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N40 

N41 

according lo the DEIR ilself, the present size ofthe Institute parcel is only 26.30 acres 

(DEIR, page 5-1.3), which means that the Institute is 0.50 acre smaller than when Ihe 

Communily Plan density was assigned. Therefore, the development intensity should be 

reduced proportionally to 489,211 square feel total, a proportionale reduction of 10,789 

feet-nearly the size oflhe residential componeni (12,000 square feel) or the daycare 

facilities (12,000 square feet). The difference of 1,211 square feet could easily be 

accommodated elsewhere on Ihe property. 

These items, laken logclher, would reduce ihe total potential area for new developmeni 

considerably below the 210.200 listed in the DEIR. (DEIR. Table 3-1. page 3-4). 

Conlrary lo assertions by the Inslitule al recent public meetings, parking is nol 

. conservative. According to the Institute's response to questions at public meetings, Salk 

presenlly leases 150 spaces offsite from UCSD because ii has insufficient onsite parking. 

Salk has provided no parking for prior and proposed underground facilities, thereby 

worsening the problem. Moreover, Ihe DEIR fails to analyze the timing of UCSD's 

proposed academic and other development of the area just north of Torrey Pines Scenic 

Road where Salk currently rents parking. Therefore, the conclusion thai there would be 

no adverse land use impacis is unsubstanlialcd (DEIR, page 5.1-22), including those 

related to Ihe Parking Impacl Overlay Zone for beach or campus parking (DEIR, page 

5,1-23). 

Land lisc. The inconsistencies ofthe proposed master plan with the Kahn/Salk Master 

Plan are also significanl and cannoi be mitigated. 

Failure lo comply wilh mitigalion required for prior projecls. The Institute was supposed 

to remove several temporary buildings as a condition of projecl approval in 1991. Sixteen 

years laier they remain. (DEIR, page 5,1-24). Also, vemal pool management, fencing and 

interpretalion was supposed to be performed by ihe Institute as a condition of prior north 

mesa developmeni. Similar lo the situation with the temporary buildings, these past 

miligalion measures have not been implemenled lo dale. Please indicate why the Cily 
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N39 The existing facility is tequired to provide parking ac a ratio of 2.0 spaces per 1,000 sf 
building area in accordance with its existing permits; it provides approximately 24 moi, 
spaces fhan is currently required. All future buildings would be parked at the higher ratio 
of 2.5 spaces for every 1,000 sf constructed as required by current parking regulations (see 
Table 55-17 in the EIR), In addition, the parking spaces associated with the 29,000 sf to 
be demolished by the proposed project would be parked at the higher ratio. Therefore, the 
EIR concludes that sufficient parking would be provided with the proposed project (see 
page 5.5-20). Underground facilities support the uses chat arc constructed above ground, 
as defined in Section 113-0234 of the SDMC, and would not increase demand for parking. 
The lease agreement with UCSD is recognized as a temporary use and is merely used for 
visitor overflow by the Institute on an as-needed basis. Employees are nor permitted to 
use the overflow parking area. If UCSD were to develop the atea north of Torrey Pines 
Scenic Drive where the Institute currently leases parking prior to implementation ofthe 
proposed project, the Institute would pursue other avenues to accommodate overflow 
parking. 

N40 In accordance with the land use significance criteria seated in the EIR (pages 5.1 -20 and 21), 
the proposed uses are consistent with the Universily Communily Plan and other applicable 
planning documents and would not result in a significant and unmitigable impacc. A n ' 
inconsistencies with the 1961 Master Plan do not create a significant impact because it 
not a policy document of the City of San Diego. See response to comment N12. 

N4 I Removal of the temporary buildings was not a mitigation measure of the current permits, 
but father a condition of approval. This past condition of approval has no bearing on the 

current application or the conclusions reached in the EIR. The applicant has complied with 

all environmental mitigation measures required of them in the past and has evidence to 

show compliance on file with the City; the City will enforce the mitigation monitoring and 

reporting program adopted with this ptoject as applicable building permics ace requested 
for the site in the future. 

n 
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N44 

mitigation and monitoring program has allowed this nonconformance to persist and 

indicate why the Inslitule can now be relied upon to implcmenl the mitigation promised 

.by it in this DEIR, 

There are at leasl four authorities requiring the consideration and minimization of impacis 

on adjacent residential neighbors: 1) Because the parcel is zoned RS-1-7 residential, a 

CUP is required (DEIR, page ES-5). As part oflhe CUP, consistency with adjacent uses 

musl bc analyzed and mitigated. The daycare facilily is not pennitted by right in this 

zone, (DEIR, page 5.1 -20). The DEIR fails lo analyze any ofthe required CUP findings, 

yet concludes ihere will be no impact; 2) The City's General Plan and the UC 

Coqimunity Plan both encourage the developmeni of industrial land uses that are 

compaiiblc wilh adjacent non-industrial uses; 3) The purpose of RS zones is to promote 

neighborhood quality, character and livabilily (DEIR, page 5.1-15); and 4) Masier PDP 

criteria include that Ihe design should demonstrate the relationships ofthe proposed 

development onsite with existing development offsite. (DEIR, page 5.1-19). Therefore, 

the DEIR should show sections ofthe elevations ofthe neighbor's residences with the 

new south mesa developments. 

Accordingly, what provisions will be made to safeguard the residential neighbor's 

properties when the 250-foot long retaining wall is installed along Salk Institute Road? 

How will this affect the operalion of neighbor's gates, the condition oftheir plantings, 

fencing, walls, or soil stability? The DEIR is silent on these issues even though we 

requesled that this issue be studied in scoping comments. (Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping 

Letter and Responses, Courtney Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004, page 7). Further, 

would ihe 250-fool retaining wall be visible from public views from the nortli, east, and 

west, or from the Kahn laboratory buildings, or from new constmction on the parcel? 

Please provide visual simulations from those areas. 

Daycare/Fitness/Adminislralive/Evenls impacts to residential neighbors were nol 

addressed in DEIR even ihough the closest offsite residence is just 35 feet south of 

slmclural devciopment on the south mesa (DEIR, page 5,7-9). The backyards ofthe 
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Under City standards and consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is not required 
to analyze specific findings. However, the EIR did evaluate potential project impacts to the 
adjacent residential uses related to visual quality/neighborhood character, air quality and noise. 
As such, the EIR concludes that the proposed scientific research uses would be compatib1" 
with adjacent development (see pages 5.2-19; 5.2-22; 5.6-13; and 5.7-10). The City 
determined that the proposed project is compatible with adjacent non-industrial uses in the 
residential zone. The daycare facilily and temporary housing quarters are no longer proposed 
by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) and the remainder of this comment is not 
applicable to the Refined Ptoject Design. 

The retaining wall mentioned in this commeni is no longer proposed by the applicanc 

under che Refined Project Design; therefore, this comment is not applicable. 

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Fina. 
EIR) and these comments arc not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

The EIR concludes there is the potential for significanl temporary noise impacts during 
construct ion (see pages 5.7-9 to 5,7-10). Despite the elimination of tlie daycare facility and 
housing uses, construction on site would still have the potenliai to cause significant noise 
impacts to nearby residences and the Draft EIR conclusion is applicable to the Refined 
Projeci Design (see the Preface to the Final EIR). Specific noise attenuation measures 

cannot be developed at this time because construction noise is dependant on the specific 
type of construction equipment, hours of its operation, location of construction activities 
relative to sensitive receptors and the construction activities specifically being conducted. 
Therefore, only once a contractor is selected can the noise control plan be developed as 
required in mitigation measures 5.7-1 through 5,7-4. Nonetheless, all construcrion noise 
must comply with the City noise regulations at the time of construction. 
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residences face the Inslitule, which means lhal outdoor patios and recreational areas will 

have to face construction and operational impacts. Yet no specific mitigation for 

construction (such as noise, slaging areas, lighting, night work, etc.) or operational 

impacts (such as for deliveries, noise, lighting, events, night uses, etc.) on adjacent homes 

has been proposed, even Ihough requested during project scoping. {Tech. App. A NOP, 

Scoping Letter and Responses, Courtney Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004, page 5). 

Further, no effort has been made in the DEIR to describe the particular uses of these 

facilities: How many special events will occur at Ihe daycare facility? How many fitness 

events? What are the proposed times and days for operation ofthe daycare facilily? 

Without disclosing such operational detail, il is not possible to analyze the level of noise 

or other impacis expected. Nonetheless, DEIR Table 5.7-4 clearly shows that the 

residences along Salk Institute Road will be subjected to the greatest project traffic sound 

increases al 2.1 and 1.9 decibels. 

Noise impacts: The Institute is classified as a non-conforming scientific research facilily 

in a residential zone and is classified as a commercial use for purposes ofthe City's Noise 

Ordinance. (DEIR, page 5.7.2). The DEIR shows thai for single-family residential areas, 

Ihe daytime, evening, and nighttime sound level limits are 50, 45, and 40 decibels, 

(DEIR, Table 5.7-1). Yet Ihe project is proposing limits in excess ofeach of these 

standards at 57.5, 52.5, and 50 decibels (DEIR, Table 5.7-2). The DEIR provides no 

authority for these exceedances for a non-conforming use and an expansion of that non­

conforming use; one cannot use a blended sound level limit boundary between the 

Institute and residences to Ihe soulh because the underlying zone districls arc the same— 

not different. Nor does the DEIR provide a breakdown of whal noise can bc expected 

from the construction and operation oflhe residences or the daycare facilities. This 

informaiion is relevant to the detennination of an environmentally-preferred alternative. 

The only such impacl even alluded to is construction noise. The DEIR concluded lhal 

construction equipment sound levels would range between 68 dBA and an astonishing 98 

dBA, admitting that playground and residences may be exposed to unacceptable noise 

levels. (DEIR, page 5,7-9), Yel even Ihere the proposed mitigation is merely general 
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N4;i The applicable sound level limil at property lines is a function of che land uses (and not 
zoning) and the lime of day. The sound level limits listed in Table 5.7-1 apply when the 
area surrounding the land use is consistent (e.g., all residential). However, in the case of 
the proposed project where a variety of land uses occur, the arithmetic mean between two 
sound level limits is applied (see Table 5.7-2 and page 2-2 ofthe Noise Technical Appendix) 
pet Section 59.5.0401(a) ofthe SDMC. Therefore, along the southern boundary noise 
level where commercial (Salk Institute) and residenlial limits apply, the arithmetic mean 
is set at 57.5 dBA, 52.5 dBA and 50 dBA during the daytime, evening and nighttime 
hours, respectively. These limits apply to stationary sources on site; in the case of proposed 
project, the existing mechanical tower would be the only stationary source on site since the 
Refined Projeci Design eliminates the daycare facility, as described in the Preface to the 
Final EIR. The Refined Project Design would also eliminate operational noise caused by 
traffic accessing the daycare and housing, which would no longer be built. For the reasons 
stated in response to comment N44, construction noise levels cannot be estimated at th ; " 
time but woutd be mitigated prior to construction begins. 

N4(i The EIR concludes that temporary construclion noise has the potential to cause significant 

and mitigable impacts to residences. Implementation of noise mitigation measures listed 
on pages 5-7-10 and 5.7-11 would reduce the impacts to less than significant levels as 

stated on page 5.7-10 ofthe EIR. The phrase "to the extent feasible" refers to operational 
changes that would reduce construction noise. It may not be feasible to implement cettain 

operational changes (e.g., moving constmction equipment away from ihe southern property 

boundary or reducing the duration of its use) to achieve the required noise limits, in 

which case a noise barrier would be needed. Changes have been made to the language of 
mitigation measure 5.7-1 in the Final EIR to remove the phrase "to the extent feasible" 
and clarify that noise barriers and/or operational changes would be implemented to achieve 

the City noise standard for construction. 
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operational practices, deferred and only to the extent feasible {DEIR ES-57, page 5.7-10 

- 1 1 ; MMRP, page 19), leaving open the possibility that adverse construction noise 

impacts to residences along Salk Inslitule Road may not be fully mitigable. Even with Ihe 

mitigation measures listed, the DEIR fails lo draw a conclusion as lo whether 

constmction noise impacis would remain significant. 

Moreover, the DEIR claims thai construclion aclivities would occur between 7:00 am lo 

7:00 pm Monday to Saturday. (DEIR, page 5-7-4). We believe a more appropriale lime 

frame for the adjacent uses is 8:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday to Friday and 9:00 am to 5:00 

pm on Saturday.. 

Similarly, Salk earlier prepared visual simulations from a few ofthe homeowner's 

parcels. Yet these simulations do not appear in the DEIR, even though the DEIR asserts 

conclusions regarding their significance at page 5.2-4. The Instilule must prepare 

updated visual simulations of ils project's impacl to residential neighbors and include 

Ihem in the DEIR, as was specifically requesled in scoping comments. (Tech. App, A 

NOP, Scoping Letler and Responses, Courtney Coyle letler daled December 7, 2004, 

page 6). 

Short term residenlial uses: The DEIR fails lo explain how the research and visiting 

fellows are presently being accommodated, what is/is not working and a justification for 

the number of residential units. Also, there are no project condilions to prevent "mini-

dorm" abuses which have become a concem in Ei Cerrito, Pacific Beach, Linda Vista 

and La Jolla.12 What is the proposed length of stay? Number of occupants? Vehicles? 

See, Attachment 1(1. La Jolla Village News article. Mayor searches for end to mini-dorms around 
colleges. April 19, 2007 Staling il is a particular concern around UCSD; The March 7, 2007 Cily of San 
Diego Land Use & Housing Committee meeting heard recommendations fot stricter enforcement of cuneni 
regulalions that cover mini-dorms and nuisance rental properties, as well as some other new ideas. This was 
a follow-up meeling to the November 29, 2006 CommiUce meeling in which tbe Commiltee asked for more 
detailed methods of enforcing currenl policies as well as other means to address problems associaled wilh 
mini-dorms and nuisance rental propenics located in single-family home neighborhoods. 
Recommcndalions focused on areas including enhancing parking testriclions to prevent multiple bedroom 
additions in enisling structures, enforcing Ihe Community Assisted Party Plan (CAPP) program, 
implementing the Police Departmenl Administrative Citation pilot program, and encouraging greater 
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Construct ion would be conducted in accotdance with the hours stated in ihe EIR and 

specified in Section 5 9 5 . 0 4 0 4 0 o f t h e SDMC. 

Visual simulations are not provided in the EIR from the private residences south of the 

property because the City significance ctitetia address potential impacts to public viewsheds 

only and proposed development does not result in a significant impact co such ve.ws. 

Views from those homes are noc designated view corridors that are publicly accessible. 

The applicant currently leases housing offsite to accommodace visicing and new researchers 

and will continue to do so under the Refined Project Design; the remainder of these 

commenl s are not applicable to the Refine Project Design (see the Preface to the Final 

EIR)oc are speculative, not relevant to the adequacy o f the EIR analysis and do not ra.se 

significant environmental issues. 
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Type of vehicles? Will Ihey be furnished? Frequency of and parking for moving trucks? 

