING TENTATIVE MAP (VIM) and SEWER and
WATER EASMENT VACATIONS to permit redevelopment and
renovation of the existing 1,061,400-square-foot Westfield University
Towne Center (UTC) regional shopping center. The proposed project
would be the renovation and expansion of retail .uses by 610,000 to
750,000 square feet of new retail and the development of 250 to 725
multi-family residential units. The land use scenarios in the Master PDP
would be restricted to a mixture of retail and an option for residential uses
that would not exceed 17,800 cumulative average daily trips (ADTs) and
256 in-bound AM peak hour/778 out-bound PM peak hour trips. The
maximum structure height would be limited to 325 to 390 feet above
grade. The project proposes 7,163 parking spaces, in a mixture of
structured and surface parking. Additional project features would include a
relocated and expanded bus transit center, a reservation of night-of-way for
the proposed transit center and planned extension of a light rail transit line,
and certification under the LEED Green Building Rating System. The
subject site is located east of Genesee Avenue, south of La Jolla Village
Drive, west of Towne Centre Drive, and north of Nobel Drive, within the
University Community Plan Area (Portions of Parceis 1 and 2 of Parcel
Map 12903 and Parcels 1,3, and 4 of Parcel Map 6481).

Applicant: Westfield Corporation, Inc.

UPDATE: Revisions to this document have been made when compared to the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The modifications within
the environmental document do not affect the environmental analysis
or conclusions of the EIR. All revisions are shown in a strikethreugh
and/or underline format.



CONCLUSIONS:

This EIR analyzes the environmental impacts that would result from the proposed
project. The analysis discusses the project’s impacts to land use, aesthetics/visual
quality, transportation/circulation, air quality, hydrology/water quality,
paleontological resources, public utilities, water conservation and construction
effects.

The proposed project is a Process 5 City Council decision to permit redevelopment and
renovation of the existing UTC regional shopping center. The project site is designated
for Regional Commercial use in the University Community Plan.

The existing UTC shopping center operates under a Planned Commercial Development
Permit (No. 83-0117) issued by the City of San Diego in 1983. UTC was originally
constructed in the City of San Diego in the late 1970s, opened in 1977, and expanded in
1984, The existing open-air center features department stores, specialty retail shops,
autornotive service shops, entertainment venues, multiple dining venues, community
meeting facilities, a bus transit center and parking areas, with a total center size of
1,061,400 square feet (sf) within approximately 75 developed acres.

The proposed project is a Master PDP which divides the property into seven land use
districts, each of which would be developed in accordance with development regulations
of the CR-1-1 zone, as modified by the design guidelines. In response to comments
received during Draft EIR public review, the project applicant has decided it will only
pursue entitlements for retail and residential land use development scenarios (i.e. the
Proposed Project, and the Maximum Residential scenario) and has revised the Master
PDP accordingly. Hotel] and office uses are no longer proposed and have, therefore, been
eliminated from the Master PDP. The analysis for all of the land use scenarios, including
those that contain hotel and/or office uses, remains in the EIR for information purposes.

The ultimate configuration of development would be determined during the final
engineering stage and would be limited by ADTs and critical peak hour movements (see
Table 5.3-20).

The majority of the project site is currently zoned Commercial (CC-1-3) for community
commercial uses, except for a small portion of the existing open space which is zoned
residential (RS-1-14). In recognition of the regional character of the UTC shopping
center and the Regional Commercial land use designation in the University Community
Plan, the project applicant is proposing to rezone the portion of the property designated
Regional Commercial in the Community Plan to Commercial (CR-1-1) for regional
commercial uses to provide areas for a broad mix of retail and other uses, leaving a
portion of the site designated Open Space in the Community Plan zoned CC-1-3 and RS-
1-14. The CR-1-1 zone allows a mix of regional serving commercial and residential uses,
with an auto orientation. Multi-family residential is permitted in the CR-1-1 zone
provided it is part of a mixed-use (commercial/residential) project. Generally, the




existing and proposed commercial zones contain similar development regulations, except
that the CR-1-1 zone allows for maximum structure heights of 60 feet (versus 45 feet)
and a floor area ratio of 1.0 (versus 0.75).
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The project design concept described in the Master PDP design guidelines addresses the
current inadequacies of the department stores, specialty retail shops, dining and
entertainment options, as well as the isolated nature of the center from the surrounding
community. The proposed project includes renovation of the existing regional shopping
center through the demolition of about half of the existing center and construction of new
and expanded department stores and retail shops and the addition of a mix of uses
including residential on site.

Proposed utility improvements would consist of removing a portion of the on-gite sewer
and water mains and replacing them with private mains that would be covered by a
private utility easement. In addition, the project site would be connected to the City’s
reclaimed water system.

The project applicant proposes to participate in a green building program, designed to
increase resource efficiency and sustainability. The project applicant intends to seek
certification within the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Green
Building Rating System, which is the nationally accepted benchmark for the design,
construction and operation of high performance green buildings. The project has been
accepted as a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design — Neighborhood
Development (LEED-ND) pilot project by the U.S. Green Building Council. The LEED-
ND pilot program integrates the principals of smart growth, new urbanism and green
building.  The project applicant has generated sustainability strategies for the
redevelopment of the UTC shopping center, including those associated with landscape,
lighting, electrical, structural, and HVAC systems.

The proposed project also addresses the regional transportation agencies’ goal of
expanding public transportation opportunities to ease traffic congestion within the
University and Golden Triangle area by providing opportunities for mid- and long-range
public transportation improvements that are currently being contemplated for the project
area. Specifically, the project applicant, in cooperation with San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG) and Metropolitan Transit System (MTS), would relocate and
expand the existing on-site bus transit center. The expanded transit center would be
constructed by the applicant. The project would also reserve right-of-way for the
proposed transit center and planned extension of a light rail transit line through the
University City/Golden Trangle area with a stop proposed at a new station along
Genesee Avenue near UTC.

Project construction would occur in two phases. Initially, the Phase 1 retail expansion
would be constructed in several sequences over about a three- to four-year period. The
inittal phase of construction would commence in 2008 and be completed by Fall 2011.
No construction schedule is proposed at this time for the Phase 2 residential construction.



Grading for the proposed project would require approximately 643,000 cubic yards of cut
and 51,000 cubic yards of fill, resulting in 592,000 cubic yards of export, across 39 acres
of the project site. The deepest cuts would be approximately 40 feet for basement
excavations. The fill slopes would rise up to 14 feet. Final finished floor elevations
would range from approximately 335 to 380 feet above mean sea level upon
implementation of the grading plan. Approximately 566,000 sf of existing retail space,
including three of the existing department store buildings, and 20 acres of surface parking
area would be demolished during the construction of the project.

The evaluation of environmental issue areas in this EIR concludes that the proposed
project would result in significant and unmitigable direct and/or cumulative impacts to
aesthetics/visual quality, transportation/circulation, air quality and public utilities
(solid waste) and significant but mitigable direct and/or cumulative impacts to
transportation/circulation, air quality, paleontological resources, public utilities
(sewer) and construction effects. No significant impacts would occur to land use,
hydrology/water quality, public utilities (water and stormwater), and water
conservation,

SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED IMPACTS:

Aesthetics/V isu.al Quality (Direct)

The proposed project would conflict with the City of San Diego’s significance thresholds
for height, bulk, materials and style since it proposes structures that could substantially
exceed the maximum structure height limits in the development regulations of the
proposed zone (CR-1-1) and the existing pattern of development in the surrounding
community. The maximum height limit of the residential development would
substantially exceed the bulk and scale regulations and result in a significant and
unmitigable impact to visual character.

Transportation/Circulation (Direct and Cumulative)

The proposed project would result in significant and unmitigable direct and cumulative
impacts to street segments along Genesee Avenue (from Nobel Drive to Decoro Street
and from Governor Drive to State Route (SR) 52), various segments of La Jolla Village
Drive between [-5 and [-805), and the I-805 freeway mainlines between Nobel Drive and
SR 52 (southbound and northbound in the PM peak hour). Five freeway ramp meters
also would experience direct and cumulatively significant unmitigable impacts, including
1-805 and I-5 ramps with La Jolla Village and Nobel Drive.

Air Quality (Direct and Cumulative)

Emissions of PM,y (fugitive dust) during both phases of project construction and
emissions of fine particulate (PM; s5) during the first phase of project construction would
result in a significant impact on air quality. Emissions of NOx caused by the construction
of the first phase or a combination of both phases of construction would be above the




significance thresholds. Operational emissions of PM;y mainly attributable to road dust
on public roads and reactive organic compounds (ROC) mainly associated with traffic
also would be significant and unmitigable.

The increase in traffic generated from the site associated with the proposed project would
exceed levels assumed in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and could affect the ability
of the air basin to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards for O; on both a
project and cumulative level, resulting in significant and unmitigable impacts to regional
air quality.

Public Utilities (Cumulative)

Anticipated solid waste generation following the buildout of the proposed project and
other projects in the City would result in significant and unmitigable impacts to landfill
capacity on a cumulative level.

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION FOR SIGNIFICANT UNMITIGATED
IMPACTS:

Aesthetics/Visual Quality

No mitigation is available to reduce significant aesthetics impacts to visual character
caused by the bulk and scale of the proposed residential development besides reducing
the building heights to levels that are compatible with existing development in the
community.

Transportation/Circulation

Planned improvements defined by NUC-A in the North University City Facilities Benefit
Assessment (FBA), which would include the widening of Genesee Avenue from four to
six lanes along the affected segments, would mitigate project impacts from Nobel Drive
to Decoro Street and Governor Drive to SR 52 to below a level of significance.
However, due to community concern, the City Council is reviewing the option of not
widening the roadway. No official decision has been made at this time. Therefore, direct
and cumulative impacts to segments of Genesee Avenue would remain significant and
unmitigated.

Significant impacts to segments of La Jolla Village Drive between [-5 and 1-805 could be
mitigated below a level of significance by the addition of lanes. The applicant, however,
has indicated that 1t would not implement all recommended street segment mitigation
along La Jolla Village Drive because widening the roadway up to 10 thru lanes plus
multiple additional turn lanes would be inconsistent with community character and urban
design policies in the University Community Plan. Significant impacts would be partially
mitigated by providing an additional eastbound lane along La Jolla Village between
Towne Center Drive and 1-805 by restriping and restricting parking and by implementing
intersection mitigation at Regents Road, Genesee Avenue, Executive Way, and Towne



Center Drive. Impacts to these street segments would remain significant and unmitigated
following implementation of the above mitigation.