We asked Ihat these issues be discussed in the DEIR. (Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping Lelter 

and Responses, Courtney Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004, page 8). How does Salk 

currently handle temporary housing? Wouldn't it bc more cost-effective for the Inslitule 

to have a special arrangement for temporary housing at Estancia (immediately across the 

street) or some other nearby atlraclive facility? 

Insufficient Miligation Measures: The DEIR states lhal. "Table ES-I includes all 

miligation measures identified in Section 5.0 that would reduce project impacts, and the 

level of impact significance following mitigation." (DEIR, page ES-10). However, many 

mitigation measures represented as pari oflhe projecl by the applicant in recent public 

fomms are not found within Table ES-1 or Ihe DEIR and its Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program, These include supplementing ihe eucalyptus grove and providing 

public interpretation panels al and around the vemal pools13. Please clarify whether these 

items arc indeed miligation measures for the projecl and/or will be made conditions of 

project approval. 

Ihere are also inconsislcncies regarding miligation. At recent public meetings, the 

Institute has stated it would have a vegetated or green roof for the daycare. Yet, the DEIR 

calls it a "sustainable roofing system." (DEIR, page 3-9). Please describe what is meant 

by this; will Ihe daycare roof be vegetated? 

community and stakeholder discussions. (Jim Madaffer newsleller, March 20, 2007), The same public 
relations firm that is handling the Salk Masier Plan has been hired to handle the SDSU master plan, in 
which ihe mini-dorm issue was of gieat concem, so Ihis issue should be no surprise to il or ils clients. (See, 
SDUT, I O'Story dorms in expansion proposal. April 18, 2007). 

" The only polcntiai reference we found in the documents is the piacemcnl ofonc permanenl 
"informational sign" lo be placed adjacent to the vemal pools harrier staling, "Sensilive Environmental 
Resources; Disturbance Beyond this Poinl is Restricted by Easement," (Tech. App. B, Habitat Management 
Plan, page 12), An informaiional sign is not an interprelative panel. Similarly, the HMP states that signs 
will bc posted only during the fust year of implemcnlation of the HMP advising visitors nol lo remove 
plants, animals, cocks, minerals or other nattual resources. Why is it not a requirement to make such 
signage permanenl? Without continuing signage, Ihe public may believe Ihat the reslriclions have aomehow 
been lifted once the sigos are removed. 
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N 5 0 Project design features described by the applicant in presentations ate not tequited to 

be contained in the EIR mitigation table if they are not CEQA mitigation measures. 

Supplement ing the eucalyptus grove is part of the proposed landscape plan. Installing 

interpretive panel(s) near the vernal pool area is part of the design guidei ines. TF 

informational signage required in the Hab i t a t M a n a g e m e n t Plan ( H M P ) would b t 

permanent ly installed on the barrier along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive (see page 12 o f t h e 

H M P ) . They are project design features listed in the permir drawings, and not micigacion 

or condicions of approval. 

N 5 I One type of sustainable roofing system that has been discussed by the pcojecc design 

team is a green (or landscaped) roof. The vegetated roof is a project design feature of the 

north mesa parking garage and not a mitigation measure. There are no significant effects 

associated with green roof construction; in fact, they ate more environmentally-friendly 

than traditional roofing systems. 
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Mitination Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The "General" seclion must 

also reference that archaeological and tribal monitors are to attend pre-construction 

meetings. (MMRP, page 1). 

Further, Table ES-1 is misleading and appears to try to downplay project inconsistencies 

with codes and policies, as there is no column referring to requesled deviations and 

required findings (i.e., see ES-21). 

Landscaping: The DEIR stales that "several existing trees on the north lawn would be 

relocated to make room for the north lawn core facilily." (DEIR, page 3-12). How many 

trees? What size and type are they? Where will they bc replanted? And how will they be 

stored before replanting? 

Water Quality: Why does the DEIR refer lo a "Preliminary" Drainage Study and Water 

Qualily lechnical report? (DEIR, pages 3-13, 5.8-1). When will the study be "finai?"14 

What are the specific construction and post-construction Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) for the projecl versus general reliance on outside pennits and plans? (see DEIR, 

page 3-18, 5.8-15). Moreover, the bulk of the materials inthe Drainage Study Technical 

Appendix are merely attached general reports of documenls; there is iillle, if any, project-

related analysis or application. It is also unclear what aspects of these general reports the 

Instilute is proposing loinlegratehere. That the development ofa final plan may need to 

await construction planning serves only lo highlight Ihat this DEIR should be a 

programmatic, nol project, EIR. The DEIR must state Ihat the Instilule will be responsible 

for the maintenance of drainage swales, energy dissipalers and related facilities, nol jusl 

drains. (DEIR, pages 3-10, 5.8-1 P).15 

14 Technical Appendix Q, Drainage Study, and Technical Appendix H, Water Quality Technical Report, 
state that final Drainage and Waler Quality Studies shall be prepared for approval by ihe City along with 
necessary grading and Improvement Plans and pennils. (Tech. App. G, page I; Tech. App. H, page 10). 

15 Technical Appendix H. Water Quality Teclmical Report, states thai Ihe Inslitule will be responsible for 
long term maintenance ofthe private drives, privale storni drain faciliiies, open space areas and 
ameniiy/common areas (Tech. App. li. page 8), but this may not fulJy answer the question. 
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N52 Reference to a Native American monitot has been added to the Gencrai Items in the 

introduction oflhe MMRP in acknowledgement ofa Native American monitor being 
required for certain mitigation measutes. 

N53 Pursuant to Section 15123 ofthe State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of a summary in 

an EIR is to provide a brief summary ofthe proposed project and its consequences. Table 
ES-1 in the EIR summarizes the impacts and mitigation measures required ofthe proposed 
project. Deviations and/or findings thereto are not appropriate topics for the summary 
table. The height deviacion is, however, meniioned in the text ofthe Executive Summary 
section (page ES-9), in the project description (pages 3-7 and 3-19) and in the land use 
policy discussion (page 5-1-22). It is not City policy to discuss permit findings in CEQA 
documents, as findings relate to project permitting and not the environmental impacts 
ofa project. 

N54 The trees to be removed are landscaped trees and the level of detail requested in this 
comment is not relevant to the adequacy of ihe CEQA document. If the commenter 
wants to determine the number and location of trees to be relocated, she can compare the 
existing base topography, which shows all existing trees, with the proposed design features 
that are shown on the project drawings on file with the City. The logistics oftheir removal 
is not known at this lime nor is it a necessary topic for discussion in the EIR nor is it a 
significant environmental impact needing to be discussed in the CEQA document. 

N55 As outlined in the conclusion ofthe project Drainage Scudy (page 4). che report is labeled 
"preliminary" because it estimates the quantity of peak runoff anticipated as a result of 
the proposed project. Actual flows will be calculated when final engineering takes place 
during the grading permit process, at which time a Final Drainage Sludy wilf bc prepared 
as required under Section 3, Grading Permit, of ihe City's Land Development Manual. 
Delaying the finalization ofa drainage study until final engineering does not mean that the 
EIR should bc programmatic; on the contrary, it is standard practice for a'project of this 
scale co include a preliminary Drainage Study and Water Quality Technical Report at the 
EIR stage and to prepare final sludies at the time of final engineering. Refer io response 
to comment N2 regarding the appropriateness ofa Project-level EIR for this project. 

As noted in response to comments L3, L4 and L7 from San Diego Coastkeeper regarding 

surface runoff and short-term consimction, descriptions of construction and post-

construction best management practices (BMPs) are provided on Pages 5.8-14 rhrough 

5.8-19 ofthe EIR, as well as on pages 8 and 9 of the project Water Quality Technical Report. 

Pursuant to the referenced discussions, the implementation of idencified construction and 

post-construction measures would avoid or reduce all project-related hydrology and water 
quality impacts to below a level of significance. 
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Please note that the bulk ofthe materials in the Drainage Study Technical Appendices are 
not "attached general tcpotts of documents" as the commenter suggests, and these materials 
do in fact include project-specific analyses and applications. Specifically, Appendices A and 
B comprise existing hydrology /hydraulic calculations and developed hydrology/hydraulic 
calculations, respectively, for the Salk Institute site. Appendix C includes a County of 
San Diego rainfall hydrograph and City of San Diego standard design guide pages for 
calculating curb inlet capacities. Such standard City and County sheets ate included in 
the appendix because ihey were used in the project hydrologic calculations and design. 

As noted in response to comment L9 from San Diego Coastkeeper regarding long-term 
operation and maintenance, the project applicant will be responsible for all long-term 
maintenance of private facilities/areas within the project, and will enter into a Storm Watc 
Management and Discharge Control Maintenance Agreement with the City of San Dieg 
to ensure the establishment and maintenance of permanent BMPs (e.g., drainage swales, 
energy dissipators, etc.) within the projeci site. 
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Drainage from the site flows to the Pacific Ocean (DEIR, page 5.1-1) and into adjacent 

open space areas (DEIR, page 5.3-26). Sheel flows over the slopes on the south mesa. 

(DEIR, page 5.3-26) And runoff from Ihe western, central, and southern portions of the 

site flows generally to the west, cnlering an adjacent scries of unnamed canyons west of 

the sile. (DEIR, page and Figure 5.8-2). Moreover, overall sile runoff levels would 

increase at several ofthe individual discharge points in spite of a decrease in impervious 

surface area (DEIR. page 5.1-24). 

The Technical Appendix, but not the DEIR text, mentions the possibility that some of the 

existing public facilities currently operate in "surcharge condition." (Tech. App. G, 

Drainage Study, page 1). Please discuss inthe DEIR whal this condition means and how 

its resolution might affect how the Institute handles ils water runoff, including the 

necessity for additional delenlion basins and Ihe sufficiency of proposed project 

.mitigation.- As staled in our scoping letter, the LCP states that remedial aclion for exisiing 

development should also be accomplished. (Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping Letter and 

Responses, Courtney Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004. page 5). 

It is evident from the site plans in Teclmical Appendices II (Water Quality Technical 

Report), I (Geology Report), and J (Slope Slabilily Evaluation and Fault Hazard Study) 

that the consultants were given the prior Institute proposed master plan and nol Ihe 

updated site plan with the current project configuration. The DEIR does not analyze 

whether these Technical Reports remain valid despite Ihe project revisions. This is 

particularly relevant where the Geoiechnicat Technical Report Attachments specifically 

say that no one - not even the entity commissioning the report - should apply the report 

to any project except the one originally contemplated.. 

The DEIR notes thai while no known waler qualily dala are available for the site or 

vicinity, local surface waler is expected to be generally moderate to poor (DEIR, page 

5.8-3). Moreover, the most rccenl (2004) annual NPDES report notes that urban runoff, 

sewage spills, and bacterial contamination have impaired water quality in the applicable 

Scripps HA watershed management area. (DEIR, page 5.8-4 and 5). 
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N56 Comment noted; please refer to response to comments L2 and L3 from San Diego 
Coastkeeper for discussion on the topic. 

N57 Comment noted. As indicated in this comment, the projeci Drainage Study notes "[t] 

he possibility that some of the existing public facilities currently operate in a surcharge 
condition," The study goes on to state, however, that "[flor any respective segmenc of 
public storm drain where it has been deiermined the pipe is in a surcharged condition, no 
local runoff increase resulting from proposed development will be allowed to enter this 
respective segment of public storm drain." The EIR discussion on Pages 5.8-11 to 5.8-13 
incorporates this conclusion into the assessment of potential impacts related to increased 
impervious surfaces and runoff, and notes that the majority (7 out of 10) of the exiscing 
drainage outlet points from the project site would exhibit either no increase or a reduction 
in flow after project implementation. Based on this condition, as well as the proposed 
measures to address flow increases at the remaining three discharge points (refer to the 
following discussion and response to comments L2 and L3 from San Diego Coastkeeper), 
the EIR concludes that no associated significant impacts would occur as a result of projecc 
implementation. 

The LCP reference in this comment apparently refers to the discussion undet the heading 
of LCP Specific Language on Page 198 of that document, which states "Runoffand erosion 
control, including remedial action for existing developments, should be accomplished by 
such means as on-sile catchment basins, desilting basins, subsurface storm drains and energy 
dissipating measures at the terminus ofthe subsurface storm drains." As described in che 
project Drainage Study and Section 5.8 ofthe EIR, the proposed design incorporates a 
number of measures to address potential concerns related to runoffand erosion control, 
including an overall reduction in on-site impervious surface cover (which would reduce 
runoff generation and provide infiltration capacity), routing on-site flows through swales 
and landscaped areas prior to off-site disciiarge (which would provide both filtration and 
infiltration of flows, thereby serving to regulate and treat runoff prior to discharge), and 
use of energy dissipation structures to disseminate and reduce the velocity of flows ptior 
to off-site discharge (thereby reducing downstream erosion potential). Based on these 
considerations, the EIR notes on Pages 5.8-11 to 5.8-13 that the overall increase in post-
development runoff from the project site wouid be limited to approximately one percent, 
and that all associated post-development effects related to runoff volumes, velocities and 
erosion potential would be avoided or reduced below a level of significance by the described 
measures. Additionally, as noted above in this response, no project-related flows would 
be discharged into segments ofthe public storm drain system that are determined to be 
in a surcharged condition. 

N58 The site plan in the Drainage Study and Water Quality Technical report has been updated 

and no changes to the conclusions reached in those studies or the EIR are warranted, A 
supplemental review ofthe site plan was conducted by Kleinfelder to determine whether 

the existing geotechnical report recommendations would change. No changes were 
deemed necessary and no changes to the conclusions reached in the EIR are warranted. 

These updates are provided in the Final EIR technical reports. 
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N5C,' No known water quality testing related to impairment listings has been conducted 
along local beaches, although (as described in response to comment L8 ftom San Diego 
Coastkeeper) the 2006 303(d) list identifies a 3.9-mile stretch of Pacific Ocean shoreline 
within the Scripps Hydrologic Area (HA) as the only downstteam impaired water (with 
identified contaminants limited to bacterial indicators). Children's Pool Beach, located 
approximately 3 miles south ofthe project site, is the only area within the noted 3,9-mile 
stretch specified as impaired in the 2006 list. The impairment is likely due to seal activity 
at that beach and not human sources of contamination. 

As described in the EIR, Water Quality Technical Report and in response to comments 
L2 and L3 from San Diego Coastkeeper, the proposed project ideniifies a number of 
construction and post-construction BMPs to address potential hydrology and water qualiry 
concerns, including the location, volume and quality of runoff leaving the sile. This 
discussion and the associated project Water Quality Technicai Repori conclude that tbe 
noted measures would avoid or reduce all associated hydrology and water quality impac 
below a level of significance. 

The EIR does not". ..allow fot disposal of extracted gtoundwater into open-space ateas...". 
As described on Page 5-8-18 oflhe EIR, disposal of extracted groundwater would requite 
conformance with applicable NPDES Permit criteria. Accordingly, any proposed disposal 
of extracted groundwater associated with the proposed project would entail consultation 
with the RWQCB to deiermine the appropriate means of disposal and to identify associated 
mitigation requirements. 

The marine portion ofthe Scripps Coastal Reserve is located a minimum of approximately 
1.1 miles south ofthe project site, adjacent to and offshore ofthe Scripps Institution of 
Oceanography. Due to the project's incorporation of numerous site design, source control 
and ireatment control BMPs (as noted above), runoff from the proposed development (boch 
construction-related and operational) would contain fewer contaminants than current site 
runoffand would not have a significant cumulative effect on coaslal hydrology or water 
quality in Scripps Coastal Reserve, Furthetmore, any potential contaminants contained 
in runoff from the project site would have to travel a minimum of one mile downstream, 
and would likely experience significant dilution and/or dissemination, prior to reachinr 

the Scripps Coastal Reserve. Based on the described conditions, no significant direct i 
cumulative hydrology/water quality impacts to the referenced reserve are anticipated from 
implementation ofthe proposed project. 

As described in the project Water Quality Technical Report (and referenced on Pages 5.8-18 
and 5,8-19 ofthe EIR), rhe "Priority Project" designation is based on the inclusion of one 
or more specific development categories in the project design. The proposed project is 
designated as a Priority Project based on the inclusion of 10 ot more attached residenlial 
units, 100,000 or more square feet of commercial development, project discharging to 
receiving waters within Water Qualily Sensitive Ateas, more than 5,000 square feet of 
parking, more than 5,000 squate feet of roadways, and more than 5,000 square feet of 
redevelopment (refer also to response to comment N60 below). Tlie Priority Project 
designation requires conformance with the "Priority Project Permanent Storni Water 
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N59 com. 

BMP Requiremencs" contained in the City Storm Water Standards Manual. The Prioriry £ } 

Project BMP requirements have been addressed in the project Water Quality Technical £ } 

Report, with the resulting measures included in the EIR analysis. As noted therein, all f ^ 
project-related hydrology and water quality impacts would be avoided ot reduced below ^ ^ 
a level of significance through the proposed project design and the implementation of C^D 

identified BMPs. C D 

Please refer to response to comment L10 from San Diego Coastkeeper for information on 
the EIR evaluation of cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts. 
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Cont . 

N 6 0 

N 6 1 

N 6 2 

Runoff into the canyon from the south and northwest portion ofthe site appears to drain 

directly into the beach area that is fed by the Ho Chi Minh (Southwest) Trail, a major surf 

area. Has ihe ocean water at this surf spot been tested for impairment? What steps can the 

Institute take to redirect runoff from canyon areas to better protect offsite natural 

biological habitals of special significance; for rare, threatened, or endangered species 

(MHPA); and recreational areas {surf area, beach)? Where is ihe Scripps Coastal Reserve 

rclalive to the sile, and will runoff cumulatively affect it? Why does the DEIR allow for 

disposal of extracted groundwater into open-space areas versus other means of disposal? 

(DEIR, page 5.8-18). Please explain in Ihe DEIR text the significance ofthe project being 

designated as a "High Priority Project" based on City storm water criteria. (DEIR. page 

5.8-18). Without more specific information, il cannot be concluded that the increase in 

runoff lo these areas is insignificant. Further, Ihe significance criteria staled in the DEIR 

leave cumulative water impacis unaddressed. 

Please explain why the section in the Technical Appendix lo determine priority projecl 

permil storm water BMP requirements circled six often priority project categories, bul 

the subsequent application oflhe Land Development Code Projecl & Priority projecl 

storm waler BLM requirements highlights only Iwo ofthe eight categories (Tech. App. 

H, Water Quality Technical Report; Compare pages 7/ to pages 13-14). 

Finally, please explain whelher the water quality conforms to the recent (2O07) Regional 

Water QualityControl Board new regulations. See. Attachment 4, SDUT article. Slate: 

Clean up coastal waters, local governments laid to curb bacterial pollution, April 26, 

2007. Unlike the RWQCB's previous permits lo reduce contamination that could harm 

wildlife and aquatic habitats, the new plan is the first aimed at safeguarding people's 

health by curbing bacterial urban runoff. Is the project consistent with Ihe new plan? 

Hisloric Preservalion: The Design Guideiines were not circulated with the DEIR but are 

crucial for understanding impacts and mitigation for landscape planning, SCR process, 

and consistency with Kahn design, elc, Substanlial problems remain with the DEIR 
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N60 As indicated in this comment. Section 1 ofthe Storm Water Requirements Applicability 
Checklist contained in the project Water Quality Technical Report ideniifies the following 
six categories for determining "priority projects" that apply to the proposed project: 
(1) attached residential development of 10 or more units; (2) commercial development 
greater than 100,000 square feet; (3) discharge to receiving waters within Water Quality 
Sensilive Areas; (4) parking lots greater than 5,000 square feet; (5) streets and roadways 
with more than 5,000 square feet of new paved surface; and (6) significant redevelopment 
over 5,000 square feet. While the associated Table I (Standard Development Project & 
Priority Project Storm Water BMP Requirements Matrix) in the Water Qualily Technical 
Report identifies only the commercial development and parking lot categories as noted 
in this comment, the resulting priority project BMPs identified for the proposed project 
address all applicable requirements in the referenced Table 1 (it should also be noted that 
the referenced Table 1 does not include categories for discharge to Water Quality Sensitive 
Areas or redevelopment). Specifically, while this comment is correct in asserting that the 
attached residential and street/roadways categories in the noted Table i could have been 
specifically matked in the project Water Quality Technical Report, all BMP requirements 
associaled with these additional categories are either included in the commercial and 
parking lot categories (i.e. site design, source control and treatment control BMPs), or 
are included in the post-development BMPs identified for the proposed project (i.e., the 
use of storm drain inlet filters for all roadways, including private roads as specified on the 
referenced Table 1). 

N6l Comment noted; please refer to response to comment L8 from San Diego Coastkeeper. 

N62 The Design Guidelines have been on ftie with the City since before the EIR was released 

for public review, as discussed in response to comment N8. As detailed in response to 
comment N75, CEQA analyses and conclusions are wholly independent of the SB 18 
consultation process. Refer to responses to comments N63 through N86 for additional 
discussion on the topicsof historical resources and SB-18 consultation. 
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N62 
Cont. 

N63 

N64 

analysis, the Page & Tumbull conclusions regarding application ofthe Secretary of 

Inlcrior Standards, and the Kyle archaeological report and recommendations, which are al 

odds with tribal concems per SB 18 consultation that are required here. 

Archileclure: The DEIR conectly states thai the cnlire Salk parcel has been detennined 

eligible for listing on the National Register of Hisloric Places (NRHP) (DEIR, page 5.4-

8) and that the Cily Historic Sites Board recognized that the Institute should be listed on 

the National Register as early as 1991. (DEIR, page 5.4-10). However, the DEIR 

misstates several importanl aspects of Ihe National Register nomination and historical 

review processes. 

First, regarding the nomination, the DEIR incorrectly states that neighbors ofthe Institute 

were the preparers ofthe nomination. (DEIR, pages 5.4-8, 5.4-10). In fact, the 

nomination was prepared by Professor Jeffrey Shorn and Cultural Landscape Specialist 

Vonn Marie May {both former members ofthe City's Hisloric Sites Board when Ihe prior 

Salk expansion projecl came before it around 1991). The nomination was submitted on 

behalf of the Coalition to Preserve Salk Coaslal Canyon, consisting of a number of 

diverse stakeholders, including environmental, landscape architecture and neighborhood 

interests. (See in general. Nomination cover sheet and letter to Office of Historic 

Preservation). Moreover, the nomination nowhere categorizes the property as an historic 

district, contrary lo the assertion in the DEIR. (DEIR, page 5.4-15). 

Second, the DEIR correctly observes that processing ofthe project has involved 

extensive review by the Historical Resources Board (HRB) and ils commitlees (DEIR, 

page 5.4-11). However, the DEIR misstates the intention and motion ofthe HRB. The 

HRB had not approved ofthe masier plan or its components - including the landscape 

plan or the Torrey East Building with atrium. (See, Attachment 5, Section of September 

28, 2006 HRB Transcript.16) 

16 li is unfortunate that ihe tapes ofthis hearing provided by Ihe City were missing large sections ofthe 
meeting, including cxictisivc Board debate on ihis item. 
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The National Regisier nomination may have been prepared by the individuals listed in this J \ } 
comment, however, the applicant understands that the neighbors hired those persons to 
prepare and submit it on their and others behalf. The EIR docs not slate on the referenced 
page that the National Register nomination was the source for categorizing the site as 
a historic district. In contrast, the historic district statement is taken directly from ar 
observation made by the historical consultant in che historical landscape analysis, a, 
indicated by the parenthetical reference to the historical landscape analysis technical report. 
See response to comment N85, below, for discussion ofthe historic district issue. Moreover, 
no response is needed because the comment docs not address significant environmental 
issues. 

The EIR does not state that the HRB approved the Master Plan as suggested by this 
comment, instead it states on page 5.4-1 1 that "processing ofthe proposed project ha 
involved extensive review oflhe design by HRB and its Design Assistance Subcommittee 
(DAS)" and on page 5.4-14 that "the HRB determined that elements of the proposed 
project would not be consistent with two ofthe Rehabilitaiion Standards due to impacts to 
historic landscaping and spatial relationships" and thus a Site Development Permit would 
bc required. The single page of the transcript provided as an attachment to this comment 
is an incomplete representation of all ihat was discussed at the FIRB hearing in September 
2006. However, the entire transcript is on file at the City of San Diego and available for 

review by interested parties. Any recommendations by the HRB to Flanning Commission 
and City Council would occur in a subsequent heating(s) on the project. 
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Third, the DEIR refers lo a "100' historical setback" around the Kahn laboratories that 

never existed. (DEIR, Figure 8-1). The HRB has never applied any boundary other than 

the parcel itself; the State Hislorical Resources Board also did not recognize a limited 

boundary, instead recognizing the enlire parcel. In the mid-1990s, staff intervention 

created a 100-fool buffer in the mitigated negative declaration for the Torrey East 

buildings, which by its very terms was for the sole purpose of constructing those 

buildings located lo the easi oflhe Kahn laboratories. Il was never a boundary around the 

entire Kahn laboratory stmcture. The Institute must stop trying to perpetuate sotnelhing 

lhal never existed and that has been repeatedly discredited. 

Jiach ofthe above corrections must be made lo the DEIR. 

The Historical Resources Technical Appendix likewise makes several erroneous 

slatemcnts. Wc will highlight only a few here that are not repetilive ofthe commenls 

made above, although those corrections should also be made. First, the controversial 

1991 East Building was not opposed by neighbors. (Tech. App. C, Hisloric Resources 

Teclmical Report, pages 5, 45). In fad, that addition was opposed by national and 

inlemational design professionals, Kahn family members, former New York Times 

architectural critic Paul Goldbergcr, and others for its poor siting and 

mediocre architecture. The East buildings remain controversial today. Second, the reports 

assert that property owners lo the south have removed trees, "presumably lo improve 

views." (Report, page 67). The consullant docs not know if trees were removed or 

trimmed, whether they were dead and posed a fire or pesl hazard, whether the Institute 

failed to maintain its sprinkler systems in this remote area causing trees to fail, or whether 

a tree variety inappropriate for the growing conditions was planted. A technical report 

should be devoid of innuendo and conjecture. 

Each oflhe above corrections must be made to the Technical Appendix. 

This includes revising ihe following erroneous statements: thai a neighborhood coalition submilted the 
National Regisier nominaliofl (page 7); that the land exchange between Ihe Cily and Salk in 198S was an 
equivalent land exchange (pages 19,44); lhal all ihe new buildings will be placed on sites (hat Kahn 
oiiginally selected (page 51); and lhal 500,000 square feel is ihe allowable maninrum (page 51). 
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The 100-ft buffer noted in the Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout 
(Figure 8-1) was shown on the original application and has been removed from all 
subsequent applications by the applicant at City staffs request (refer to Figure 3-1, 
Project Site Plan). Because the original application, shown in Figure 8-1, comprises the 
Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout site plan, the defunct 100-foot 
buffer remains in the EIR.. However, although it remains illustrated in Figure 8-1, 
the buffer is not used in any way to assess project (or alternative) impacis to historical 
resources. 

No response is required because the commenf does not address significant environmental 
issues or the adequacy ofthe EIR. The requested changes to the technical appendix are 
not substantive and would not affect the conclusions reached in the analysis. The applicant 
has documentation from one ofthe neighbors admitting to removing the crees from the 
Institute property. The documentation has been provided to the City for ils records. 
Therefore, no changes to the technical appendix will be made in response to this comment 
because they would not affect the CEQA adequacy ofthe EIR. 
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N67 

N68 

N69 

We arc also concerned that Page & Tumbuli's review oflhe Secretary bf Interior 

Standards is incomplete and contains errors, as we discuss below. An evaluation ofthe 

new master plan against the Standards is not just about structures and footprints, but also 

aboul Kahn's original design intent, site plan and orientation, components ofthe designed 

and natural landscaping and what they have achieved over lime. It is our view that the 

new plan as currently proposed is inconsistent with Standards 1, 2, 8, 9, and 10. 

Rehabilitation Standard 1: A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new 

use that requires minimal change lo its distinctive material, features, spaces and spalial 

relationships. 

South mesa: The Historic Resources Technical Report erroneously stales that 

daycare uses were anticipated in Kahn's masier plan. {Tech. App. C, Historic 

Resources Technical Report, page 55), No evidence has been produced al any 

time that Ihe Kahn Plan had daycare buildings or uses. This new use, in ils 

currently proposed localion on the south mesa, violates the Kahn Plan design, 

which showed residenlial uses separated from all other campus uses. Iflhe 

daycare facilities were moved elsewhere on campus, the residential units could be 

returned to more ofthe Kahn rambling siting and design wilh a rustic, villa 

feeling. Moreover, the nature ofthis use and its siting will change both the onsite 

and offsite residential character for this area. There is no condition of project 

approval that the south mesa development will not be visible from points wiihin 

the laboratory courtyard. 

Given these substanlial concems and inadequacies, SOI Rehabilitation Standard 1 

has nol been met. 