SANDAG has identified future improvements to both [-5 and -8G5 within the project
area. These improvements are part of the Mobility 2030 Plan. Payment of fair-share fees
by the project applicant (totaling $3.38 million) would contribute funding toward the
study, design or implementation of traffic operational improvements (i.e., auxiliary lanes)
on 1-805 between La Jolla Village Drive and SR-52.

The project applicant would construct project improvements that would either extend
queue storage for existing lanes or provide a high occupancy vehicle lane at affected
freeway ramps. The improvements would not technically mitigate project impacts (i.e.
reduce ramp meter delays); rather, they would provide additional queue storage and are
deemed feasible. In addition, planned freeway improvements on I-5 and 1-805 would
offer partial mitigation for ramp meter impacts. However, direct and cumulative impacts
to freeway ramp meters would remain significant and unmitigable.

Air Quality

Standard dust control mitigation measures would be implemented during both phases of
construction to reduce the amount of PM ;¢ and PM; 5 generated during project build out.
Dust control measures would be required during grading and demolition activities to
partially reduce emissions. Based on the combined control efficiencies associated with
the mitigation measures, it was conservatively assumed that fugitive dust emissions from
grading and demolition would be reduced by 50 percent, and from materials handling
(export) by 50 percent. It was assumed that demolition emissions would be controlled by
36 percent. PM,¢ emissions from both construction phases would remain above 100 tbs/day
and PMys emissions from the first construction phase would remain above 55 lbs/day.
Therefore, the PM ;3 and PM, s impact to ambient air quality would remain significant and
unmitigable during temporary construction of both phases.

There are no feasible mitigation measures to reduce operational emissions of ROC
(which contributes to O3 concentrations in the atmosphere) and PMo, which are mainly
associated with traffic. Subsequently, significant impacts to regional air quality (i.e., the
ability of the air basin to attain and maintain ambient air quality standards for O;) on both
a project and cumulative level would remain significant. However, with improvements in
vehicle emission standards and phase out of older vehicles, emissions of ROC would
decrease with time and ultimately be below the quantitative threshold (see Table 5.4-19).
In addition, the project would feature transit improvements, transportation demand
management measures and enhance pedestrian connections in and around the UTC area,
thus reducing the project’s contribution to O, precursors. Operational emissions of PM;,
mainly attributable to vehicles on public roads would remain significant and unmitigable.

Public Utilities

Cumulative impacts associated with solid waste generation would be reduced through the
implementation of a waste management plan required to mitigate direct impacts to




landfill capacity. However, cumulative impacts would remain significant and
unmitigable because full mitigation of solid waste impacts would require actions that are
beyond the control of any one project {e.g., new or expanded landfills).

MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM
INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT (See attached Draft EIR for a detailed
description of mitigation measures that have been incorporated into the project):

Transportation/Circulation

The proposed project includes mitigation for impacts to intersections and freeway
segments,

Although not required to mitigate a significant impact, the project applicant would widen
Nobel Drive along the project site’s frontage (from Genesee Avenue to Lombard Place)
as part of NUC-J, a FBA tmprovement.

Mitigation would be required to reduce significant near-term impacts to studied
intersections including La Jolla Village Drive/Regents Road, La Jolla Village
Drive/Genesee Avenue, La Jolla Village Drive/Towne Centre Drive, Nobel
Drive/Lombard Place, Towne Centre Drive/North UTC Driveway, Towne Centre
Drive/South UTC Project Driveway and Governor Drive/Genesee Avenue. Mitigation at
each intersection would include one of the following: (1) providing dedicated tumn lanes,
(2) constructing additional lanes, (3) installing traffic signals or (4) constructing a raised
center median to permit right-turn only movements. Significant cumulative impacts to
La Jolla Village Drive/1-805 southbound ramps, La Jolla Village Drive/Executive Way,
Nobel Drive/Genesee Avenue and Decoro Street/Genesee Avenue in the horizon year
would be mitigated by striping, restriping or reconfiguration by roadway widening to
provide additional lanes.

The recommended parking supply, in concert with an off-site shared parking program for
center employees, would be sufficient to meet parking demands for the proposed project
during all hours of the day, with the exception of weekend days in December. Impacts to
the parking supply would be considered significant and mitigated to below a level of
significance through the expansion of the existing off-site employee program during the
month of December and incorporation of a parking management and monitoring program
to ensure parking needs for the expanded center would be met.

Air Quality

Emissions of NOx would be mitigated by staggering the construction phases of retail and
residential development or using low NOx off-road construction equipment. Additional
emissions reductions are anticipated as cleaner engines are introduced and low NOx
emissions standards promulgated by CARB are phased in for off-road construction
equipment starting in 2010.



The project would contribute to an obstruction in the implementation of the Regional Air
Quality Strategy (RAQS) for ROC, despite the implementation of project design features
and transportation demand management measures to contro} ROC as set forth in the
RAQS for both construction and operation. Control measures for the proposed project
include the use of low-ROC paints, adhesives and solvents and installation of low
emission water heaters and furnaces where required. Such control measures would
reduce direct impacts to less than significant levels. Cumulative impacts would remain
unmitigable.

Paleontological Resources

The project site is underlain by one or more geologic formations exhibiting moderate to
high paleontological resource sensitivity. Excavations of up to a maximum depth of
approximately 40 feet would occur under the proposed project. Impacts to fossils could
occur during earthwork activities. Such impacts would be direct and short-term, as
potential for damage to paleontological resources would only occur during project
construction.  Mitigation measures, including paleontological monitoring during
construction, would reduce potential impacts to paleontological resources to a level
below significant.

Public Utilities

Due to an existing deficiency in the sewer line within Genesee Avenue, renovation of
UTC would cause this sewer line to be undersized, thereby resulting in a cumulatively
significant impact. As part of mitigation, the project applicant would contribute their fair
share to the cost of upsizing and relocating the sewer line within Genesee Avenue.

Anticipated solid waste generation following the buildout of the proposed project would
result in significant impacts on both a project and cumulative level. Mitigation would
require the preparation of a waste management plan, which would reduce project direct
impacts to less than significance, while cumulative impacts would remain unmitigable as
discussed above.

Construction Effects

Due to the degraded existing conditions of local street segments and intersections
immediately adjacent to the UTC property, the potential exists for a significant impact on
traffic conditions during project construction. Vehicle trips related to construction (i.e.,
transport of equipment and excess soil/demolition debris) would not be allowed to occur
during peak traffic hours (e.g., 7 am. to 9 am. and 4 p.m. to 6 p.m.). This mitigation
measure would reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Construction noise would
be mitigated through the implementation of temporary barriers between equipment noise
and adjacent residential development.




NO MITIGATION REQUIRED:

After analysis, impacts in the following issue areas were found to be not significant under
CEQA for the proposed project: land use, hydrology/water quality, public utilities
(water and stormwater), and water conservation.

ALTERNATIVES:

The following alternatives were considered for detailed discussion in the EIR.

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative assumes that the proposed project would not be adopted, no
expansion of the existing retail uses would be implemented, no new parking facilities
would be built and no new residential development would be constructed on site. The No
Project Alternative would avoid significant project-related impacts to aesthetic/visual
quality, transportation/circulation, air quality, paleontological resources, public utilities
(sewer and solid waste) and traffic associated with construction. Although the No Project
Alternative would eliminate direct impacts to traffic/circulation, many of the
cumulatively significant impacts to intersections, roadway segments and freeway
facilities would still occur due to existing and future traffic congestion predicted in the
project area without the project. The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the
basic project objectives.

No Residential Alternative

Under the No Residential Alternative, the 250 to 725 residential units would be
eliminated from the proposed project and up to 750,000 square feet of expanded retail
floor area or, under the other land use scenarios in the Master PDP, office or hotel uses
would still be constructed. A CPA would be required to increase the retail development
intensity allocated to the UTC property in Table 3 of the Development Intensity Element,
to make references to the potential office/hotel uses, and modify urban design and
parking policies within the urban node. In addition, the project applicant would likely
rezone (from the community commercial zone) the property to regional commercial to be
consistent with its land use designation in the University Community Plan and to allow
increased building heights.

Impacts to  aesthetics/visual quality, transportation/circulation, air  quality,
hydrology/water quality, paleontological resources, public utilities, water conservation
and construction related traffic would be slightly less than the proposed project. Impacts
to aesthetics/visual quality, transportation/circulation, air quality, and cumulative solid
waste would remain significant and unmitigable. The No Residential Alternative would
attain most of the basic project objectives, although the elimination of residential units
would lessen the City’s ability te construct new housing near transit and
- commercial/retail uses as encouraged in the Strategic Framework Element of the Progress
Guide and General Plan. Housing needs of the City would be met where underdeveloped



or undeveloped land with approved residential density exists. It is possible that sites with
higher approved density would not be able to offer the regional transit connections,
including various MTS/NCTD bus routes and possible LRT, that the UTC property will
provide. Under this alternative, residential development could be scattered throughout the
City, rather than concentrated near a regional transit center.

No Retail Expansion Alternative

Under the No Retail Expansion Alternative, up to 725 residential units would remain as
proposed and none of the retail expansion would be constructed. A CPA would still be
required to increase development intensity and to allow for residential use on site. The
residential units would be constructed as originally proposed. Minimal circulation
improvements would be implemented as part of the alternative. The project applicant
would not relocate or expand the bus transit center for this alternative since no changes in
the configuration of the retail and parking areas would be required.

Impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, hydrology/water quality, paleontological
resources, public utilities, water conservation and construction related traffic would be
slightly less than the proposed project.  Impacts to aesthetics/visual quality,
transportation/circulation, air quality, and cumulative solid waste would remain
significant and unmitigable. The No Retail Expansion Alternative would not attain any
of the basic project objectives related to retail development; retail development would
have to be constructed elsewhere in the community to satisfy the unmet need in the UTC
service area.

Reduced Project Alternative

The purpose of developing a Reduced Project Alternative other than the altemnatives
described above was to define a level of development that would avoid significant and
unmitigable traffic impacts to the freeway mainline of I-805 and reduce project trips on 1-
5 and SR-52. Calculations conducted by the project traffic engineer determined that the
project applicant would have to scale back the Master PDP to a 435,000 sf retail
expansion with no residential, hotel or office uses allowed. A 435,000-sf retail project
would involve the construction of two department stores (for a net increase of 200,000 sf
after demolition of two existing department stores) and up to 235,000 sf of general retail
shops. This alternative would include the relocation but not expansion of the transit
center,

Elimination of a portion of the retall development and the potential
residential’/hotel/office towers on site would avoid significant and unmitigable 1mpacts to
visual character (aesthetics/visual quality). Adoption of the Reduced Project Alternative
would lessen impacts of the proposed project to freeways; however, traffic impacts to
local roads and intersections would still be significant and unmitigable on a project and
cumulative level and cumulative impacts to regional air quality would still occur. In
addition, impacts to hydrology/water quality, paleontological resources, public utilities,
water conservation and construction related traffic would be slightly less than the
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proposed project. The reduction in retail square footage associated with the Reduced
Project Alternative would, however, not be consistent with one objective, wherein the
center 1s expanded in an economically feasible manner. The amount of general shop
space (235,000 sf) would not be a sufficient retail base to offset the costs of expanding
the two department stores (200,000 sf). Thus, although this alternative would appear to
attain most of the basic project objectives, the reduction in retail combined with an
elimination of residential, hotel and office space would not achieve the project
applicant’s basic objectives and would lessen the City’s ability to construct a mixed use
project near transit as envisioned in the Strategic Framework Element of the Progress
Guide and General Plan. It would also eliminate the applicant’s ability to expand the
transit center on site.

Reduced Building Height Alternative

The purpose of the Reduced Building Height Alternative was to define a level of
development that would avoid significant and unmitigable aesthetics/visual quality
impacts related to the bulk and scale of buildings that exceed established patterns in the
community. Under the Reduced Building Height Alternative, the taller residential, hotel
and/or office structures in the University Central, Nobel Heights, La Jolla Terrace and
Towne Center Gardens districts of the site would be limited to the maximum height of
nearby structures in the community, the tallest of which is the Wells Fargo Bank building
that stands at an elevation of 240 feet above grade. The building footprints would be
broadened and the profile of the development would be wider to accommodate the same
amount of development. No other changes to the proposed project or its planned land
uses would occur under this alternative.

The maximum structure height would comply with the existing pattern of development in
the community rather than exceed it resulting in a less than significant impact on
aesthetics. Impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality, hydrology/water quality,
paleontological resources, public utilities, water conservation and construction effects
would be similar to those anticipated for the proposed project since the development
envelope and intensity would not change under this alternative. Significant and
unmitigable impacts associated with traffic, air quality and solid waste would still occur.
The reduction in building height would reduce the design flexibility for the
residential/hotel/office development and could prevent the applicant from being able to
construct affordable housing on site.

Q-Q——é‘ ‘EQ'S August 9, 2007

Cecilia Gallardo, AICP Date of Draft Report
Assistant Deputy Director

Development Services Department
April 7, 2008

Date of Final Report
Analyst: M. Blake
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DISTRIBUTION:

The following individuals, organizations, and agencies received a copy or notice of the .
draft EIR and were invited to comment on its accuracy and sufticiency:

Federal Government - .
Commanding Officer, Marine Corps Air Bases Western Area, MCAS Miramar (13)

State of California
State Clearinghouse (87)
California Air Resources Board (9)
Department of Transportation, District 11 (31)
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44)
Department of Toxic Substances Control

County of San Diego
Air Pollution Control District (65)
Department of Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials Management Division
(75)
Department of Planning and Land Use (68)

City of San Diego
Mayor's Office (91)
Councilmember Peters, District 1 (MS 10A}
Councilmember Maienschein, District 5 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Frye, District 6 (MS 10A)
City Planning and Community Investment Department
Community Planning (479)
Park Development (93)
Facilities Financing (MS 606F)
Development Services
Transportation Development (78)
LDR-Planning
Water Review
Wastewater Review
Landscape Review
Environmental
Project Management
Fire and Life Safety Services (79)
Police Department (93)
Historical Resources Board (87)
Library Department, Government Documents (81)
University City Library (488)
Environmental Services Department (93A)
Metropolitan Wastewater Department
Water Department (MS 906)
City Attorney (MS 59)
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Other Agencies, Organizations and Individuals

. San Diego City Schools (132)
University Comnmunity Planning Group (480)
Umiversity City Community Association (486)
La Jolla Community Planning Association (275)
Mira Mesa Community Planning Group (310)
Clairemont Mesa Community Planning Committee (248)
Clairemont Community Service Center (247)
Metropolitan Transit Development Board (115)
San Diego Transit Corporation (112)
San Diego Association of Governments (108)
San Diego Gas and Electric Company (114)
San Diego Natural History Museum (166)
Citizens Coordinate for Century I11 (179)
Community Planners Committee
Friends of Rose Canyon
Opal Trueblood (485)
Greater San Diego Chamber of Commerce (157)
Sierra Club, San Diego Chapter (165)
San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218)
External Affairs — Municipal, Government/Community Relations (483)
Milton Phegley, Government/Community Relations UCSD (482)
Editor, The Guardian, UCSD (481)

. Center on Policy Initiatives
Graham Forbes, Unite Here Local 30
Westfield Corporation, Inc.
Helix Environmental Planning, Inc.
Bill Ferguson*
J.H. Steinbach*
Prema T. O’Hara*
Marty Eberhardt *
Elizabeth Hill *
Linda Laird *
Nancy Zvanovec*
Lucille Raymond*
Dan and Anna Gold*
Garey Ramey*
MaryAnn Klime*
Kevin Wirsing*
Neeta Kantak*
Tom Remillard*
Patti Colburn*
Deborah Knight *
E. Perusse*
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Ty Tosdal*
Herbert Handy*
Richard Wheatley*
Dr. Ernie Lippe *
E.T. Lipscomb*
David Karjanen*

* Public Notice only.
RESULTS OF PUBLIC REVIEW:
()} No comments were received duning the public input period.
() Comments were received but did not address the accuracy or completeness

of the environmental report. No response is necessary and the letters are
attached at the end of the EIR.

{X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the EIR were
received during the public input period. The letters and responses follow.

Copies of the draft EIR, the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Program, and any
technical appendices may be reviewed in the office of the Land Development Review
Division, or purchased for the cost of reproduction.
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Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

Above mean sea level

San Diego County Air Pollution Control District
Accident Potential Zones

California Air Resources Board

Archison-Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad

San Diego County Water Authority

Boron

Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego Basin
Best available technology

Best conventional pollutant control technology
Building Inspector

Best management practices

Biochemical Oxygen Demand

bus rapid transit

Federal Clean Air Act

California Ambient Air Quality Standards
California Department of Transportation
California Division of Mines and Geology
California Environmental Quality Act
Capital Improvement Program

Chloride

Comprehensive Land Use Plan
Congestion Management Program
Community Noise Equivalent Level
Carbon monoxide

Chemical Oxygen Demand

San Diego Municipal Code

Cold freshwater habitat
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COMM Commercial and sport fishing

Community Plan University Community Plan .
CPA Community Plan Amendment

CP10Z Community Plan Implementation Overlay Zone

Cu Copper

cy cubic yards

dB Decibels

dBA Decibels, “A” weighting scale

DR Distance to Receptor

dufac Dwelling unit(s) per acre

EB Eastbound

EIR Eavironmental Impact Report

EPA Environmental Protection Agency

ERM Environmental Review Manager

ESD City of San Diego Environmental Services Department
EST Estuarine habirat

F Fluoride

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FBA Facilities Benefit Assessment

Fe Iron

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency

fr. feet

fr’ square feet, feet squared

FY Fiscal Year

General Plan City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan
gpd Gallons per day

GWP Global warming potential

HA Hydrologic Area

HCM Highway Capacity Manual

HDR High-density residential

HOV High-occupancy vehicle

HU Hydrologic Unit

I-5 Interstate 5

1-805 Interstate 805

11D Impertal Irrigation District
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IND Industrial service supply

IN/IN Genesee Avenue widened and Regents Road bridge constructed
IN/OUT Genesee Avenue widened and Regents Road bridge not constructed

ITS

Ib/acre-year
lb/day

LDR

Lq

ILLG

LOS

LRDP

LRT

LS

m
M
MAR

MBAS

MCAS

MDR

MEP
Metropolitan
Metropolitan Act
mg/]

mg/m’
pg/m’
MHPA
MIGR

min.