Rehabilitation Standard 2: The historic character ofa property will be retained and 

presented. The removal of distinctive materials or alternation of features, spaces and 

spalial relationships that characterize theproperty will be avoided. 
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N68 

N69 

It is the opinion oflhe applicant's hislorical consultant and the City's HRB staff that the 
proposed projecr is not consistent with Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9- It is proper C j 
for the HRB to rely on the opinions of experrs such as Page & TurnbuU, who assisted in CZJ 
preparation of the EIR, rather than conclusory and speculative comments made by the CT? 
commenter (Creenbaum v. City of Los Angeles {1984] 153 CA3d 391). City staff does not C*} 
agree that the project is inconsistent with any other of the standards, as described in C£3 
response to comments N68 through N85. fr*^ 

See response to comment N67. Please note that the statement on page 5.4-15 ofthe 
EIR which includes the daycare facilily as one of the uses anticipated by Kahn has been 
revised in the Final EIR accordingly; because the daycare facility is no longer proposed, 
its relationship to the 1961 Master Plan and other related comments are not applicable, 
as discussed in the Preface to the Final EIR. 

See above responses to comments N66 and N67. The comment about teserving the ease 
parking lot for future development is noted. However, the 1962 amendment to Kahn's 
1961 Master Plan (Kahn's third and final plan for the Institute, presented to Jonas 
Salk in July of that year) has been added to the Final EIR (see Figure 511-la); the 1962 
amendment to the Master Plan shows that Kahn did anticipate development on the east 
mesa, including on the location of the east parking lot. See response to comment N 15 
and responses to comments F5 and F6 from the National Trust for Historic Preservation, 
for further discussion of this matter. The EIR states that deveiopment on the east mesa 
is not consistent with Rehabilitation Standard 2 with regard to spatial relationships and 
historic landscaping. The compatibiliiy ofthe structure with the historic site combined 
with the atrium design of the Torrey East Building minimizes significant impacts to 
spatial relationships caused by the removal ofthe east parking lot. Although separating 
the Torrey East Building into two wings could accomplish the same result, it wouid lead 
to operational inefficiencies, would not provide a secure entcancc to the facility and would 
reduce the amount of scientific research space on site, which would conflict with the basic 
project objeccives. A two-wing building configuration is discussed in the Alternatives 
section (Section 8.0) of the EIR and was rejected as infeasible. See tesponses to comments 
N15 and F5 for further discussion ofthe atrium component ofthe proposed Torrey East 
Building. Although mentioned in the Historic Resources Technical Report, no sculpcural 
element is proposed as part ofthe project. 
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East mesa: The Hisloric Resources Technical Report erroneously states that 

development in the East parking lot is reserved for future development in Kahn's 

Masier Plan. (Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, page 55). No 

evidence has been produced lo support this contention. Moreover, the Torrey East 

Building has no'separation, unlike the Kahn and East building. Therefore, Ihe 

spatial relationships of the laboratory buildings and even (he East Buildings wilt 

bc altered. The preference among the preservation communilies appears lo be to 

separate the new Torrey East Building so that the American landmass from the 

east still can be "pulled" through the courtyard and released to the sea, as opposed 

to the currently proposed closed-atrium concept. Moreover, concem has been 

expressed about Ihe placement of a sculptural element, offered to make a 

"significant artistic statemeni" at Ihe building's western entrance, (Tech. App. C, 

Historic Resources Technical Report, page 52). Our concern is lhal any art 

components not overwhelm or detract from the historic and iconic architecture. 11 

should also be noted that the sculptural component is not otherwise a part ofthe 

environmentai document. What public reviewprocess is envisioned for any 

sculptural element? 

Further, the miligation proposed for impacts related to spatial relationship and the 

removal ofthe Kahn-designed East parking lot (trees, fixtures, curbs, wheel stops 

and planters) and its landscaping are not mitigated to below a level of significance 

by the potential replanting of existing Chinese Fringe Trees. (MMRP, page 5). 

These other impacts arc significant and cannot be mitigated. Infilling ofthe 

historic eucalyptus grove should be listed in this section as a mitigation measure, 

as well as the date when it will occur. Given these substantia] concems and 

inadequacies, SOI Rehabilitation Standard 2 has not been met. 

N71 Rehabi Illation Standard 8: Archaeological resources will be protected and preserved t 

place. If such resources must be disturbed, miligation measures will be undertaken. 

27 

o 
o 
o 

N70 Mitigation measures 5.4-1 and 5.4-2 address impacts to spatial relationships and historic 
landscape as stated on page 5.4-21 ofthe EIR. To further clarify that the atrium feature 
of the Torrey East Building is proposed to mitigate impacts to spatial relationships, 
mitigation measure 5.4-3 has been added tothe Final EIR. As further addressed in response 
to comment F5 from the National Trust for Historic Preservation, the City assetts that 
historical resources impacts were sufficiently addressed in the Dtaift EIR and that proposed 
mitigation is adequate. Restoration of the historic cucalyprus grove is a project design 
feature (part ofthe proposed landscape plan and landscape design guidelines) and not a 
mitigation measure as suggested in this comment. Restoration ofthe grove is discussed 
above in response to comment N50 would occur during construction ofthe Norrh Core 
Facility. 

N71 The Rehabilitation Standard discussion in the Page & Tumbull technical report was baser' 
on the archaeological survey report provided them, which was conducted by the applicant, 
archaeologist. The archaeology survey was performed in accordance with City guidelines 
and considered adequate and defensible by the City. The amount of excavation is limited 
compared to how much ofthe south mesa could bc developed if the applicant had proposed 
to develop the Kahn residential area. The sloped areas would not be developed but would 
be placed in open space by the applicant. Therefore, if any unknown sites were to be located 
on the slopes, they would be avoided by design, which isthefitst mitigation approach that 
should be taken when significant archaeological resources occur. Moreover, the City has 
the discretion to limit the amount of testing done to determine whether archaeological 
resources exist (Society for California Archaeology v. County of Butte (1977) 65 CA3d 832; 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 (a)), as it did on this site for the sloped areas in the 
western canyons on site. The issues with the cultural survey raised by the Native American 
entities were in response to a SB 18 consultation, which is independent from CEQA. 
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First, ihe Page & Tumbull report offers no qualifications to analyze impacts 

related to prehistoric archaeological survey, impacts, or mitigation. Second, the 

report erroneously asserts that only a "limited amount" of excavation will be on 

lands previously undeveloped. (Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical 

Report, page 58), Third, [here are serious concems related lo the Kyle 

archaeological survey of 2005; tribal entities have requested that the survey be 

redone because Kyle did not survey the entire parcel, particularly the site's many 

sloped areas. (DEIR, page 5.4-6). In many places in San Diego County, cullural 

resources are found in stashes, including those on slopes and near 

dra i n ages/c an yo n s. 

There is no indication that Kyle surveyed for ihe sites mentioned in our scoping 

letter: the Local Coastal Plan for the area indicates a site on Ihe west end ofthe 

soulh mesa, and ihe Torrey Pines City Park Master Pian references a hearth site 

near the northwest mesa. (Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping Letter and Responses, 

Courtney Coyle letter daled December 7, 2004, page 4). Yet her repori concludes 

thai no cultural resources were identified by Ihe "literature review." (Tech. App. 

C, Archaeology Study, page ii). 

Moreover, Kyle did not have a Native American monilor during her survey. 

(DEIR page 5.4-6). The DEIR states that the Native American Heritage 

Commission (NAHC) slated that no sacred areas were found at that time in its 

inventory. (DEIR, page 5.4-6), However, it appears that the DEIR is referencing 

the slandard lelter from the NAHC, which also advised lhal: "The absence of 

specific site information in the Sacred Lands File does not indicale the absence of 

cullural resources in any projecl area. Other sources of cultura! resources should 

" For cuample, the DEIR appears to imply lhal Ihe recorded live prehistoric sites within a quarter mile 
radius oflhe Insiitutc are somehow nol significanl as they are only hthic scatters and "middens." (DEIR, 
page 5.4-17). Midden soil is an important component of tribal sites and can be an indicator of intensive 
human habitation and use, including villages and burials. The DEIR is therefore deficient in concluding that 
if such resources are found onsile thai impacis would bc mitigaicd to below significance and would pose no 
cumulative impacts (DEIR, page 7-6). panicularly given the recent desecration of burial and other sites 
within t.a Jolla al Spindrift (both private and public projecls) and during undergrounding projects at 
Spindrift and La Rinconada (public projecls). 
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N 7 2 T h e sites ment ioned in the scoping letter and this commen t were not identified in the 

records search conducted for the project and, if present, likely occur offsite. Fur thermore, 

the project archaeologist complied with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 and the 

City's Historic Resources Regulations in comple t ing the surveys of the project area. 

There is no CEQA requirement to conduct every survey suggested in a scoping letter or 

in comments submit ted in response to a project N O R 

N 7 3 It is not s tandard City procedure at this t ime io have a Native American moni tor present 

during an archaeological survey. The City subsequently initiated an SB 18 consultation with 

the Nat ive American tribes due to the proposed M H P A boundary adjustment and a site 

visit was conducted, as described in the comment letter from Carmen Lucas. N o specific 

sacred sites were identified, al though a request for a follow-u p survey and possible testing 

was received. As noted above in response to comment N 7 2 , it is not necessary to perform 

every survey suggested. The commenter raises speculative issues in this commen t and 

has failed to provide da la or references to support the basis for this commen i , as required 

by State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (0(5). Refer to response to comment H 4 from 

the Kwaaymii , Laguna Band of Indians regarding the adequacy o f the survey. 
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also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites." (Tech. 

App. A NOP, Scoping Letter and Responses, NAHC, November 24, 2004 letter). 

Had Kyle had a nalive monitor during her survey, the existence of sacred or olher 

areas of tribal concerns might have been better uncovered. But because Kyle 

didn't ask, she didn't find any. 

Tribal entities have also requesled archaeological testing, which was not done as 

part ofthe DEIR.' Without testing, one cannot assess impacis or determine 

whether mitigation is sufficient Tribes want testing upfront to determine possible 

impacts and mitigalion measures, particularly in light ofthe insufficiency ofthe 

Cily's standard archaeological mitigation measures at the nearby Spindrifl site in 

La Jolla, where ancestral burials were desecrated by bulldozer. 

Other Current Native American concems: SB 18 consullation was required 

because oflhe MHPA line adjustmenl. (DEIR, page 5.4-9). By law, this 

consultation should have been initiated by the City prior lo Ihe DEIR and any 

CEQA process. (Stale of Califomia, Tribal Consultation Guidelines: Supplement 

lo General Plan Guidelines, November 14, 2005, page 12). The Cily was aware 

ofthis based on testimony provided to it al the September, 2006 HRB meeting 

and the DEIR's referencing of two SB 18-relaled documents in the References 

section, (DEIR, page 9-2). We also understand that in January 2007, the NAHC 

spoke with Ihe City Attorney's office lo offer help in developing consultation 

protocols in general and for projects currently in the pipeline, like Salk. Such 

activities did not. however, occur. 

The DEIR references a provision ofthe City Ihat allows up lo 25 percent 

encroachment into any important archaeological site. (DEIR, page 5,1-8). Please 

The Historical Resources Technical Repori mistakenly slales Ihat because the north mesa is paved, Ibe 
feasibility of lesiing is limited. (Tech, App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, page 64). ll also 
erroneously refers lo "surface lesiing." (Report, page 66), It is our understanding fiom the Kyle report that 
only a partial surface survey was conducted and that no lesiing was perfonned. 
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N74 See above responses to comments N71 through N73. Testing is only conducted if an 

archaeological site is discovered during survey(s). Testing cannot be arbittarily conducted 
on a property when no sites or site boundaries arc known to exist, particularly when there 
is sensitive biological habitat and steep slopes, as is the case with the subject property. To 
date, the projeci sile or portions thereof have been surveyed five times (Advanced Sciences 
1991; RECON 2000; RECON April 2000; RECON November 2000; and Kyle 2005). 
Subsurface monitoring was conducted in die past during grading operations for rhe East 
Building and parking lot expansion (RECON 1993) and during the grading operations 
for the City's Pump Station 45 (RECON 2005). No sites or pre-historic artifacts wer 
discovered in any of these surveys and monitoring efforts. Although no sites have bee. 
observed, the City conservatively assumed that unknown resources could be uncovered 
during grading operations and inciuded monitoring by an archaeologist and Native 
American monitor as mitigation measures in the EIR (see page 5.4-29)-

N75 The SB 18 Tribal Consultation for this project was initiated by the Cicy in November 2006, 
prior to the release ofthe EIR. Preliminary results ofthe consultation are described in the 
EIR. Ic muse be noted, however, that SB 18 consultation is an entirely separate process 
from CEQA. The only mention of CEQA in the Tribal Consullation Guidelines highlights 
the fact that CEQA is a sepatate process (see page 11 ofthe Guidelines, noting that CEQA 
review "continues" during SB 18 consultation). Moreover, the legislative history of SB 
18 clearly demonstrates the desire and intent ofthe California legislatute to separate the 
SB 18 process from CEQA. Earlier attempts to link the SB 18 process to CEQA caused 
"considerable controversy" during discussion ofthe bill. An earlier version of SB 18 had 
created a procedure in CEQA to be followed by the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC)—however, after a totai of six incarnations, and in order to pass the bill, "all 
references to CEQA [were] eliminated." (Senate Rules Committee, SB 18 Bill Analysis as 
Amended Jul. I, 2004, August 9, 2004, page 8.) As a result, there is no mention of any 
timing requirements vis-a-vis the CEQA process in the current SB 18 statute, and tl. 
City has complied and will continue to comply witii all applicable timing requirements. 

N76 Page 5.1-8 of the EIR does not contain any reference to a Cicy provision regarding impacts 

to archaeological resources. Page 5-1-18 ofthe EIR, however, does mention the 25 
percent encroachment allowed under the Historic Resource Regulations (SDMC Secrion 

143.0201 et seq.). Because no "important archaeological sites" are known to occur on 

site, this provision ofthe City regulations would not apply to the proposed project and 

no violation of local, state or federal laws would occur. 
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provide the authority for this provision, which on its face appears to violale state 

and federal law. 

The DEIR is inconsistent as lo whelher both archaeological and tribal monitors 

will be required during ground-disturbing work. Table ES-I requires full-time 

Native American monitors (given the large scale of most of the project's 

components, it is likely that more than one tribal monitor will be required) but the 

DEIR text is less clear, stating that a Native American monitor "should" be 

present on sile prior to and during grading. (DEIR, page 5,4-20). The DEIR text 

must be modified to match the Table summary. 

Curation: Table ES-37, 54, the DEIR text, and MMRP must clearly state that the 

applicant is responsible for the cosls of curation for both historic and prehistoric 

artifacts and collections. Table ES-41 musl state that the records search also 

includes a search ofthe Native American Heritage Commission's sacred lands 

files. 

Discovery of ancestral human remains. Please verify thai Table ES-I, ES-48 -

ES-40, and the DEIR are consistent wilh AB 2641, the 2006 state bill that has 

updated the protocol to be followed when ancestral human remains and/or grave 

goods have been located during project implementation. 