MMC
MMRP

Mn

mph

MRZ-3
MSCP
MTDB

MTS

Intelligent Transportation Systems

pounds per acre per year

pound(s) per day

Land Development Review, Low-density residential
Equivalent Sound Level

Linscotrt Law & Greenspan

Level of service

Long-Range Development Plan

light rail transit

Less than significant

meter

Mainline

Marine habitat

Methylene Blue—Activated Substances (anionic surfactant or commercial
detergent)

Marine Corps Air Station

Medium-density residential

Maximum extent practicable

Metropolitan Water District of Southern California
Metropolitan Water Districe Act

milligrams per liter

milligrams per cubic meter

micrograms per cubic meter

Multiple Habitat Planning Area

Migration of aquatic organisms

minutefs)

Mitigation Monitoring Coordinator

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Manganese

miles per hour

Mineral Resource Zone 3

Multiple Species Conservation Program
Metropolitan Transic Development Board

San Diego Metropolitan Transit System
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N Nitrogen

Na Sodium

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAS Naval Air Station

NB Northbound

NCTD North County Transit District

NCWRP North City Warer Reclamation Plant

NDIR Non-Dispersive Infrared Spectroscopy

NH;, Ammonia

NGO, Nitrogen dioxide, nitrite

NQO, Nitrate

NOP Notice of Preparation

NO, Nitrogen oxides

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

NTP Notice to Proceed

NTU Nephelometric Turbidicy Units

NUC North University City Public Facilities Financing Plan

O, Ozone

OUT/IN Genesee Avenue not widened and Regents Road bridge constructed

OUT/OUT Genesee Avenue not widened and Regents Road bridge not constructed

P Phosphorus

Pb Lead

PCD Planned Commercial Development

PDP Planned Development Permit

PI Principal Investigator

PM,, Particulates with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns;
respirable particulate matcter

PM, Particulates with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns

ppm Parts per million

R&D Research and development

RAQS Regional Air Quality Strategy

RARE Rare, threatened or endangered species habitat

RE Resident Engineer

REC-1, REC-2 Contact, non-contact water recreation

ROC Reactive organic compounds

RTP Regional Transportation Plan

RUWMP Regional Urban Warer Management Plan

RWQCB Regional Warer Quality Control Board
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

SANDAG
SB
SCAQMD
SCR
SDAB
SDCRAA
SDP
SDMC
SDTC

sf

SHELL
SIP

SM

SO,

SO,

SO,

SOV

sp

SR 52
SRA
Storm Water Standards

SuU
SUSMP
SWPPP
SWRCB
SWSAS

TDS
TKN
TMDL
TOD
TP
TSS
Turb

UCSD
ULI
URBEMIS
USEPA

San Diego Association of Governments
Southbound

South Coast Air Quality Management District
Substantial Conformance Review

San Diego Air Basin

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
Site Development Permit

San Diego Municipal Code

San Diego Transit Corporation

square feet

Shellfish harvesting

State Implementation Plan

Significant but mitigable

Sulfur dioxide

Sulfate

Sulfur oxides

Single-occupancy vehicle

space

State Route 52

Scientific Resources Associated

City of San Diego Municipal Code Land Development Manual-Storm Water

Standards

Significant and unmitigable

Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board

Storm Water Sampling and Analysis Strategy

Total dissolved solids
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen
Total maximum daily load
Transit Oriented Design
Total Phosphorus

Total suspended solids
Turbidity '

University of Califernia, San Diego

Urban Land Institute

Urban Emissions Computer Model

United States Environmental Protection Agency
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USMC United States Marine Corps

UTC Westfield Shoppingtown University Towne Center .
UNMP San Diego Urban Water Management Plan

V/C Volume-to-capacity ratio

VI : Vesting Tentative Map

WARM Warm freshwater habitat

WB Westbound

Westfield Westfield Corporation, Inc.

WILD Wildlife habitat

WSA Water Supply Assessment

wWUD City of San Diego Water Utilities Department

Zn Zinc

OOLM B Revion i WosterEaprilitios M n
2000-Plan——————2000-Fréan-Water Management-Rlan
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES-1 INTRODUCTION

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses the proposed University Towne Center
(UTC) Revitalization project located in the northwestern portion of the City of San Diego within the
north University Community Plan area, less than five miles from the Pacific Ocean but outside of the
coastal zone, as designated by the California Coastal Commission. The proposed project includes the
redevelopment and renovation of a regional shopping center, which would require the approval of a
Community Plan Amendment (CPA), Rezone, Master Planned Development Permit (Master PDP),
Site Development Permit (SDP) and Vesting Tentative Map (VIM). Sewer and water easement
vacations are also proposed. The proposed project would also relocate and expand public transit

opportunities and pedestrian access on and around the UTC property. The proposed Master PDP

would allow flexibility in the development of the center based on ADT generared by each use on the

site and critical peak hour equivalency of AM inbound and PM cutbound ADT movement. ADT and
critical peak hour movements cannot exceed the proposed project scenario of 750,000 square feet of

retail and 250 residential units (see Table 5.3-20). Examples of eight land use scenarios were

addressed in the Draft EIR to illustrate how the center may develop under the guidelines of the

Master PDP with a varying mix of retail. residential, hotel and office uses, however, in response to
public review comments, the applicant has decided to no longer pursue developing hotel or office uses
on the UTC property. _Because hotel and office uses are no longer proposed, they have been

eliminated from the Master PDP. The analysis for all of the land use scenarios, including those that
contain hotel and/or office uses, remains in the EIR for information purposes. FheMaster—PDRP

development intensity of the retail and residential uses cannot deesnot exceed the traffic parameters
established in this analysis_(Table 5.3-20);-any 1 A i
The proposed project would allow for the phased development of up to 750,000 sf of new retail and

entertainment space and 250 residential dwelling units, with the option to build less retail for more

restdential, hotel and/or office uses instead under the various land use scenarios in the Master PDP.

The purpose of an EIR is to inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the
significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects
and describe reasonable alternatives to the project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121). This EIR
is an informational document for use by the City of San Diego (the lead agency), decision-makers and
members of the general public co evaluate the environmental effeccs of the proposed UTC

Revitalization project.
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This EIR contains a project-specific analysis of the proposed project and serves as a Project EIR
pursuant to Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. It has been prepared in accordance with
the guidelines for the preparation of EIRs issued by the City of San Diego (2002a) and complies with
all criteria, standards and procedures of CEQA, as amended and the State CEQA Guidelines
(California Administrative Code 15000 et seq), as amended.

In reviewing the application for the proposed project, the City of San Diego concluded that the
proposed project could result in potentially significant environmental impacts. As lead agency for this
EIR, the City of San Diego conducted a public scoping meeting, in accordance with Section 21083.9
of CEQA, and prepared a Scoping Letter (2002b). The public scoping meeting was held on June 27,
2002 at Forum Hall on the UTC property and was attended by interested individuals from local
organizations, public and other entities. The meeting was recorded and a written transcript of the
event was prepared. After the scoping meeting was held, the Scoping Letter was distributed with the
Notice of Preparation (NOP), dated July 12, 2002, to all responsible and trustee agencies, as well as
various governmental agencies including the Office of Planning and Research’s State Clearinghouse.
Comments on the NOP were received from the U.S. Marine Corps, Caltrans, Native American
Heritage Commission, Metropolitan Transit Development Board, San Diego Association of
Governments, Friends of Rose Canyon, UC Golden, Center for Policy Initiative and various members
of the public.

ES-2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is developed with the existing regional shopping center, which features department
stores, specialty retail shops, automotive service shops, limited entertainment venues (e.g., ice rink),
community meeting rooms, bus transit center, several surface parking lots, two parking structures and
landscaped medians. A seven-acre developed open space occurs on site between the southern edge of
the shopping center and Towne Centre Drive. The developed open space features landscaping, lawn
and pedestrian pathways. The property is flanked by several public roads, including La Jolla Village
Drive, Genesee Avenue, Nobel Drive and Towne Centre Drive. Vehicular access to the site occurs
from these public roads via five separate driveways. Pedestrian access is available from sidewalks
within the public rights-of-way, a walkway through an adjacent open space and two above-grade

pedestrian bridges over La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue, respectively.

The project site is surrounded by urban development, including office towers, hotel establishments,
commercial/retail uses and high-density residential development. Immediately north of the site along
La Jolla Village Drive are multi-story office towers, restaurants and the Embassy Suites tower. To the
east are multi-story office developments, a synagogue;—=a—<ehureh and commercial/retail strip center.
West of the site along Genesee Avenue is a commercial/retail strip center, high-density residential
structures and developing residential uses associated with the Costa Verde project. To the south are
single-family residences and higher density residential development along Towne Centre Drive and

Nobel Drive, including townhome and condominium projects.  Higher density residential
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development also occurs along the Lombard Way driveway on to the project site. Farther from the
site along Genesee Avenue is University High School, Rose Canyon open space and single-family
residential development representing the south University City area. To the northwest of the site and
north of La Jolla Village Drive is the University of California, San Diego (UCSD). Office, industrial
park, institutional and residential uses occur farther north of the site along Genesee Avenue and
Towne Centre Drive. The airfield for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar is situated

approximately five miles east of the UTC site along Miramar Road.

The majority of the site is developed with 1,061,400 sf of shopping center buildings and surface lot
and structure parking facilities. The existing UTC shopping center operates under Planned
Commercial Development permit 83-0117. Public water and sewer mains and easements exist on site

and generally traverse around buildings and through the parking lot in the northwest corner of the

property.

The topography of the shopping mall portion of the site ranges in elevation from a high of 380 feet
above mean sea level (amsl) in the northeast near the Sears department store and parking lot to a low
of 360 feet amsl to the west adjacent to the former Robinson’s-May department store and parking lot.
Topography for the developed open space ranges from 375 feet amsl near its interface with the
shopping center and slopes downward in elevation to 300 feet ams! near Towne Centre Drive. No
native habitat or natural drainages occur on site. The project site generally drains south-southeast off

site into Rose Canyon, which ultimately flows to Mission Bay.

The site is subject to the planning guidelines and policies of the City of San Diego Progress Guide and
General Plan, including the Unzversity Community Plan and the San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC).

ES-3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The UTC Revitalization project (proposed project) 1s the proposed redevelopment and renovation of a
regional shopping center that was originally constructed in the City of San Diego in the late 1970,
opened in 1977, and expanded in 1984. The proposed project addresses the current inadequacies of
the department stores, specialty retail shops, dining and entertainment options, as well as the isolated
nature of the center from the surrounding community. The proposed project includes renovation of
the existing regional shopping center through the construction of new and expanded retail and the
addition of residential development on site. The proposed project also addresses the regional
transportation agencies’ goal of expanding public transportation opportunities to ease traffic
congestion within the University and Golden Triangle area by providing opportunities for mid- and
Jong-range public transportation improvemnents that are currently being contemplated for the project

area. The basic project objectives for the UTC Revitalization project are as follows:

H1. Revitalize an existing regional shopping center which balances the functional needs of the

existing center in 2 way that better serves the surrounding University service area, which has
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expanded substantially through population growth and urban development over the last 15 to
20 years.

H2. Create land use districts on site that will provide the project applicant the flexibility to develop
a mixture of retail; and residential;z-hetelandforoffice uses within each district based on

changing market demand.

H3. Develop updated, expanded and enhanced retail and entertainment spaces in a comprehensive
and economically feasible manner to enable commercial tenants to be competitive in the

changing retail and entertainment marketplaces.

B4. Create an improved street presence for the shopping center by removing existing landscaped
berms and placing a new community plaza and buildings on the perimeter of the center to
provide visual ideatity, provide pedestrian gateways from the public sidewalks into the activity
centers and courtyards of the project, and serve as a strong focal point of activity for the urban

node of the University community.