While tribal entities appreciale the statement in the DEIR that the City will 

continue consultation in an effort lo reach mutual agreemenl, at minimuro, the 

FEIR will bc delayed or the DEIR will need to be recirculated to incorporate 

findings from the requested testing and resurvey oflhe property. Only through 

211 For example, 1) a landowner musl now 'confer' with Ihe mosl likely descendants regarding the 
preservation of any ancestral human remains discovered; 2) the landowner must ensure Ihat the remains ate 
not damaged or disturbed; 3) the landowner must confer wilh descendants on all reasonable options 
tcgatding the descendant's preferences fot treatment of human remains and grave goods; and 4) the parties 
may mutually agree lo extend discussions io deleniiine apptopriale treatmenl measures, taking into account 
the possibility thai additional or multiple ancestral human remains may be located in the project area. 
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N77 

N78 

N79 

N80 

Identical mitigation language is used in Table ES-1 (pages ES-39 through ES-55), on 
pages 5.4-26 ihrough 5.4-33 ofthe Historical Resources section ofthe EIR, and on 
pages 10 through 24 ofthe MMRP. The reference to "should" is only used in the impact 
discussion. 
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Curation is always conducted by the ptoject applicant at their cost, so no change to the 
EIR text is warranted. 

AB 2641 was signed into law on September 30, 2006 and procedurally modified Sections 
5097,98 ofthe Public Resources Code, the already existing process private landowners must 
follow after discovering Native American human remains. As Such, Section 5097,98 of 
the Public Resources Code is applicable only if human remains are found and determined 
to be Native American, if this occurs, the following procedures should be followed: 1) 
the landowner must ensure that the remains are not damaged; 2) the NAHC must notify 
the most likely descendants; 3) the landowner should grant the most likely descendants 
access lo the site; 4) the most likely descendants have 48 hours from the time they are 
granted access to inspect the remains and recommend to the owner means for treatment 
or disposition; 5) the landowner and the most likely descendants muse confer regarding 
the descendants' preferences for treatment; and 6) the parties may mutually agree to 
extend discussions to determine appropriace treatment measures, caking into account 
the possibility thai additional or multiple ancestral human remains may be located in the 
projeci atea. The mitigalion language in EIR (and MMRP) has been revised to ensure 
that it is in conform wilh the foregoing procedures; see mitigation measure 5.4-11 in the 
Final EIR. 

As noted above in response to comment N75, the SB 18 Tribal Consultation is independent 
by law from the CEQA process and a new survey is not warranted. It is the City's opinion 

that the proposed project is consistent with Rehabilitation Standard 8; nonetheless, 
monitoring is required to ensure that unknown resources arc not disturbed during grading 

operations. 
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consultation and the measures outlined above can it bc determined whether a 

tradiiionai cullural properly exists or whether ancestral burial will be impacted. 

Given these substanlial concems and inadequacies, SOI Rehabilitation Slandard : 

has nol been met. 

Rehabililation Slandard 9: New additions, exterior alterations, or related new 

construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that 

characterize theproperty. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be 

compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing 

to proiect the integrity oflhe property and ils environment. 

See, generally our discussion under Rehabilitation Standard 2 above. 

gast mesa: Contrary to the report, existing public views oflhe Kahn buildings will 

be almost entirely obslructed from North Torrey Pines Road with the current 

building design. (Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, page 59). 

Moreover, both the massing and orientation ofthe new building will differ from 

the Kahn laboratory: the Kahn buildings are vertical to Torrey Pines Road where 

Ihe new building would be horizontal, running its length. Moreover, the new 

building has no separation, unlike Uic Kahn buildings. 

South mesa: The Page & Tumbull report has offered no qualifications lo analyze 

impacts related to biological site condition, impacis, or mitigation. Thus, its 

assertion that the Soulh mesa is "far from pristine" should be disregarded, 

particularly given ils high biological value as slaled elsewhere in the DEIR. 

(Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, page^l). Further, the 

natural vegetated areas on this mesa provide the striking visual context, both 

looking west from the courtyard and east from public land to the Kahn buildings. 
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RESPONSES 

N81 Response would be cumulative to other preceding responses. Refer to responses tocomments 
N69 and N70. 

N82 As shown in Figures 5.2-24 through 26 and stated on page 5.2-8 ofthe EIR, views of the 
original laboratory buildings do not exist from the travel lanes of North Torrey Pines Road 
at present, with the exception of a briefgiimpse ofthe north elevation/faqade that may be 
gained by southbound travelers on North Torrey Pines Road. See response to comment F5 
from the National Trust for Historic Preservation for a detailed discussion of this issue. 

The applicant's historic consultant and City staff concur that development ofthe cast me, 
would modify spatial relationships, making the project inconsistent with Rehabilitation 
Standard 9- However, the reasons for the inconsistency are stated on pages 5.4-18 and 
19 of the EIR and are not related to potential view blockage, massing or orienration of 
the building. Rehabilitation Standard 9 calls for the new work to be "differentiated from 
fhe old and...compatible with the historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, 
and massing..." The City agrees that the massing and orientation ofthe Torrey Easr 
Building would differ from that ofthe original laboratory building; however, the intention 
ofthe proposed developmeni is not to mimic the original building. The proposed atrium 
component of the building echoes the separation between the two wings of the original 
laboratory building, and the materials used throughout the building would be compacible 
with and a reflection of those chosen and implemented by Kahn. Therefore, the Toney 
East Building would not and should not be identical to the original building and, as 
proposed in the Design Guidelines, would be differentiated from, yet similar enough, 
to be compatible with it. To clarify this requirement, mitigation measure 5-4-3 has been 
added to the Final EIR. 

N83 The statement made in the Page & Tumbull report is simply an observation and noi meant 

to be an assessment of biological resources, but merely reflects the fact that portions of tl 

south mesa were disturbed after 1928, as discussed in Appendix B to the EIR, Biological 

Technical Report (page 1), and tesponse to comment N107 below. As such, it cannot be 
said that the south mesa today is "pristine" given the previous impacts, and the statement 

in the Page & Tumbull teport is, therefore, accurate [as confirmed by the project biological 
consultant, HELIX Environmental Planning]. As shown in Figure 5,2-23a in che EIR and 

Figure 5.2-23b (which has been added to the Final EIR), development on the south mesa 

would not be visible from either end of the historic courtyard. The applicant's historic 

consultant and Gty staff do not concur that impacts to views from the courtyard and 
east from trails in Torrey Fines City Park toward the original laboratory building cause 
an inconsistency with Rehabilitation Standard 9 (as shown in Figure 5.2-30 which was 

added to the Final EIR in response to this comment). The applicant has chosen to not 
develop the south mesa, as described in the Preface to the Final EIR and the remainder 

of these comments are not applicable to the Refined Projecl Design. 
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Given these subsiantial concems and inadequacies, SOI Rehabilitation Standard 9 

has not been met. 

Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construclion will 

be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and 

integrity ofthe hisloric property and its environment would be unimpaired. 

Contrary to the statements in the report, unlike the existing surface parking lot, 

the development proposed here will bc largely irreversible: large amounts of dirt 

will be graded (11.2 acres) and excavated, land forms will be altered, and natural 

and designed landscaping will be removed, mid conditions possibly impaired. If 

we make a mistake here, or the development proceeds in an incompatible manner, 

il will be difficult lo reslore the property's form and integrity. 

Given Ihese fads, it is clear lhal SOI Standard 10 has not been met. 

Finally, the Historical Landscape Report states that, in its opinion, the Institute is not 

deemed "primarily" as a cultural landscape, (Tech. App. C, Landscape Analysis, page 

10). We disagree and believe that the property, for example, is more properly considered 

a cultural landscape than a historic district.21 We also believe that the report's review of 

The Secretary of Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 

Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes fails lo adequately address the 

interrelationships of designed and natural landscape components on the property to each 

other and to (he buill environment; instead, it simply repeats aspects oflhe prior 

Technical Report. The property meets the National Park Service definition o f a 

geographic area (including both cullural and natural resources and the wildlife or 

domestic animals therein) associated with a historic event, activity, or person or 

exhibiting other cullural or aesthetic values." (Tech. App, C, Landscape Analysis, page 

2). 

11 There is no requirement for eligibility ot listing lo the National Register that all possible aspects of 
significance be included in a nomination. 
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This comment assumes the integrity ofthe historic property and its environment would be j * ^ 
impaired by the proposed development. As discussed on EIR page 5.4-19, it is unlikely that 
the Institute would remove any ofthe proposed buildings in the neat future; however, in 
the event that such buildings were removed, the integrity ofthe property would be restored 
to its approximate present appearance due to che placemenc of such buildings celative to . 
the Kahn-designed portions of the campus. Therefore, it is the opinion of che applicanc'; 
historic consultant and City staff that the project is consistent with Rehabilitation Standard 
10. 

A general reading of the National Park Service definition of a cultural landscape is not 
sufficienl fot this analysis. As defined by Charles Birbaum, Cultural Landscape Foundation 
director, a historic designed landscape is "a landscape that was consciously designed or 
laid out by a landscape architect, master gardener, architect, engineer, or horticultutalisc 
according to design principles..." The majority of the Kahn-designed areas ofthe Salk 
Institute comprise a "historic designed landscape;" however, some of the grounds of the 
Salk campus are not designed landscapes. In particular, the eucalyptus grove is a historic 
vernacular landscape that pre-dates the Institute. Again, according to Birnbaum, a historic 
vernacular landscape is one "that evolved through use by the people whose activities 
or occupancy shaped it" such as the eucalyptus grove, which was a remnant of a much " 
larger grove at the time the Institute was designed and constructed. Farms or man-madt 
landforms such as paths, roads, or groves of trees planted for a utilitarian purpose are other 
examples of historic vernacular landscapes. 

It is the opinion ofthe project historical consultant that the Salk Institute is better defined 
as a historic district, because the landscape elements within the campus primariiyact in 
a supportive role to the architecture. In fact, the most defining element oflhe site—(he 
central, iconic court—is, in essence, architecture. Defined by Mexican landscape architect 

Luis Barragan (who Kahn hand picked to consult with him on the landscape for the central 
court; see page 41 of the Historic Resources Technical Report) as a "facade that rises to 
the sky," the landscape-free central court is paved in hardscape and acts as a sculptural 
element uniting the two laboratory buildings to the natural landscape and ocean co the 
west. Those areas on the campus that are landscaped arc essentiaiiy subservient co the 
buildings, acting as "settings" to the "jewels" ofthe central courc and original laboracory 
building. 
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In our view, because ofthe many ways in which the project does nol currently comply 

with five of the ten SOI Standards or the Cultural Landscape Rehabilitation Guidelines, 

the analysis of CEQA project-specific impacis is greater than that analyzed by DEIR and 

its supporting documents. 

Biological: The Biological Technical Appendix states that the last biological survey was 

performed in 2005. (Tech. App. B, Biological Technicai Report, page 3). Why was no 

survey—particularly a gnatcatcher survey—done in 2006/2007,' given that several 

gnatcatcher pairs have been repeatedly documented both on- and off-site? What analysis 

has been done, or what literature supports the contention that the existing gnatcatcher and 

other habitats will not be negatively affected by the "pincher" movement of intensified 

developmeni on both sides ofthe finger canyon between the two mesas? Explain how this 

is nol a form of habitat insularization. (Technicai Appendix 8, Biological Technical 

Report, page 25). 

There is no analysis in the DEIR of whelher the project can be approved in light ofthe 

federal lawsuit that found the Cily's Vemal Pool Management Plan insufficient. (See 

generally. Soulhwest Center for Biological Diversity, et al., v. Jim Bartel. Anne Badglev 

and Gale Norton el al. U.S. District Court, Southern District of California, Case NO. 98-

CV-2234-B(JMA) October 13, 2006, Decision and Injunction; See also, Attachment 6, 

Voice of San Diego, Once a National Model, Habitat Plan Faces Uncertain Future:. The 

promises of San Diego's landmark habitat plan remain unfulfdled 10 years later, and a 

judge demands answers, April 15, 2007). The court enjoined any and all pending 

applications for development of land containing vemal pool habilal and was unable to 

approve the Incidental Take Permit as to the seven vemal pool species; further, the Court 

_ordered the reinitiation of consultation with the federal agencies. 

Moreover, it appears the Vemal Pool Recovery Plan is not even referenced in the DEIR 

or its Appendices. It is inappropriate to have brush-management zones within the vernal 

pool complex. (DEIR, Figure 5,3-3). The court decision ciled above also makes reference 
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N86 Comment noted, however, the historical consultant and City staff do not concur with this 

comment. As discussed in the Historical Resources section ofthe EIR and in responses to 
comments N62 through N85 above, the proposed project is consistent with all but two if the 
Secretary oflhe Interior's Standards [and the Cultural Landscape Rehabilitation Guidelines] C 3 
and, therefore, the conclusions reached in the EIR are appropriate and adequate. C*> 

o 
N87 The Biological Technical Repott was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the H ^ 

City of San Diego Biological Report Guidelines and Biology Regulations. A gnatcatcher ^ ^ 
survey was not conducted ofthe property or its surroundings for two reasons: first, the project r""* 
site is located outside the City's MHPA and any take of individual birds is accounted for in 
the take authorization issued under the City's Implementing Agreement; and second, the 
biological report assumes there ate gnatcatchers present on and offsite based on infocmal 
observations and historic surveys, and impacts are analyzed as such in the EIR. An updated 
survey would nol provide additiona! information not would it change the conclusions reache 
in the EIR. If construction would occur during the gnatcatcher breeding season, no clearing 
ot grubbing would occur within 500 feet of the MHPA and a pre-construction survey of 
the MHPA wouid be conducted as required by miligation measure 5-3-7 (refer to pages 
5.3-30 to 5.3-32 ofthe EIR). Preservation ofthe south mesa in a conservation easement, 
as proposed under the Refined Project Design, would address the "pincher movement" 
concerns raised in this comment. The undeveloped habitat on site would not be isolated 
from a larger block of habitat offsite because they are adjacent. For these reasons, impacts 
from habitat insularization would be less than significant as discussed on page 5-3-25 of 
fhe EIR. , 

N88 On April 17, 2008, the Court in Soulhwest Cenler for Biological Diversity, el al v. Jim Bartel, 

Anne Badgley and Gale Norton et al, U.S. District Court, Southern District of California (Case 
No. 98-CV-2234-B(JMA), issued an Order Gtanting-Unopposed Joint Motion for Salk 
Institute To Obtain Exemption From Injunction and Order Granting Unopposed Joint 
Motion For Salk institute To Intervene To Seek An Exemption from Injunction. As such, 
Salk's application for development is no longer enjoined. 

N89 The City notes that in Southwest Cenler for Biological Diversity, et al v. Jim Bartel, A nne Badgle 

and Gale Norton el al, the Court requires a discussion about how a project's Incidental Taki 
Permit ("ITP") with its Habitat Management Plan ("HMP) contributes to or is consistent 
with the goals and standards of the FWS" Vemal Pool Species Recovery Plan (per the 
Injunction at pages 23 to 25). However, because the applicant's project does not require 
an ITP and is not subject to the injunction as described above in response to comment N88, 
there is no need for the EIR to teference the Vernal Poo! Recovery Plan. Nevertheless, the 
City believes the project would be consistent wilh the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan because 
it enhances the qualily of an existing artificial vernal pool and provides an endowment to 
maintain it even though the vernal pool is not subject to Army Corps or City regulation. 
Changes to the Salk Community Center as parr ofthe Refined Project Design have eliminated 
the need for brush management in the vernal pooi area; see revisions to Figures 5-3-2 and 
5-3-3 in the Final EIR and to Figures 5 and 6 in the Biological Technical Report. See the 
Preface to the Final EIR for additional details. 
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N90 A wetland delineation was not completed since the proposed project avoids impacts to the 
potential jurisdictional areas ofthe Corps and the City on site and wetland pctmits are not 
being sought by the applicant. The decision not to complete a wetlands delineation was 
reached logically because the EIR properly assessed whether the vernal pools were isolated 
wetlands. As stated on page 5-3-6 ofthe EIR, the vernal pools are isolated, man-made 
and not likely regulated by the Corps because ofthe U.S. Supreme Court decision in Solid 
Waste Agency of Northern Cool Counly (SWANCQ v. Corps. The recent Rapanos guidance 
to Corps field staff further clarifies that isolated waters do not have "significant nexus" 
to regulated waters of the U.S. (http://www.usace.army.mil/cw/cecwo/reg/cwa_guide/ 
rapanos_qa_06-05-07.pdO- The vernal pools are not City jurisdictional because of rhe 
definition of wetlands in the ESL regulations and Biology Guidelines. As noted in those 
regulations, the Cily does not intend to regulate artificially created wetlands in historically 
non-weiland areas. 

N91 As stated above in response to comment N88, the vernal pool species the court injunction 
pertains to do not occur on site and the applicant does not need take authorization for 
vernal pool habitat or species. On April 21, 2008, the court released the Salk Institute 
projeci from the injunction. 
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to fragmcnlalion, edge-effects, and Ihe degradation of associated watersheds, which are 

impacis thai certainly occur wilh incomplete buffers and brush management within them. 

Further, the USFWS concluded relative to San Diego, that even if a project avoids all 

direct impacts (o vemal pools, il may still cause significant indirect impacts that will 

degrade an threaten the long-lerm viability of preserved pools, See, Attachment 7, 

USFWS letter lo City of San Diego Developmeni Services. January 4, 2005. The 

proposed masier plan violates Ihe principles detailed in the letter including bmsh 

management in pools, edge effects and effecls to associated watersheds. The required 

vernal pool buffer must be enlarged or these deviations will be a significant impacl that 

cannot be mitigated. 

The DEIR mentions thai the canyon bottom/drainage in the southwesiem portion oflhe 

site, including the mapped areas of southern willow scrub habitat, may be Army Corps 

(ACOE) and CDFG jurisdictional waters of the United Statcs/streambed or wetlands, 

(DEIR, page 5.3-6). Yet, the DEIR does not indicate whelher a proper wetlands 

delineation has been compleled or whelher Ihese agencies or the Regional Water Quality 

Control Board approve ofthe project. In fact, ihe Technicai Appendix states that 

jurisdictional delineations were nol conducted during the surveys or otherwise by the 

Institute. (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Report, page 8). Why then does the 

Technical Appendix laler assume that the vernal pools are Corps/DFG/RWQCB 

nonjurisdictional, concluding lhal (hey arc therefore nol City jurisdictional and nol 

subject to the City wetland regulations and guidelines, such as those for Environmentally 

Sensitive Lands—and therefore deserving of a reduced buffer? (Tech. App. B, Biological 

Technical Report, page 18)." The Technical Appendix simply lacks logic. 

Moreover, il appears inconsistent wilh the Court's holding in Southwest Center for 

Biological Diversitv. el al.. v. Jim Bartel. Anne Badelev and Gale Norton et al. that jl is 

arbitrary lo distinguish between vemal pools within or oulside the ACOE's jurisdiction as 

The project proposes only a ihirty-foot buffer for the vernal pool complex where a 100-foot buffer 
minimum is required for those pools in the coastal zone falling under the ESL. Moreover, this is nol an 
absolute buffer, but rather, the buffet from the edge oflhe nearest pool to structural devclopmeDt; there will 
also be drainage swale within thai 30-fooi area and bnwh managemenl. (DEIR, page 3.3-21). 
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a basis for providing differenl levels of protection for Ihe endangered species that may 

inhabit or rely upon those bodies of water. 

The DEIR merely proposes an open-space easement for the 3,22 acres to bc conveyed lo 

the MHPA. (DEIR page 3-10). Please describe the nature/history ofthe existing 0.45-

acrc open-space casement along tbe soulh edge of the north mesa. (Tech. App. B, 

Biological Technical Repori, page 23). That the project is proposing to conduct Zone 2 

brush managemenl in an existing easement onsite calls into queslion how well merely 

applying a new open-space easemenl to the MHPA-addcd lands will work. Il should be 

noted lhal the majority ofthis acreage (approximately 2.8 acres) is steep slopes (DEIR, 

page 5.2-6. DEIR Figure 5.2-20) - not buildable and typically disfavored breeding areas 

for gnatcatchers. Is there a projecl altemative that avoids MHPA land removals, apart 

from the No Project Altcmativc? 

We request that the proposed open-space easement immediately vest and be dedicated 

and irrevocable to ensure Ihat this mitigation remains in place over time.23 The MMRP 

also states that approximately 1,72 of the net 3.22 acres proposed for addition to the 

NHPA would presumably be used for project mitigation. The DEIR should state clearly 

that the Institute may nol sell Ihe remaining 1.50 acres, as the conveyance of the 3.22 acre 

easement is miligation for the master plan project. 

"The DEIR offers some discussion of what will happen iflhe California Coastal 

Commission adopts Ihe City-proposed brush-management regulations. (DEIR. page 5.3-

19, 5.3-20; MMRP, page 2). We believe that the City should work with the Commission 

now, and we conclude that the brush-management impacis as proposed here in the 

Coastal Zone arc significanl and require avoidance by projecl redesign or mitigation as 

part of this DEIR Moreover, the DEIR docs not fully respond lo the requests of the 

Department of Fish & Game to include a copy ofthe Fire-Rescue Department's written 

21 It is important lo remember that whal is now ihe Institute campus was designated by the City in 1899 as 
Torrey Pines City Park. (DEIR, page 5.4-2). Moreover, Cily volets gave ihe campus lo the InslitulB in 1960 
(DEIR, page 5.4-2). it would be only fitting for the Instilule to lake immediate and appropriale measures to 
safeguard the public interest in these sensitive lands. 
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N92 No Zone 1 (i.e., complete vegetation removal) brush management activity would occur 
in the proposed MHPA. Zone 2 brush management is permitted in the MHPA because 
the MSCP's EIR determined that Zone 2 brush management was impact neutral and the 
statute of limitations for challenging the MSCP's EIR has long since expired. The City of 
San Diego, the CDFG and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service were all parties to the MSCF 
and its Implementing Agreement affirming that Zone 2 was impact neutral. Nevertheless, 
the applicant has added special fire suppression provisions to its HMP to minimize impact 
io species in the MHPA during brush management activities as discussed in response to 
comment N89. Prior to EIR circulation, ihe HMP was reviewed and approved by the 
City, USFWS and CDFG. The proposed project would only remove 0.02 acre of sensitive 
habitat from the MHPA (see Table 5.3-7 in the EIR). An alternative that avoids habitat 
removal from the MHPA is not warranted because the integrity and quality ofthe 1.32 
acres of habitat being placed in-the MHPA far outweighs the 0.05-acre removal, a' 
demonstrated in the analysis contained in the Biological Technical Report appendix u 
the E!R. Gnatcatchers have been observed in the MHPA addition (as shown on Figure 
5.3-3). 

N93 A conservation easement will be recorded for the property prior to any impacts to native 

habitat occurring on site, as required by mitigation measures 5.3-2, 5.3-3 and 5-3-4. The 

applicant will be conditioned to place the encire 1.27-acre MHPA on site into a conservation 
easement. 

N94 Coastal Commission staff was asked by the City to review the applicant's proposal on 

numerous occasions and they have not offered any comments to date. The Fire and Rescue 
Departmenl has not provided comments on the brush management zones. Rather the 
brush management zones depicted are within the range of zones allowed by the current 
applicable law, which is the pre-Cedar Fire brush management regulations. Any description 
in the EIR of the post-Cedar Fire brush management regulations or efforts by the Coastal 
Commission to further modify the post-Cedar Fire brush management regulations is 
supplementary and speculative in nature. The EIR's adequacy is judged by its analysis of 
the effecls ofthe applicable brush management regulation, not the adequacy of efforts to 
describe the effects of future regulations, which may be subject to further changes. 

Nevertheless, it is the City's understanding thac che Coastal Commissionets support 
avoiding Zone 2 brush management within environmentally sensitive habitat areas and 
favor using alternative compliance techniques to adjust the width ofthe brush management 
zones. Likewise, the City supports the use of alternative compliance techniques on a 
case-by-case basis, but maintains its position that Zone 2 brush management is impact 
neutral. 

Zone 2 brush management is permitted in the MHPA because the MSCP's EIRdeietmined 
that Zone 2 brush management was impact neutral and the statute of limitations for 
challenging the MSCP's EIR has long since expired. The City of San Diego, the CDFG and 
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USFWS were all parties to the MSCP and its Implemenring Agreement. The Coastal Act 
requires the Coastal Commission to defer to the CDFG regarding the establishment and C ) 
control of wildlife management programs and prohibits the Commission from imposing any t_-> 

controls that duplicate or exceed theCDFG's regulatory controls. (PRC section 30411(a)). O ) 
At this time, the City Council has not taken any further action on the recommendations >£* 

it has received from the Coastal Commission lo amend the City's post-Cedar Fire brush C^J 
management regulations. t£fc 

Furthermore, an EIR need only address "applicable" plans, which is a plan thac has been 
adopced and legally applies to a proposed ptoject. Draft plans need not be evaluated, as 
directed by the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15125(d)) and case law (Chaparral Green: 
v. Ciiy of Chula Vista [1996] 50 CA4th 1134, 1145, 58 CR2d 152). 
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N95 

N96 

N97 

N 9 8 

approval oflhe proposed brush-management zones {Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping Letter 

and Responses, DFG letter, dated December 7, 2004). Please provide graphics in the 

DEIR which clearly show the difierencc in impacts between the two brush-management 

regimes.''* 

The DEIR states that no development would bc within the 100-fool required wetland 

buffer around the two areas of soulhem willow scrub habilal on the soulh mesa, (DEIR, 

page 5.3-30; DEIR Figure 5.3-2). However, Figure 5.3-2 clearly shows that the prior 

development al the Institute (Kahn laboratory buildings and south core facilities and 

parking) is wiihin the buffer. How will these impacis bc mitigated? 

Conlrary to the DEIR's assertion, the addition of 3.22 new acres into the MHPA will not 

in itself improve opportunities for protected nesling, foraging, and movement of wildlife 

species. (DEIR, page 5.3-18). Rather, an administrative designation of lands would occur, 

accompanied by a net loss of occupied gnatcatcher habitat caused by the project and 

interferences wilh nesting, foraging, and movement. Where would the displaced 

gnatchalchers go during construction without interfering with another nesting coastal 

pair's territory? 

The DEIR slates that tosses of sensitive maritime succulent scrub (DIER, page 5.3-21) 

and Diegan coastal sage scrub (DEIR, page 5.3-22) will be accommodated offsile within 

the MHPA. Where will such locations wiihin the coaslal MHPA be found? A net and 

cumulative loss of these habitats will occur because ofthe project. (DEIR, page 5.3-25). 

Exolic Vegetation Removal Plan: We queslion ihe sufficiency of a one-time targeted 

removal of four exolic, invasive species (tamarisk, pampas grass, myoporum and 

hotlentot fig/iceplant). {DEIR, page 3-10). Oftentimes, it takes a recurrent removal effort 

to successfully remove these stubborn species. Why is il assumed that a one-time effort 

21 Please clarify whal is shown in the Biological Technical Appendix al Figures 4 and 5. Both figures show 
unacceptable brush-managcmenl Zone I and 2 into the vemal pool complex. Figure 5, Alternative Brush 
Management (City-prefened) shows excessive Zone 2 incursions into much ofthe complex, as well as into 
offsite MHPA. Why is the City-preferred graphic not shown in Ihe DEIR aod in other graphics? This 
misleads someone who reads only the DEIR to underestimate the level of impacl posed by the ptoject. 
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N95 The ESL regulations only apply to proposed development. No mitigation is wartanted 
for existing development, particularly when the ESL regulations did not exist when the 
existing development was constructed. The EIR only evaluates and provides mitigation 
for project impacts which doesn't including existing buildings. 

N96 All ofthe Salk Institute property, with the exception ofa0.32-acre area partly occupied by 

tbe existing parking lot, is located outside the MHPA. The EIR acknowledges (on page 
5.3-16) that ptoject construclion would permanently impact a portion of one gnatcatcher 
territory situated outside the Cily's MHPA. However, the 1.32-acre MHPA addition would 
permanently protect habitat for wildlife species, such as the gnatcatcher indirectly affected 
by theproject. The City of San Diego MSCP Subarea Plan assumes that MHPA dedications 
and habitat management elsewhere in the City offset impacts to covered species outside 
the MHPA. Displaced gnatcatchers would have to establish territories in the onsite MHPA 
or in the City parkland immediately offsite. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent 
with the City's MSCP Subarea Plan with regard to direct impacts to covered species. 

N97 The Refined Project Design would reduce direct project impacts to maritime succulent 
scrub and Diegan coastal sage scrub to less lhan significant levels (i.e., less than 0.1 acre); 
thus, eliminating the project's need for habitat mitigation (as desctibed in the Preface to the 
Final EIR and Section 5.3 ofthe Final EIR). Maritime succulent scrub and Diegan coastal 
sage scrub habitat would be preserved within the on-site MHPA and the conservation 
easement on the south mesa. As discussed in Section 7.0 ofthe EIR, the proposed project 
would contribute to the cumulative loss of sensitive habitats, but its contribution would 
be minimal and not cumulatively significant since the removal would occur outside the 
MHPA. Project compliance with the City's MSCP Subarea Plan would compensate for 
the incremental loss (see pages 7-5 and 7-6 in the EIR). 