H5. Introduce residential use to the shopping cencer site to minimize local trips and encourage

transit use in the urban core of central San Diego County.

H6. Reserve right-of-way on site for expanded public transportation facilities to better serve the
University community and renovated center in a location that will support transit-oriented

development in the urban core of central San Diego County.

H7.Enhance the utilization of pedestrian and bicycle linkages from UTC to and from the

surrounding community.
H8. Provide for improved and expanded community facilities at the shopping center.

H9. Offer a broader range of goods and services by providing updated and expanded retail, dining
and entertainment options that promote extended stays at the center and are within the
University City community and serve as a means to reduce peak hour commute trips in the

project area.

Hio.Implement a green building program under the Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) certification process which would result in a highly sustainable development
through the use of low energy systems, sustainable landscape and warter conservation.

H11.Provide a range of for-sale_or rental, market rate housing, including required affordable

housing on site.
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Proiject Characteristics

The project applicant is requesting City approval of a CPA, Rezone, Master PDP, SDP and VIM 1o
implement the proposed project. Sewer and water easement vacations are also requested. A
description of these discretionary actions is provided below. All uses would be consistent with the
development regulations for the proposed Commercial (CR-1-1) zone defined in the City of San Diego
Land Development Code (Chapter 13, Article 1, Division 5 of the SDMC), with the exception of a
deviation from the height restrictions that is described below under the Master PDP/SDP heading.

Community Plan Amendment

The proposed project would require approval of an amendment to the University Community Plan,
which would modify both policy text and graphics in the Community Plan to shift La Jolla Village
Drive and Genesee Avenue from auto-oriented roadways to components of the urban node pedestrian
network, and to increase the retail square footage, and allow for residential;—hoteland—offree
development on site. These policy changes would encourage infill development that may enhance
street vitality in the urban core of the University Community area by opening up the shopping center
to a more pedestrian-oriented scale ‘and avoiding the “superblock” arrangement of uses that has
historically been the development pattern in the community. Specifically, policy language in the
Urban Design Element of the Community Plan would remove references to the auto-oriented aspects
of La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue within the urban node, remove the goal of retaining the
sloping landscape berms along those roadways and would remove a limitation on the height of in-fill
development along the urban node pedestrian network. The specific policy language changes are
described in detail in Section 5.1, Land Use, of this report. In addition, Figures 9, 10, 11 and 12 in the
Community Plan would be updated to reflect the proposed policy changes.

In terms of land use changes to the Community Plan, the UTC shopping center is recognized as a
Regional Commercial use in the Unsversity Community Plan. The canyon open space contained on site
along Towne Centre Drive is recognized as Open Space in the Open Space and Recreation Element of
the Community Plan and its land use designation would not change under the proposed project. The
Community Plan Amendment (CPA) would modify the intensity table within the Development
Intensity Element to increase the retail square footage allowed on site by the Community Plan from
1,061,000 to up to 1,811,400 sf and add reference to the up to 725 proposed residential units—and
posstble-hoteland-offiee-uses.  Table 7 and Figure 29 in the Residential Element of the community
plan would also be modified to incorporate the up to 725 multi-family units proposed on site (i.e., the

maximum number of units that could be implemented on site). The UTC property would be
identified on Figure 29 as having the potential for residential development at an overall density of 29
dwelling units per acre (du/ac), in accordance with the density calculations contained in the CR-1-1

zone. Table ES-1 contains a summary of the proposed land uses.
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Table ES-1
PROPOSED LAND USES
.. Proposed Net
Land Use Category Existing Center Redevelopment Proposed Total

Department Stores, Specialcy Retalil,

Rescaurants, Community Uses 1,061,400 sf gla 750,000 sf gla 1,810,400 sf gla

Multi-family Residential None Up to 725 units | Up to 725 units
Hortel _ Nome Hpto25treems | Hpto250-rooms
Offree None Ypte35:600st | Ypto35:006-sf
Open Space 7.0 acres --- 7.0 acres

Source: Westfield Corporarion, Inc. 2007.
gla - gross leasable area

Rezone

The majority of the project site is cutrently zoned Commercial (CC-1-3) for community commercial
uses, except for a small portion of the existing open space which is zoned residential (RS-1-14). In
recognition of the regional character of the UTC shopping center and the Regional Commercial land
use designation in the University Community Plan, the project applicanct is proposing to rezone the
portion of the property that is designated Regional Commercial in the Community Plan to
Commercial (CR-1-1) for regional commercial uses, leaving the portion of the site designated as Open
Space in the Community Plan zoned CC-1-3 and RS-1-14. The purpose of the Regional Commercial
zone is to provide areas for a broad mix of retail and other uses; the zone is intended to accommodate
large-scale, high intensity developments located along major streets, primary arterials and major
public transportation lines. The CR-1-1 zone allows a mix of regional serving commercial and
residentrial uses, with an auto orientation. Multi-family residential;-heteland-office development isare
permitted in the CR-1-1 zone provided they are part of a mixed-use (commercial/residential) project.

Master Planned Development Permit/Site Development Permit

The proposed project would be implemented in two construction phases. The primary focus of the
first construction phase would be the renovation of the existing shopping center, which would expand
the retail space by up to 750,000 sf, relocate the existing bus transit station and construct residential
units in the northwestern portion of the site, while the latter phase of construction would involve the
development of residential units south of the existing Sears department store and west of the existing
Macy's department store.  Specific design guidelines are proposed by the project applicant to provide
a comprehensive framework for the architectural and landscape design for the project. The guidelines
address various general details about the design, such as the building height, bulk and massing, site

orientation, architecture, building materials and parking.
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As an option to this proposed land use scenario (i.e., 750,000 sf of retail and 250 residential units), the
project applicant is requesting that the Master PDP allow for up to seven other potential land use
scenarios provided they have similar or less average daily craffic (ADT) and critical peak hour
movements compared to the proposed project. Table ES-2, Land Use Scenarios, depicts the different
uses proposed under each land use scenario. This EIR evaluates the worst-case conditions that could

be experienced under any of allthe eight land use scenarios originally proposed by the Master PDP,
and includes a discussion of the hotel and office uses for information purposes only since they are no

longer proposed by the applicant and_have been removed from the Master PDP. Therefore,

depending on the issue, the EIR identifies which land use scenario would result in the maximum or

WOrSt-Case IMpacts.

Table ES-2
POTENTIAL LAND USE SCENARIOS!
Project Scenarios Land Use
Retail Residential Hotel Office
Proposed Project 750,000 sf 250 units .- -
Scenario 2: Maximum Residential 610,000 sf 725 units “-- ---
Scenario 3: Maximum Hotel 525,000 sf S 185 rooms ---
Scenario 4: Maximum Office 525,000 sf N --- 35,000 sf
Scenario 5: All Uses 375,000 sf 250 units 100 rooms 35,000 sf
Scenario 6: No Hotel 425,000 sf 500 units --- 35,000 sf
Scenario 7: No Office No. 1 425,000 st 300 units 250 rooms ---
Scenario 8: No Office No. 2 350,000 sf 610 units 250 rooms ---

'The Master PDP would allow flexibility in the development of the center based on ADT generated by each use oa the site
and critical peak hour equivalency of AM inbound and PM outbound ADT movement. ADT and critical peak hour
movements cannot exceed the proposed project scenario (see Table 5.3-20). Examples of eight land use scenarios are
provided to illustrate how the center may develop under the guidelines of the Master PDP with a varying mix of retail
residential, hotel and office uses, as long as the mix of land uses development inrensity does not exceed the rraffic
parameters established in this analysis (Table 5.3-20). As noted above, the applicant has decided to revise the Master PDDP
1o eliminate all hotel or office uses. The analysis of the scenarios containing such uses remains in this report for

information purpases.

At a point in time when detailed building and landscape drawings for the project are submirted to the
City for approval, the project applicant would request that they be processed under the Substantial
Conformance Review (SCR) process (as ouclined in Section 126.0112 of the SDMC). If the
development request 1s in excess of 50,000 sf, the SCR would be a Process Two approval, whereas
development proposals under 50,000 sf would be subject to a Process One approval. City staff would
have to determine that any future building permit is consistent with the proposed design guidelines
and the Master PDP; otherwise, the project applicant may have to apply for an amendment to the
Master PDP, as necessary. Although not contemplated at this time, any amendment to the approved

Master PDP would be addressed under a separate environmental review document.
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Circulation improvements are proposed as part of the proposed project to enhance vehicular travel,
pedestrian linkages and public transportation services in and around the property. Internal vehicular
circulation would continue via a loop-type circulation pattern through the property, which would link
with the existing entry/exit driveways with the adjacent public roads. Specifically, the existing
internal loop road connection from the existing northern entrance at La Jolla Village Drive/Executive
Way would be reconfigured on site to direct traffic below the new retail expansion and along the new
parking structures to the existing western driveway entrance along Genesee Avenue/Esplanade Way.
Connections to the proposed parking garages would also be provided from the realigned loop road. A
new driveway is proposed as part of University Central, which would connect to Genesee Avenue 400
feet south of its intersection with La Jolla Village Drive. The private driveway would be right-
in/right-out only and provide drop-off/pick-up/valer service for shopping center patrons. All other
access points to the shopping center would remain as currently configured, although signals would be

installed at the Nobel Drive and south entrance along Towne Centre Drive driveways.