N98 The one-time removal of exotic species would be followed up by a 25-month maintenance 
period and long-term habitat management described in the HMP (see page 8 ofthe HMP). 
The length ofthe maintenance period is defined by the SDMC and long-term monitoring 
and maintenance for exotics removal would be conducted in perpetuity under the HMP 
No success criteria were developed for the exotic species removal plan because the HMP 
would annually monitor the presence of exotic species and direct removal efforts based 
on those observations, 

o 
o 
o 
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will be successful?25 And why are Ihere no success criteria associated with the removal of 

invasive species from this property? (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Report, App. F, 

Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan, page 8). Without any criteria, how will the City and 

other entities measure the success ofthis program and its expected improvement to 

environmental quality? . Because excavation for the removal of some species, such as 

tamarisk, may have lo go as deep as six feet, consultations should be undertaken with 

qualified Native Americans to delerrnine if an archaeologist and/or Native monilor 

should bc present for deep or other removals. (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical 

Report, App, F, Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan, page 4). 

Habitat Manaaemenl Plan (HMP): Please describe how the fimds to meet the HMP 

endowment were determined ($44,500 to spin off annual cosls estimated at just 

SI,900.00) and whether this amount is sufficient to fund long-term HMP 

implementation.26 Also, please explain how the Exotic Removal Plan and the Habilal 

Management Plan may interface - i.e., regarding exotic species removal and control, and 

the duration of those responsibilities. Why is the "education forum" for Institute 

maintenance staff a one-time event? (Tech. App. B, Habitat Managemenl Plan, page 4), 

Particularly where it is assumed that the Plan will last in perpetuity? HMP Table 2, Long-

Term Managemenl Tasks, refers lo "Control of Exotic animal species;" Yel this activity 

is nol described in the text. Please explain. Finally, is trash removal by qualified 

individuals part of the activity lo be performed as baseline invenlory. monitoring, or other 

efforts to improve the environmental qualily of these pools? 

" The Plan refers to a 25-monih period for removal and mainienance (Tech. App. B. Biological Technical 
Report, App. F, Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan, page 2); ia this the duration of the management penod 
referred to al Plan, page 5? If so, how was ihis length of lime selected and whal assures its success? 
Moreover, ihe Plan acknowledges that "continued maintenance' will be required lo keep iceplanl from 
growing back into open space. (Plan, page 5), How does Salk intend on performing this mamtenance and 
for what length of lime? 

" The HMP on ils face stales thai the Institute, USFWS, DFG, the Cily and the habilal manager wiii NOT 
be responsible for any management cosls in excess ofthe annual budget plan or the contingency fund olher 
lhan those direclly caused by the inlenlional aetJ [sic] in violation ofthe requirements ofthis HMP. (Tech. 
App, B, Habitat Management Plan, page 6), Please clarify and expand on Ihis lirailalioii and ils potenliai 
impact to successful implenientalion of the HMP. 
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N 9 9 Tamarisk plants on site are relatively small, as described on page 5 of the Exotic Vegetation 

Removal Plan. Tamarisk removal would be accomplished using chemical herbicides 

applied directly to the planis that would not harm the nacive habitat or species that may 

surround the individuals. N o deep excavations would be needed. 

NIOO T h e endowment fee was calculated based on the annual costs compounded into the 

future. T h e limitation on unanticipated costs is for unforeseen circumstances where others 

damage biological resources and the cost to remedy the situation would be borne by those 

causing the damage and not the Inst i tute, USFWS, C D F G or the City. Any such event 

would have no affect on the Insti tute 's ability to implement the H M P since it would be 

the responsibility of others to fix any poiential damage to llie resources. T h e relationship 

between the Exotic Vegeiation Removal Plan and the H M P is described in Section 5.2 of 

the H M R The Habi ta t Manager would conduct the education forum annually prior to 

exotic species control activities. The 25-month maintenance period is associated with the 

Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan. Conversely, the H M P and its associated management 

activities, including ice plant removal, would be implemented in perpetuity (see page 1 of 

the H M P and refer to response to comment D7 from the State Depa r tmen l of Parks and 

Recreation for more information). Exotic animal species conlrol would be conducted on an 

as-needed basis and the type of control would depend on the type of animal discovered in 

the M H P A . Trash removal would be conducted in the MHPA (including the vernal pool 

compiex) every ocher monch (see page 12 of che H M P ) . -
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The DEIR states that surveys were done in January 2002, May 2004, and April 2005. 

(DEIR, page 5.3-1). Figure 5.3-1 ilself even notes that site conditions may change. Then 

why weren't more recent surveys performed? Additionally, the DEIR mentions that 

gnatcatchers were "confirmed" during the most recent fieldwork and that individuals 

were "seen and heard" in coastal sage scrub slopes at north mesa (DEIR, page 5.3-10), 

yet these sightings do not appear to be mapped on DEIR, Figure 5.3-1. Finally, foxes 

have been seen in the area, bul are not discussed in the DEIR, 

The DEIR asserts that the area does not function as a large block of habitat. (DEIR, page 

5.3-13). What size qualifies as a "large block of habitat" along the coast in urbanized 

southern Califomia? Are there guidelines that address this? The undeveloped south mesa 

alone is approximately eight acres and should qualify as a large block of habitat in itself; 

further, it is directly connected to qualily MHPA lands and Torrey Pines City Park, 

approximately 144 acres in size, which all together form an even larger block of habitat. 

Because oflhe adjacency ofthe MHPA, there should be a miligation measure thai 

residents or guests in the temporary housing units be prohibited from having pets, 

particularly dogs and cats that may cause impacts to sensilive species within the MHPA. 

JDEIR, page 5.3-28). 

DEIR page 5,3-3 asserts there were no requirements to revegetate the south mesa. Please 

describe prior Citations and Code Violations lo the Institute by the City relative to prior 

development aclivities on the campus and the remediation required, if any. 

The DEIR states that for fire protection, the Institute would be required to implement 

brush management or alterative compliance measures such as fire-resistant walls and 

interior sprinklers. (DEIR, page 3-13). To ensure the protection ofthe MHPA quality 

open space, we would prefer implementation of altemative compliance measures. 

Table ES-1 is unclear as to landscape palette. What is meant by the phrase lhal all other 

landscaping shall use the same "palette" of species as that identified on the 1965 
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N101 Nothing has changed on site to trigger the need for additional biological surveys. The 

incidental gnatcatcher observations were not noted on the figure because they were not 
associated with a protocol survey. The biologists who surveyed the site did not observe 

foxes. Furthermore, none ofthe seven sensitive fox species found in southern California 

have a likelihood of occurring on the ptoject site or in La Jolta in general. ^ n 

^ > 

O 
N102 The area referred to on page 5.3-13 ofthe EIR is the existing MHPA which is 0,32 a c r e ^ r 

in size and not a large block of habitat. The proposed MHPA boundary adjusrmenr 
would add 1.27 acres of habitat to the City's preserve system, which is geogtaphicall-
connected to the existing MHPA, comprising a large block of MHPA habitat to the wesi 
The expanded MHPA would maintain existing habitat linkages as described on page 24 
ofthe Biological Technical Report. 

N103 The housing quarters are no longer proposed by the appiicani (see ihe Preface to the Final 
EIR) and these comments ate not applicable to the Refined Project Design. 

N104 As stated in the EIR, there was a requirement to revegetate the area for erosion control 
but not as mitigation for habitat loss. The City is satisfied that any past code violations 
have been cleared and have no relevance to the current project or the adequacy of the 
EIR. 

NI05 Comment noted. The Refined Project Design would require very limited brush 
management activity in the MHPA. The applicant is supportive of alternative compliance 
and will pursue if with the City Fire Marshall at an appropriate time in the future. All 
available alternative compliance means can be confirmed once final design ofthe building 
is complete. 

N106 Since the original landscape palette was developed, the City has adopted environmental 
regulations, such as the MSCP, that restrict the use of invasive species adjacent to native 
habitat. City MSCP staff will review any future landscape plans based on the palette and 
make a determination as to their appropriateness given current environmental regulations, 
as directed in Biological Resources Mitigation Measure 5-3-4 in the Final EIR. 
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Landscape Plan "lo the extent practicable given exisiing City regulations"? (DEIR, page 

ES-3I), What conflicts arc envisioned, and by whal process will Ihey be resolved? Will 

ihe HRB or Developmeni Services staff be involved in such dcteiminations? 

Finally, the Technical Appendix text (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Report, page 1) 

and ils Attachment 1 (aerial photos) conflici. For example, the text stales that in the 1928 

photograph, the mesa tops onsite appear lo have been leveled and cleared of nalive 

vegeiation for agricultural use, while an examination ofthe photo itself shows the south 

mesa's native vegetation inlact. Such conflicts show ihe bias oflhe environmenial 

document and must be corrected. 

Traffic: Please explain why the freeway impact fee is not either being required upfront in 

a lump sum or being adjusted upward to reflecl inflation and rising construction cosls 

until the lime(s) it is fully paid? (DEIR. ES-56, page 5.5-19). Without escalation 

increases, ihe rate of $1,000 per trip after 30 years will not significantly contribute to the 

needed roadway improvements. {Compare with conceptual costs in 2003 of 

$22,500,000 and escalated costs in 2010 of $28,200,000, where escalation rates are 2.3 

percent for support cost and 3.5 percenl for capilal cosls compounded annually to 

construction year; Tech. App. D, Transportation Analysis, Appendix N). In any case, is 

the fee in addition to any FBA traffic contribution, and if so, what is that amount, when 

will it be paid, and will it be adjusted upward until such tjme{s) it is paid? 

It appears lhal the existing average daily Iraffic volumes used are figures from 2003 and 

May 2004 - four and three years ago. (DEIR, Figure 5.5-2). Are there no more recent 

traflic figures? Why wasn't Salk required lo perfonn updated Iraffic counts, particularly 

where residents have observed the progressive worsening of traffic and increased length 

of time to make local trips? Notes to the Transportation Technical Appendix itself state 

that, "This repori is sile and time specific and is intended for a one-time use for Ihis 

intended project... Any changes or delay in implementation may require re-analysis and 

re-consideration by the public agency granting approvals," (Tech. App, D, Transportation 

Analysis, page 13-1). The Inslilutemay be trying to rely on an impermissible plan-lo-
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N107 Comment noted. Review of the 1928 photograph does indicate that the majority of the 

N108 

N109 

o 
o 
o 

south mesa had not yet been leveled or disturbed. However, disturbances are clearly ^ " ^ 
evident in subsequent photographs, * " 

The mitigation fees for traffic are not escalated and are collected by the Cicy at a time 
permits are issued and the impacts wouid occur. Due to the length of Master Flan buildout, 
pcogtammed improvements at the i-5/Genesee Avenue interchange will likely be in place 
before all traffic mitigation fees are collected. Nonetheless, the applicant wilt still be required 
to pay their fair share based on the MMRP In contrast, FBA fees are escalated and paid in 
"today's" dollars at the time building permits ate issued that would cause an impact. 

The traffic counts in the technical appendix provide an adequate description of existing 
traffic conditions near the project site at the time the application was deemed complete 
and the NOP was circulated. However, the traffic analysis does not rely on those counts 
to conduct its impact analysis, but rather it evaluates projecl impacts m the neat-term 
with and without the project using computer mode! forecasts as its basis. For example, 
Table 5.5-8 is a summary ofthe Near-Term street segment analysis and shows that the 
impact is based on a comparison of che "with" and "without project" conditions. Therefore, 
updated counts are not warranted and the EIR analysis is adequate. 
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plan analysis by not assessing actual near-term traffic counts. Wilhout actual and updated 

data, il cannot be concluded that all bul one aspect oflhe project's traflic impacts are 

insignificant. 

Further, it appears that the Transportation Technical Appendix is not conservative and 

may underestimate trips. (Tech. App. D, Transportation Analysis, page 2-3). Tables 2-1, 

and 9-9 slate, among olher Ihings, that the daycare facility would generate no new trips 

because it would be utilized by employees already on the Institute campus. But whal 

aboul the day care providers? What aboul ihe trips parents will make from their work 

parking on the north or east mesas to drop off and pick up their children? Whal aboul the 

trips to the multi-purpose room? Or for other events? Will spouses of employees bc 

dropping off and picking up children? Attending fitness or other classes or events al the 

new south mesa facilities? Won't al least some of these additional trips be made during 

peak hours? Factoring in Ihese trips would increase the overall trip number, worsen 

impacts and might thereby trigger additional master fee fair share contributions or other 

mitigation. 

Existing onsile parking is insufficient: The DEIR js misleading when il states that a total 

of 604 surface parking spaces are currently provided on the Institute's campus while only 

580 are required. (DEIR, page 5.5-6). The real issue is whether the Institute is able to 

satisfy its exisiing parking needs onsile - and Ihe answer is: It cannot. According to the 

applicant, the Institute currently rents and uses 150 additional offsite parking spaces from 

UCSD. (UCPG, April 11, 2007). The revised DEIR musl also analyze all the Institute's 

existing and planned parking needs, including events, not just what they provide onsite. 

Without such information, it is not possible to conclude that the projecl will not have 

significanl impacts to the availability of public parking or the accessibility of public 

facilities such as the nearby public park and beaches. Please explain why approximately 

one-half of the development intensity ofthe property is being grandfathered from current 

parking requirements of 2.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet? (DEIR, Table 5.5-17). Without 

making up for the existing parking deficiency, how can the DEIR conclude there would 

bc no parking deficiency? 
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NI10 

o 
o 
o 

The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final C_J 
EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design. C£) 

N l l l The Institute's ability to satisfy its existing parking needs is not an issue associated with 
the proposed project, and therefore does not require consideration or analysis under CEQA. 
Proposed parking to meet the needs ofthe future project would bc constructed at a higher 
parking ratio than the current permits require, therefore, all future parking needs would 
be satisfied by the proposed parking structures and lots. Refer to tesponse to comment 
N39 for additional discussion on the topic of parking. 
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Traffic and classification of use: The traflic figures appear to assume thai the project uses 

will be "Scientific Research." (i.e., DEIR, Table 5.5-7). Please explain whal the allowable 

uses are for scientific research and how the figures might differ if the uses are broken 

down into administralivc/evcnts/rescarch/elc, which more accurately describe the 

planned activities for the campus.37 

Near Tetm Scenario assumptions are outdated because Ihey refer Io year 2005-2006 

activities and condilions. Since ihe DEIR was published in 2007, shouldn't the DEIR 

analyze, al least, the 2006-2007 or 2007-2008 school year instead? Also in addition to the 

2004 UCSD Long Range Development Plan, other proposed or approved projecls, such 

as Hillel (which is mentioned elsewhere as a private proposed project at DEIR, pages 2-

6), should be factored into the traffic analysis, but it is not clear that they are. (DEIR, 

page 5.5-9). Even so, wilh the project, the street scgmcnls between La Jolla Shores Drive 

and North Torrey Pines Road and iheir intersection in the near term would drop from 

level C to D, and by 2030 would be further compromised at level E for the street segment 

operations. (DEIR, Tables 5-5-8 and 5.5-12), The slreet segments by 1-5 by 2030 would 

deteriorate to D, F and E (DEIR, Table 5.5-14), wilh nel changes from the project greater 

than the maximum allowable change in seconds. (DEIR, page 5.5-16). These are impacts 

Ihat members of both the La Jolla and Universily City Planning Groups might find 

significant. Yet, no mitigation is required or proposed. 