The project would implement some of the proposed public transportation improvements currently
envisioned for the UTC property in the Transit First program being implemented by the San Diego
Association of Governments (SANDAG). Specifically, the project would relocate and expand the
existing bus transit center and the project applicant would install more bicycle racks throughout the
property. Two transit center locations were identified through discussions with SANDAG, San Diego
Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) and the City of San Diego. The proposed design and capacity of
the centers would reflect the need of SANDAG and MTS. The preferred location of the transit center
would be at the southeast corner of the Genesee Avenue/Esplanade Court intersection. The other
potential location would be within the University Central district along La Jolla Village Drive, near
the Genesee Avenue intersection. The existing bus transit center on site would be expanded from 6 to
11 bus bays with implementation of the Genesee Avenue transit center to allow an expansion in bus
service. The proposed project would also reserve right-of-way along its frontage with Genesee Avenue
for the proposed transit center and planned extension of a light rail transir line through the University
City/Golden Triangle area, with a stop proposed at a new station along Genesee Avenue near UTC.
The new station would be elevated above the median of Genesee Avenue, at the intersection of
Genesee Avenue/Esplanade Court. The location along Genesee Avenue is the preferred site by the
project applicant because the dedicated transit signal and access on Genesee Avenue would allow
buses to operate without interfering with UTC customer traffic, thus providing a more reliable and
efficient service. If the transit center were placed adjacent to La Jolla Village Drive, there would be a
potential for traffic delays and conflices with UTC customers and delivery trucks. In addition, the
Genesee Avenue transit center location would not reduce the number of planned parking spaces, as
would implementation of a La Jolla Village Drive transit center location. The Genesee Avenue transit
center also would be more compatible with the future station for the Mid-Coast light rail transit
system on Genesee Avenue because it would closer and would provide easy access for transfers to the
station. Opportunities would also be provided for community shuttles, the Superloop and other

transportacion alternatives at the proposed transit center.
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Enhancements in pedestrian access are also proposed to reduce local dependence on single-occupancy
vehicles, including the integration of sidewalks, walkways and connections to existing elevated
pedestrian bridges over Genesee Avenue and La Jolla Village Drive. The upper-level retail near the
northwestern corner of the project would connect with the existing pedestrian bridges over La Jolla
Village Drive and Genesee Avenue. The existing pedestrian bridge over Genesee. Avenue would be
maintained or replaced and would connect University Central with the planned Monte Verde
residential towers across the street. A second bridge over Genesee Avenue could be constructed when
SANDAG develops the Mid-Coast LRT station in the center of Genesee Avenue just south of
Esplanade Court. This potential pedestrian connection with the UTC property could connect the on-
site transic center with the LRT and properties to the west. A new pedestrian bridge would also be
constructed by the project applicant over La Jolla Village Drive (east of the Executive Drive
intersection), in accordance with NUC-42 in the North University City Facilities Benefic Assessment
(FBA) plans. The two new traffic signals at driveways along Towne Centre Drive and Nobel Drive
would also be striped with crosswalks to improve pedestrian access to the project site. Non-
contiguous sidewalks are proposed along La Jolla Village Drive, Genesee Avenue, Towne Centre Drive

and Nobel Drive to provide protection for pedestrians and encourage their use.

Retail parking would be provided in existing surface parking lots and proposed parking structures.
The recommended parking supply for the proposed project would be 7,163 on-site parking spaces to
meet the needs of December weekday customer, employee parking and 425 reserved spaces for
tenants of the residential units. In addition, the existing off-site employee parking program would be

expanded during weekends in December.

Proposed utility improvements would consist of removing a portion of the on-site sewer and water
mains and replacing them with private mains. In addition, the project site would be connected to the
City’s reclaimed water system. All proposed on-site utilities would be covered by a private utility
easement. A major portion of the existing utilities along the northern and western portions of the
project site would be removed and the easements covering these utilities would be vacated. Existing
sewer and water mains and associated easements along the southern portion of the project site would

remain,

To reduce utility loads, the project applicant proposes to achieve a high certification within the LEED
Green Building Rating System, which is the nationally accepted benchmark for the design,
construction, and operation of high performance green buildings. The project has been accepted as a
LEED-ND (Neighborhood Development) pilot project by the U.S. Green Building Council. The
LEED-ND pilot program integrates the principals of smart growth, new urbanism and green
building. The project applicant has generated sustainability strategies for the redevelopment of the
UTC shopping center, including those associated with landscape, lighting, electrical, strucrural and
HVAC systems.
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Development Regulations

As noted above, the proposed project would incorporate the City of San Diego Land Development Code
regulations for the Regional Commercial zone (CR-1-1). These development regulations govern lot
area, setbacks, structure height, floor area ratio, parking, landscaping, and building articulation,
among other factors. A deviation from the height limit in the CR-1-1 zone is requested by the project

applicant to allow for the development of several taller retail structures, residential structures, and

parking garages-andpesstbly-hotel-erofficestractures.

A deviation from the height limit in the CR-1-1 zone is requested by the project applicant to allow for
the development of several taller retail and architectural structures near the commercial center and the
residential structure on the project site. The maximum height of the residential structure would be
325 to 390 feet above grade depending on the location of the structure relative to the MCAS Miramar
airfield. A Notice of Construction or Alteration has been submitted to the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) to allow for the proposed building heights. The final height of the structure
would be determined when building drawings are prepared. In addition, parking would occupy more
than 50 percent of che street frontage (a deviation from SDMC §131.0556).

Design Guidelines

The general design characteristics in the Master PDP contain guidelines and trequirements related to
architecrure, landscaping, lighting, signage and other design elements of new construction and
describe how the proposed project would implement many of the planning principles from the
University Community Plan rclated to the urtban node pedestrian network, pedestrian overpasses and
street level crossings, and urban form and cohesiveness. The general architectural guidelines within
the Master PDP address how new structures would relate to the pedestrian network and street
frontage. Specific design characteristics contained within the Master PDP are directed at the specific
uses proposed on site. Such characteristics include limiting the building height and architectural
features of retail structures to 100 feet, varying heights and widths of storefronts, articulating
storefronts, providing merchandising front yards in designated area along storefronts, and providing

patio seating, shade canopies and trellises.

The Residential and-HotebDesign Guidelines for the proposed project establish design standards for
the development of residential andfer—hetel—structures and associated parking structures. The
guidelines would be implemented during design of the residentialfhoret portion of the project, which
would be pursued by another party, with the permission of the project applicant. They address design

concepts such as project height, bulk and massing, site orientation, architecture, building materials,

patking and the like.
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The architecrural design of the transit facility would integrate with the UTC shopping center. The
dimensions and organization of the bus transit facility and elevated LRT station would be consistent

with the requirements of the Metropolitan Transit SystemBevelopment—Board—of-SanPiego and
SANDAG.

Parking structures would be constructed to complement surrounding buildings and would comply
with the Parking Regulations defined in the SDMC Section 14.02.05 and the Urban Design Element
of the General Plan.

Grading Plan

Grading for the proposed project would require approximately 643,000 cubic yards of cut and 51,000
cubic yards of fill across the 39 acres affected by the project. All removed material would be exported
off site for proper disposal or use by another approved development. The deepest cuts would be
approximately 40 feet for basement excavations. The fill slopes would rise up to 14 feet. Three tiered
retaining walls with a maximum height of 12 feet each would be placed on site along Genesee Avenue
in the southwestern portion of the site. Final finished floor elevations would range from
approximately 355 to 380 feet above mean sea level (amsl) upon implemenfation of the grading plan.
Approximately 566,000 sf, including three of the existing department store buildings of the existing

center, would be demolished during project construction.
Vesting Tentative Map

The project applicant also proposes approval of a VTM to consolidate existing lots, relocate existing
lot lines and subdivide the land into 36 lots. The lots would range in size from 0.14 to 28.57 acres.
In addition, approximately 1.15 acres of public right-of-way dedication is proposed on site for new
traffic lanes and bike lanes on La Jolla Village Drive, Genesee Avenue, Towne Center Drive, Lombard
Place and Nobel Drive. Approximately 0.08 acre of right-of-way would be acquired along Towne

Centre Drive.

Discretionary Actions/Other Approvals

The UTC Revitalization project described in this EIR would require EIR certification,
CPA/Rezone/SDP/PDP/VTM approval and sewer and water easement vacations approval.
Discretionary actions required by other agencies include a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) General Construction Activity Permit from the Regional Water Quality Control
Board, and-an agreement between SANDAG, MTS and the applicant for bus/transit center relocation

and expansion, an_encroachment permit {rom Caltrans for freeway ramp improvements, and FAA

approval of building heights.
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ES-4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION

The proposed project EIR addresses project impacts associated with the following nine issue ateas in

Section 5.0, Envirenmental Analysis, of the report:

* Land Use * DPalcontology

e  Aesthetics/Visual Quality e  Pyblic Utilities

e Transportation/Circulation ¢ Water Conservation
e Air Quality e Construction Effects

¢ Hydrology/Water Quality

The environmental effects discussed in Section 5.0 of the EIR are summarized in Table ES-3. In
addition, Table ES-3 includes all mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 that would reduce
project impacts and the level of significance following mitigation. The analyses and conclusions for
each environmental issue are found in Sections 5.1 through 5.9. All project-specific significant
environmental effects would be mitigated to below a level of significance, with the exception of
aesthetics/visual quality, transportation/circulation and air quality, which would be significant and
unmitigable. The project also would contribute incrementally to cumulatively significant unmitigable

impacts to transportation/circulation, air quality and public utilicies (solid waste).
ES-5 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

Based on initial environmental review of the project, the City of San Diego has determined thart the
proposed project would not have the potential to cause significant adverse effects associated with the
following issue areas: agricultural/natural/mineral resources; biological resources; energy resources;
historical resources; human health/hazardous materials; population and housing; and recreational

resources. These topics have not, therefore, been addressed in detail in this EIR (refer to Section 6.0).
ES-6  ALTERNATIVES

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative assumes that the proposed project would not be adopted, no expansion of
the existing retail uses would be implemented, no new parking facilities would be built and no new
residential development would be constructed on site. The transit center and community meeting
space would remain in their present locations and would not be improved or expanded. The applicant
would not relocate the transit center to a place where it could be used as a multi-modal transic station
with the future light rail transit line and station proposed by San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) along Genesee Avenue. Because the existing shopping center is consistent with the
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Development Intensity Element of in the University Community Plan, the center size would not change

in the future and no new uses allowed by the underlying commercial (CC-1-3) zone would be added.

Besides conflicting with the basic project objectives, the No Project Alternative would not assist the
City in building more employment and housing opportunities or expanding public transit facilities
within the central portion of the County. Housing needs of the City would continue to be met where
underdeveloped or undeveloped land with approved residential density exists. It is likely that sites
with approved density would not be able to offer the transit connections that the UTC property
provides and residential development could be scattered throughout the City, rather than

concentrated near a transit center.
No Residential Alternative

Under the No Residential alternative, the 250 to 725 residential units would be eliminated from the
proposed project and the 750,000 sf of expanded retail floor area or alternatively office or hotel uses
would still be constructed. A CPA would be required to increase development intensity allocated to
the UTC property in Table 3 of the Development Intensity Element, to _make references to_the

potential for office and hotel uses, and to modify policies related to urban design and parking. In

addition, the project applicant would likely rezone the property for consistency with the Unizersity
Community Plan regional commercial designation and to allow for increased building heights for the

rerail structures.

The No Residential Alternative would attain mestsome of the basic project objectives, although the
elimination of residential units would lessen the City’s ability to construct new housing near transic
and commercial/retail uses as encouraged in the Strategic Framework Element of the Progress Guide
and General Plan. Housing needs of the City would be met where underdeveloped or undeveloped
land with approved residential density exists. It is likely that sites with approved density would not be
able to offer the transit connections thar the UTC property provides and residential development

could be scattered throughout the City, rather than concentrated near a transit center.

No Retail Expansion Alternative

Under the No Retail Expansion Alternative, the 250 to 725 residential units would remain as
proposed and none of the retail expansion would be constructed. A CPA would still be required to
increase development intensity and to allow for residential use on site. Residential development is
permitted in the existing CC-1-3 zone, although a PDP would likely be needed to exceed the height
limitation of that zone. A VTM would be processed as part of this alternative to create a separate lot
for the residential structure. The residential units would be constructed south of the Sears department
store as originally proposed. Minimal circulation improvements would be implemented as part of the
alternative. The project applicant would not relocate or expand the bus transit center for this

alternarive since no changes in the configuration of the retail and parking areas would be required.
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The No Retail Expansion Alternative would lessen impacts of the proposed project, in particular
traffic, in a way that would reduce significant project impacts. Otcherwise, impaces of this alternative
would be similar to those of the proposed project and no other significant impacts would be avoided.
The No Retail Expansion Alternative would not attain any of the basic project objectives related to
retail development; retail development would have to be constructed elsewhere in the community o

satisfy the unmet need in the UTC service area.

Reduced Project Alternative

The purpose of developing a Reduced Project Alcernative ocher than the alternatives described above
was to define a level of development that would avoid significant and unmitigable traffic impacts to
the freeway mainline of 1-8035 and reduce project trips on I-5 and SR-52. Calculations conducted by
the project traffic engineer determined that the project applicant would have to scale back the Master
PDP to a 435,000 sf retail expansion with no residential, hotel or office uses allowed. A 435,000-sf
retail project would involve the construction of two department stores (for a net increase of 200,000 sf
after demolition of two existing department stores) and up to 235,000 sf of general retail shops. This
alternative would result in a 42 percent reduction in the horizontal expanse of the retail expansion
allowed by the Master PDP and a 47 percent reduction in the general retail shop area. This

alternative would include the relocation but not expansion of the transit center.

Adoption of the Reduced Project Alternative would lessen impacts of the proposed project to freeways;
however, traffic impacts to local roads and intersections would still be significant and unmitigable on a
project and cumulative level and cumulative impacts to regional air quality would still occur. The
Reduced Project Alternative would eliminate the mid- and high-rise building proposed on site, thus
avoiding the significant and unmitigable aesthetics impacts to neighborhood character caused by the
proposed project. The reduction in retail square footage associated with the Reduced Project
Alternative would, however, not be consistent with Objective 3, wherein the center is expanded in an
economically feasible manner. The amount of general shop space (235,000 sf) would not be a
sufficient retail base to offset the costs of expanding the two department stores (200,000 sf). Thus,
although this alternative would appear to attain most of the basic project objectives, the reduction in
retail combined with an elimination of residential, hotel and office space would not achieve the project
applicant’s key objectives and would lessen the City's ability to construct mixed use projects near
transit (conflicting with Objectives 5 and 6) as envisioned in the Strategic Framework Element of the
Progress Guide and Geneval Plan. It would also eliminate the applicant’s ability to expand the transit

center on site,

Reduced Building Height Alternative

The purpose of developing a Reduced Building Height Alternative, other than the alternatives

described above, was to define a level of developmenr that would avoid significant and unmitigable
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aesthetics/visual quality impacts related to the bulk and scale of buildings that exceed established
patterns in the community. Under the Reduced Building Height Alternative, the taller residential,
hotel and/or office structures in the University Central, Nobel Heights, La Jolla Terrace and Towne
Center Gardens districts of the site would be limited to the maximum height of nearby structures in
the community, the tallest of which is the Wells Fargo building that stands at an elevation of 240 feet
above grade (approximately 645 feet amsl). A height deviation would still be required for the
Reduced Building Height Alternative to allow structures taller than 60 feet or more; however, the
maximum structure height would comply with the existing pattern of development in the community
rather than exceed it resulting in a less than significant impact on visual character. No other changes
to the proposed project or its planned land uses would occur under this alternative. The building
footprints would_be broadened and the profile of the towers would be wider to accommodate the

residential units.

Adoption of the Reduced Building Height Alternative would lessen significant and unmitigable
impacts of the proposed project to aesthetics/visual quality related to the bulk and scale within the
University City area; however, traffic impacts would still be significant and unmitigable on a project
and cumulative level and cumulative impacts to regional air quality would still occur.  All other
impacts would be the same as the proposed project since the development intensity would not change
under this alternative. The reduction in building height would reduce the design flexibility for the
residential/hotel/office towers and could prevent the applicant from being able to achieve its affordable

housing requirements on site. This alternative would be consistent with all other project objectives.

ES-7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Comments on the NOP were received by the City from four public agencies (California Department of
Transportation {Caltrans], Native American Heritage Commission {NAHC]}, Metropolitan Transit
Development Board [MTDB} and SANDAG), three private/non-profit organizations (UC Golden,
Friends of Rose Canyon and the Center on Policy Initiatives) and several interested citizens of the
University City area. Pursuant to §15123 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a discussion of general areas

of controversy raised by these agencies, organizations and members of the public are considered herein.

There were three main areas of controversy raised by those commenting on the NOP. First, concern
was raised over the aesthetic/visual impacts of the proposed project in relation to the University City
area, This issue is addressed in Section 5.2, Aestherics/Visual Quality. Second, concern was raised over
the potential incomparibility of the project with land uses in the University City area. This issue is
addressed in Section 5.1, Land Use. Finally, the issue of traffic, parking, circulation and rransic
development were recurring concerns for those commenting on the NOP. Traffic concerns centered
on impacts from increased trips and congestion on street segments, intersections, freeways and freeway
ramps in the University City area. In addition, traffic concerns also focused on the project’s
consistency with the Unrzversity Community Plan and its relationship to the proposed widening of

Genesee Avenue and/or bridge crossing on Regents Road. Transit development concerns centered on
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consideration of the proposed development of an expanded transit facility at the UTC shopping center
and use of alternative transportation methods in the University City area in light of traffic concerns.

These traffic issues have all been addressed in Section 5.3, Transportation/Circulation.
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Table ES-3

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION
LAND USE
Proposed projeet would not result in land uses thar would be None Required No Impact

incompatible with existing or planned surrounding land uses.

Proposed projece would not result in a land use that is
inconsistent with che University Community Plan land use
designation for the site or conflicc with the goals, objectives
and recommendations of the Community Plan.

None Required

Less Than Significant

Proposed project would not conflice with any applicable land None Required No Impact
use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project.
Proposed projece would be compatible with the MCAS None Required No Impact
Miramar ALUCP,

AESTHETICS/VISUAL QUALITY
Proposed project would result in bulk and scale chat would be None Available Significant
incompatible with surrounding development. and Unmitigable
Proposed project would not result in substantial alteration to None Required Less Than Significant
the existing visual character of the area.
Proposed project would not obstruct any vista or scenic view None Required No Impact

from a public viewing area.

Proposed project would not resule in subseantial light and
glare.

None Required

Less Than Significant
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Table ES-3 (cont.)

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION

Proposed project would result in an increase in projected traffic
that would be substantial in relation to the existing traffic load
and capacicy of the street system as follows:

Near-term Conditions

segments, intersections, two freeway
segments and five freeway ramp meter locations would be
significantly impacted as a result of project traffic.

Four screet seven

Horizon_Year Conditions — Without widening of Genesee
Avenue

Six street segments, four intersections, two freeway segments
and five freeway ramp meter locations would be significantly
impacted as a resule of project craffic.

Horizon Year Conditions — With widening of Genesee Avenue

Four street segments, three intersections, two freeway
segments and five freeway ramp meter locations would be
significantly impacted as a result of project traffic.

Near-term Conditions

Streer Segments

1. The applicant shall provide an additional eastbound lane
{eight-lane cross section) along La Jolla Village Drive
between Towne Centre Drive and 1-805. This shall be
achieved through restriping and restricting parking. This
would result in this segment being built to its Community
Plan classification. The applicant shall provide 100 percenc
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permit and
bond due prior to the issuance of the first building permit,

2. The applicant shall provide improvements to Nobel Drive
associared with the NUC-] improvement project along its
frontage. These improvements shall consist of the widening
of Nobel Drive with right-of-way acquisition from the
north side.  The applicant shall provide 100 percent
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permit and
bond due prior to the issuance of the first building permit.

Significant and unmitigable
for three street segments in
the short-term; four screet
segments in the horizon year
without the widening of
Genesee Avenue; and two
street segments in the
horizon year with the
widening of Genesee Avenue.
(Significant and unmitigable
for segments along Genesee
Avenue due to City Council
policy to not widen the street
beyond the Community Plan
assumptions. Significant and
unmitigable for segments
along La Jolla Village Drive
because further widening
would be inconsistent with
the Community Plan.)
Significant and unmitigable
for freeway segments and

ramp meters,unti-uture
Mprovements-are
tmptementedfromrthe

S ANDAG Mobiticy-2030
Plan:
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Secrton ES
Executive Summary

Table ES-3 (cont.)

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.)

3.

Intersections

The applicant shall reconfigure the westbound approach to
provide a dedicated right-turn lane at the intersection of La
Jolla Village Drive and Regents Road. Roadway widening
and/or modifications to the median along the roadway may
be rtequired. The applicant shall provide 100 percent
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permit and
bond due prior to the issuance of the first building permit.

The applicant shall reconfigure the northbound approach to
provide a dedicated right-turn lane at the intersection of La
Jolla Village Drive and Genesee Avenue.  Roadway
widening andfor modifications to the median along the
roadway may be required. The applicant shall provide 100
percent financial contribution and assure mitigation by
permit and bond due prior to the issuance of the first
building permit.

The applicant shall construct a second northbound thru
lane by widening Towne Centre Dirive at the intersection of
Towne Centre Drive and La Jolla Village Drive. To
accommodate the additional lanes, widening and/or
modifications to the median along the roadway may be
required. The applicant shall provide 100 percent financial
contribution and assare mitigation by permit and bond due
prior to the issuance of the first building permit.

The applicant shall install a traffic signal and appropriate
signal interconnect satisfactory to the City Engineer at the
intersection of Nobel Drive/fLombard Place and the Project
Driveway. Timing plans shall be developed and
implemented by the City. The applicant shall provide 100
percent financial contribution and assure mirigation by
permit and bond due prior to the issuance of the first
building permit.
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Table ES-3 (cont.)

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.)

Intersections (cont.)

7.

The applicant shall reconfigure the North UTC Project
Driveway to permit right-turn only movements at its
intersection with Towne Centre Drive. This shall be
accomplished through the construction of a raised center
median, extending along Towne Centre Drive or—from La
Jolla Village Drive to the south UTC driveway, and

installation of “right-turn only” signage. The applicant
shall provide 100 percent financial contribution and assure
mitigation by permit and bond due prior to the issuance of
the first building permir,

The applicant shall install a craffic signal and appropriate
interconnect at the intersection of Towne Centre Drive and
the South UTC Project Driveway. Timing plans shall be
developed and implemented by the City. The applicant
shall provide 100 percent financial contribution and assure
mitigation by permit and bond due prior to the issuance of
the first building permit (subject to partial reimbursement
already paid to the City by the Congregartion Beth Israel as
project mitigation).

The applicant shall reconfigure the westbound approach to
provide a dedicated right-turn lane at the intersection of
Governor Drive and Genesee Avenue. Roadway widening
and/or modifications to the median along the roadway may
be required. The applicant shall provide 100 percenc
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permit and
bond due prior to the issuance of the first building permit.
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Table ES-3 (cont.)

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.)

Freeway Segments

10. The applicant shall pay a fair share contribution of $3.38
million (equivalent to $1,000 per ADT) towards the study,
design, or implementation of the-preposed-mmamaged-lanes
orr—-805—berween—Carroll-CanyenrRoad—and-SR—S52traffic
operational _improvements {i.e., auxiliary lanes) on I-805
between La Jolla Village Drive and SR-52.
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Executive Summary

Table ES-3 (cont.)

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.)

Horizon Year Conditions

Intersections

4511, . The applicant shall restripe the four-lane southbound
approach ar the intersection of La Jolla Village Drive and
the 1-805 southbound ramps to include left, right-left, and
dual right-turn lanes. The applicant shall provide 100
percent financial contribution and assure mitigation by
permit and bond due prior to the issuance of the first
building permit.

4612. The applicant shall reconfigure the northbound
approach to La Jolla Village Drive at Executive Way to
provide a second right-turn lane. Roadway widening
and/or modifications to the median along the roadway may
be required. The applicant shall provide 100 percent
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permit and
bond due prior to the issuance of the first building permit.
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Executive Summary

Table ES-3 (cont.)

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.)

Horizon Year Conditions {cont.)

Intersections fcont.)

4713, The applicant shall reconfigure the westhound
approach to provide a dedicated right-turn lane ac che
intersection of Nobel Drive and Genesee Avenue. Roadway
widening and/or modifications to the median along the
roadway may be required. Modifications to the traffic signal
timing by the City in conjunction with the lane dedications
would afse-be required. The applicant shall provide 100
percent financial contribution and assure mitigation by
permit and bond due prior to the issuance of the first
building permir.

1814. The applicant shall stripe the eastbound approach to
provide left-thru-right and right-turn  lanes at  the
intersection of Decoro Street and Genesee Avenue. To
accommodare the additional lane, widening the roadway
may be required. The applicant shall provide 100 percent
financial contribution and assure mitigation by permit and
bond due prior to the issuance of the first building permit.
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Table ES-3 {cont.)

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.)

Orther-Mitigation

Proposed project would result in craffic generation in excess of
the allocations identified in the University Community Plan in

both the Near-term and Horizon Year.

See Impact Issue 1

See Impact Issue 1

The recommended parking supply for the proposed project
would be 7,163 on-site parking spaces would be sufficient to
meet the project parking demands under a shared parking

agreement, with the exception of weekend days in December.

2015.The project applicant shall expand the existing off-site
employee program during the month of December to serve
up £o 550 vehicles.

2+16.The applicant shall provide and maintain a current Parking
Management Plan and perform an annual parking study
satisfactory to the City Engineer. The updated Parking
Management Plan and annual parking study shall provide
additional parking opportunities in the event thac the
parking demand exceeds the parking supply. In the event
that the parking demand exceeds the parking supply, the
applicant shall provide adequate parking for the site and
implement these alternatives prior to the next annual
parking study, satisfactory to the City Engineer. In
additton, no later than Ocrober 31 of each year, the
applicant shall provide evidence of a shared parking
agreement for holiday overflow parking, satisfactory to the
City Engineer.

Less than significant
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ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION
TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION (cont.)

Proposed project would be consistent with adopted policies, | None Required No [mpact

plans and programs supporting alternative cransportation

modes in both the Near-Term and Horizen Year,

The proposed project would not resule in an increase in traffic | None Required No Impact

hazards.

Proposed project would have direct and/or cumulative traffic
impacts on the existing and planned community and regional
circulation networks.

See Impact Issue 1

See Impace Issue 1

AIR QUALITY

Emissions of fugitive dust (PM,,) caused by the construction of
the first and second phases would be above the City's
significance criteria of 100 lbs/day during the months of
maximum construction activity. Emissions of fine particulate
(PM. ) during the first phase of project conscruction would be
above the City of San Diego’s significance criterion for of 55
lbs/day._ When the two phases of construction are combined,
emissions of PM;, and PM,, would both exceed stated
significance criteria even with mitigation implemented.

1. Standard dust control measures would be implemented by
the project applicant during Phaset-construction to reduce
the amount of fugitive dust generated during project
buildout as follows:

e Multiple applications of water during grading between
dozet/scraper passes

® Paving, chip sealing or chemical stabilization of interna)
roadways after completion of grading

o  Use of sweepers or water trucks to remove “track-out” at
any point of public street access

¢  Termination of grading if winds exceed 25 mph

®  Stabilization of dirt storage piles by chemical binders,
tarps, fencing or other erosion control

Significant and unmitigable
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IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

AIR QUALITY (cont.)

Emissions of NOx caused by the construction of the first
phase or both phases of construction if they were to occur
concurrently would be above the City's significance criteria.

MeoneAvatlable

2. Upon preparation of final construction plans for the proposed
project, the applicant shall either stagger the construction
schedule to prevent overlapping construction emissions for
Phases 1_and 2 or hire a contractor who would commit to
using_a_high percentage of low NOx equipment in its
constguction fleet.  If comstruction sequencing is modified
from levels assumed in this analysis, the applicant shall
demonstrate through calculations that proposed construction

phasing will result in emissions of NOx that are below the
significance threshold of 250 lbs per day.

St I ol
Less chan Significant

With the exception of PM g, PM,, and NOx, emissions of
criteria pollutants (i.e., ROC, CO and SOx) during project
construction would be below the City’s significance criteria.

None Required

Less than Significant

Impacts to public health associated with diesel exhaust
particulate matrer produced during construction would be less
than significant.

None Required

Less than Significant

Operational emissions of CO would be above the significance
thresholds for short-term and long-term averaging periods;
however, CO “hot spots” modeling demonstrated that these
emissions would not cause or contribute to a violation of
ambient air quality standards. Therefore, operational project
impacts to CO would not be considered a significant impact
on ambient air quality.

None Required

Less than Significant
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IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

AIR QUALITY (cont.)

QOperational emissions of PM;, mainly attributable to road
dust on public roads, would be above the significance
threshold for the annual averaging period.

None Available

Significant and unmitigable

Emissions of reactive organic compounds (ROC), mainly
associated with traffic, would be above the City's significance
criteria during project operation,

None Available

Significant and unmitigable
in the short term; however,
with improvements in vehicle
emission standards and phase
out of older vehicles,
emissions would decrease
with time and ultimately be
below the quantitative
threshold.

With the exception of PM,; and ROC, emissions of criteria
pollutants during project operation would be below the City's
significance criteria.

None Required

No Impact

Proposed project would not contribute to an obstruction in the
implementation of the RAQS for PM,, or CO, but would
contribute to an obstruction in the implementation of the
RAQS for ROC for both construction and operation.

3. The project applicant shall implement the following control
measures pursuant to the RAQS for ROC:

e Use of low-ROC paints, adhesives and solvents and
o [Installation of low emission water heaters and furnaces,
where requited

Less than Significant
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IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

AIR QUALITY (cont.)

Increased traffic associated with the project would exceed
levels assumed in the SIP and the air basin’s ability to
atrain/maintain ambient air quality standards for O; on a
| project and cumulative level.

None Available

Significant and unmitigable

The proposed project would be consistent with the goals of
California’s  Assembly Bill 32 regarding greenhouse gas
€MmiIssions.

None Required

Less than Significant

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY

Project implementation would not substantially alcer on- or
offsice drainage patterns, and would not result in any increase
in 1mpervious surface area, runoff volumes and velocities, or
associated flooding hazards.

None required

No Impact

Proposed project would not result in an increase in pollurant
discharges, including downstream sedimentation, to receiving
waters during or following construction. It would not
discharge identified pollutants to an already impaired water
body, and it would not result in a discharge inco surface or
ground waters, or in any alteration of surface or groundwater
quality.

None required

Ne Impact

The project design and SWPPP would include BMPs to
address both short- and long-term effects from erosion and
sedimentation, use and storage of hazardous marterials,
demolition-related debris generation, disposal of extracted
groundwater, and  generation/discharge  of  urban
contaminants.

None Required

No Impact