Public Views: There are many insufficiencies regarding public views, a key issue. First, 

the DEIR does not include visual simulations of idenlified views in the La Jolla 

Communily Plan from La Jolla Farms/Blackgold Road looking north and west over 

privale properties lo the Pacific Ocean as described al DEIR, page 5.1-2. (Compare DEIR 

Figure 5.2-22(0 Potenliai View Location Graphic at DEIR, Figure 5.2-1). Merely slating 

that someone drove the road and had no views is insufficient, Nor docs il include a visual 

simulation laken between Photos Locations 14 and 15, where the Kahn structure is visible 

" The DEIR stales ihat no new laboralory hoods are proposed as part oflhe projecl nor is Ihe amounl of 
chemicals used in the exisiing hoods expected to increase. (DEIR, page 5.6-12). Please explain whether 
new lab space is proposed by the project. And if so. what will be used in place of hoods? 
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N112 Table 2-1 in the traffic technical report shows crip generacion broken down by the various 
uses proposed on site and by the maximum trip generation race contained in die Cicy's Trip 
Generation Manual. The analysis used the latter trip generation rate which is 128 daily 
trips higher," and thus more conservative, than the average daily trip volume if each use were 
calculated separately. Given that the proposed uses are already broken down, the request for 
an explanation of the allowable uses for scientific research is not applicable. No specific plans 
for ihe Torrey East Building have been developed ai this time, however, no new fume hoods 
are anticipated. The number of fume hoods in use at the Institute has significantly decreased 
in the years since the Institute's inception, and the amount of chemicals used in the existing 
hoods are not expected to increase substantially with implementation ofthe proposed projecc 
(as scaced on EIR page 5-6-12). In the event that new hoods would be needed in the future, 
the amounl of hazardous materials stored on site would remain below the threshold planninjr.. 
levels and would not produce significant impacts, as discussed in response to comment N11 
below. 

Nl 13 The Near Term traffic analysis used the 2005-06 school year traffic projections for UCSD 
for consistency with the LRDP EIR analysis. According to UCSD, it has not achieved the 
projected buildout associated with traffic volumes for the 2005-06 school year; therefore, the 
cumulative analysis is conservative wichout adjustments. Although che Hillel project was listed 
in the cumulative impact analysis of the EIR, its traffic was not included in the near-term 
traffic analysis because the City did not anticipate jt would be operational this year due to 
pending lawsuits. Otherwise, the cumulative impact analysis and the resulting cumulative 
traffic calculations include all current and proposed development and transportation projects 
in the western portion ofthe University Community Plan atea, which represents an adequate 
analysis for CEQA purposes, as further discussed in response to comment N134, below. In 
particular, the list of cumulative projects includes all projects likely to provide additional traffic 
impacts on the roadway segments analyzed in the Traffic/Circulation section ofthe EIR. 

NI 14 Based on the City's significance criteria listed in Table 5.5-6 in the EIR, changes in craffic 
associated with the project would not be significant. The significance criteria ate not exceeded 
as shown in Tables 5-5-8, 5.5-9, 5.5-12 and 55-13 in the EIR and the project's potent' 
impacts are overstated in this comment. In the Near-Term scenario, no changes in roadw, 
LOS would occur due to project traffic (see Table 5.5-8) and the delay change at North Torrey 
Pines Road/La Jolla Shores Drive would bc less than 2.0 seconds (see Table 5-5-9). In 2030, 
no changes to roadway LOS are predicted and the North Torrey Pines Road/La-Jolla Shore 
Drive intersection would be LOS D without project traific. Mitigation is not required where 
impacts are not significant. 

N l 15 Page 5-1-2 in the EIR docs not discuss views. The scope of the visual analysis is sufficienc 

for the purposes of disclosing project impacts and does not warrant additional simulations; 
however, two mote simulations have been added to the Final EIR to further iliusirate the 
conclusions reached in ihe EIR. Relevant policies in the Communily Plan, LCP and SDMC 
protect designated scenic vistas and views ofthe ocean, not ofthe historic buildings such as 
the Kahn laboratory structure. The fact that drivers can briefly catch a partially obstructed 
glimpse oflhe northern edge ofthe Kahn building from one point along North Torrey Pines 
Road has no bearing on the visual impact analysis. 

RTC-117 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

N115 
Cont. 

N116 

N117 

N118 

N119 

by vehicles heading southbound. (See pholo taken from southbound vehicle. Attachment 

8). 

Second, most identified views do not have corresponding simulations (of the sixteen 

identified view locations, only six simulations were made). The reason given in the 

DEIR, that the others did not have the potential lo bc affected, is flawed. (DEIR, page 

5.2-14). The DEIR excludes analysis of important areas such as Locations 6 and 7 

(easterly views from the public coastal trail, which was specifically requesled lo be 

simutaled during DEIR scoping). 

Additionally, the DEIR states that City staff say that they completed a Toirey Pines City 

Park Plan (in ihe 1980s) but that il was not adopted by the City Council. (DEIR, page 5.2-

9). Regardless of whelher it was formally adopted, the Plan exists, is complete, and is the 

only plan for the area. The views identified within in it are relevant and must be analyzed 

in Ihe DEIR. There should be an accompanying visual simulation from each of Ihe 

identified public view locations described above. 

Third, some of the provided simulations are inadequate. For example. Photo Localion 13 

{courtyard view) is taken from ihe most easterly point; to be meaningful, photo 

simulation should include one from (he westerly edge ofthe courtyard, which was 

identified as significant in Ihe Nalional Register nomination28. Photo Location 8 (from 

top of public trail) does not appear to show Community Center development and in any 

case, il introduces buildings into the rustic beach and surfing access view area. {DEIR, 

Figure 5.2-29). 

Fourth, the applicants in recent public meetings have been heralding an asserted 

unobstructed 360-foot view from Torrey Pines Scenic Road over the north mesa. 

However, upon closer examination, Ihe line ofthe ocean and visual access will be 

significantly disrupted by several buildings, an above-ground parking ramp, a wall near 

' The Instilute does have some additional courtyard view impact graphics that il has shown in public 
meetings; however, ihey are curiously excluded from the DEIR. 
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Nl 16 Locations 6 and 7 are along trails within Torrey Pines City Park. Those trails are used 
to access the bluff above the ocean. Views from those locations are primarily west-facing £ ^ 
and dominated by the ocean. As stated on page 5.2-14, the Pacific Ocean is the "primary ^ j 
public resource" recognized in tbe policy language of the General Plan, Urban Design f ^ i 
Element ofthe Communicy Plan, the North City LCP and the Coastal Overlay Zone, ^f^ 
Furthermore, visual simulations are not required by CEQA, but are generally used as an k ^ t 
aid to assist in the evaluation of possible project-related visual impacts. For tliese reasons, |*afc 
the City did not request that visual simulations be prepared by the applicant from those 
western vantage points because the proposed project would not obstruct views of the 
ocean. Nonetheless, an analysis of visual impacts from public parks/trails is provided on 
page 5.2-16 on the EIR. 

N117 Because the Torrey Pines City Park Plan was never adopted, its draft policies are noc 
enforced nor are they relevant to the compliance discussion in the EIR. Under the Section 
15125(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines and related case iaw, a plan is "applicable" and 
must be analyzed only when it has been adopted and the project is subject to it. (See Public 
Research Code Section 21083.1; Chaparral Greens v. City of Chula Visla [ 1996] 50 CA4th 
1134, 1145, 58 CR2d 152.) As such, compliance of the project with the draft Torrey 
Pines City Park Plan need not be evaluated in the EIR. See response to comment Nl 16 
regarding visual simulations. 

N118 The visual simulations in the EIR are considered adequate by City staff because they provide 
a computer-generated portrayal ofthe proposed project from various publicly accessible 
locations. To further demonstrate the project's visibility from the west end of the historic 
courtyard, Figure 5.2-23b has been added to the Final EIR. Only the upper floor ofthe 
southern elevation for Salk Community Center Building would be visible as shown in the 
"Proposed View" portion of Figure 5.2-29- Introducing buildings into views ofa "rustic 
beach and surfing access view area" is not a significanl impact under the City's CEQA 
significance criteria or the Coastal Act. 

N l 19 The visual simulation contained in Figure 5.2-27 provides an adequate portrayal ofthe 
project sice from the perspective of motorists and pedestrians using Torrey Pines Scenic 
Drive. The simulation shows the proposed buildings, wails and landscaping associated 
with the proposed project. The MHPA barrier along the road would not be visible from 
this location. Walls and fencing would be consistenl with the Design Guidelines, and 
would be partially screened from view. Therefore, additional visual simulations are not 
appropriate or necessary. 

' " I RTC-118 



COMMENTS RESPONSES 

N119 
Cont. 

N 1 2 0 

N121 

N122 

N 1 2 3 

N 1 2 4 

the sidewalk, and a 220-foot long, 4-foot high barrier between the vemal pools and the 

sidewalk (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Report, page 28)." Please provide visual 

simulations running the length ofthe total visual impact of these measures on pedestrian 

and car travel. 

Finally, views from scientists' studies in the Kahn laboratory buildings are an important 

aspect ofthe design of those buildings and were part ofthe Nalional Register 

nomination.30 Please provide representative visual simulations of current and proposed 

views from the scientists' studies. 

Withoul the simulations identified above, the DEIR's conclusions regarding significance 

cannot be substantiated. In any case, the statement that visual impacts have been 

jnitigated to insignificance cannot bc supported. 

Neighborhood Character: The DEIR should be updated lo reflect that the City's 

construction ofthe subterranean Pump Station 45 is completed (DEIR, page 5.2-5), 

thereby restoring much oflhe natural character ofthe area on the south mesa. 

Because the Residential and Community Center components arc so conceptual at this 

time, there is no substantial evidence in Ihe record to support whether the project will 

have an architectural style compatible with adjacent development for a projecl level EIR. 

Please provide a detailed graphic or simulation showing the proposed type and location 

of lighting on the south mesa, where no light now exists. Please be sure to include any 

lighting for parking and security, and indicate how this may affect adjacent existing 

N The document Is unclear as lo Ihe fence maierials. i.e., concrete wall, brick walls, or split rail fence. 
(Tech. App. B, Habitai Managcraent Plan, page 12). Tbe selecled material musl not diminish visual 
resources or natural aeslhelics. Please provide a visual rendering oflhe proposed fencing and ils localion, 

,0 The Historical Resources Technical repon admits that the daycare rooftop and playground will be visible 
ftom the "upper floors" of die Laboratory complex, (Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, 
page 61). From which floors would this new development be visible? 
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N120 Views from the sciemists' studies are not publicly accessible locations. Simulations from 
those private locations are not required by City staff, nor is any further analysis of such 
views required by CEQA. The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see * 
the Preface to the Finai EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project 
Design. 

N121 The City EIR Guidelines do not require the use of visual simulations and those provided 
are appropriate as discussed in response to commenls N115 through NI20. Making 
the determination of a significant impact on visual quality is subjective. The City has 
adopted significance thresholds to assist in the determination of potential impacts, and 
those thresholds were used in the EIR analysis. As the project does not exceed the City's 
significance thresholds, and private views are nol recognized in the City's EIR significance 
thresholds, the EIR concludes that impacts to views would be less than significant, not 
significant as suggested by the commenter (see page 5.2-17). 

N122 The EIR acknowledges that once the pump staiion is constructed the area would be 
paved and revegetated. The description is accurate and does not need updating. It will 
take several years for the ateas disturbed by construction to be restored to theit natural 
character. 

N123 The grading, footprint and massing for the Salk Community Center Building have been 
described in the EIR. The specific architecture details will be comrolled by the project 
Design Guidelines (Section 5 of the document) on file with the City, and the project must 
go through substantial conformance review prior to implementation of this component 
ofthe proposed project. The level of information and descriplion provided is adequate 
for a project EIR. 

N124 An analysisof lighting impacts was provided on pages 5.2-21 and 5.2-22 ofthe EIR. An 
absolute change in lighting is only significant if a substantial amount of light is shed onto 
adjacent light-sensitive properties (per the City's significance criteria listed in Table 5.2-2 
ofthe EIR). Lighting would be consistent with the SDMC outdoor lighting regulations 
and project Design Guidelines (Sections 5 and 6 ofthe document) on file with die City. 

Shielding of light is required by the SDMC and MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 
Installation of perimeter landscaping along the southern property boundary would also 

help shield outdoor lighting. 
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N129 

residences.3' While it may bc true that the proposed project would produce less ambient 

tight overall than exists on ihe entire site loday, it is relevant to show the absolute change 

in light on various parts of the campus, particularly those that have no lighting at present, 

such as the South mesa. (DEIR, page 5.2-22). Otherwise, it is impossible to deiermine the 

level of change or significance. 

Please add a graphic indicating the existing and proposed setbacks for the entire parcel. 

The DEIR merely stales that, "Construction staging would occur on the subjecl property 

and would be located as far away as possible from existing residences and biologically 

sensitive areas." (DEIR, page 3-18). Please idenlify the specific staging needs/sizes and 

(he poiential areas proposed for each phase of development. 

How successful arc the existing campus public transportation, ride-sharing and bikeshare 

programs, and the Transportalion Demand Management Plan (DEIR, page ES-9 and 

Tech. App. D, Transportation Analysis, Appendix P)? Does the Institute have any 

numbers or quantified goals to measure success? 

The DEIR sections on library and park resources/impacts do not reach any conclusions of 
significance. 

Air Quality: The model used in the DEIR to gauge fugitive dust emissions assumes 

watering of active grade surfaces twice daily. (DEIR, page 5.6-7). This condition should 

appear in Ihe mitigation summary lable and MMRP. How might the prevailing winds 

(westerly lo northwesterly, DEIR, page 5.6-1) affect residences to the south and 

southwest of theproject in spile of watering? 

11 The DEIR stales that final building plans for development adjacent to open-space areas would depict the 
shielded lighl fixtures or other mechanisms. (DEIR. page 5.3-27). Because ofthe many permils and 
findings required for this project, including those respecting neighborhood quality of life, we request lhal a 
schema lie ofthe placement of the lighiingbe provided during the EIR, which is supposed lobe a project 
level enviionmental document. We previously requested this in our NOP scoping comments. (Tech. App. A 
NOP, Scoping Letler and Responses, Courtney Coyle letler daled December 7, 2004, page 3). 
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N125 Setbacks can be seen in Figure 3-L A scale has been added to the graphic for the Final 
EIR. 

NI26 Staging area(s) cannot be defined at this time because each component of the project 
would require a different staging area, rhe locations) of which would depend on th 
sequence of construction ofthe various project components, which the applicant has no. 
yet determined. 

N127 The applicant does not measure the success of its TDM program quantitativeiy, nor is it 
required to, but is aware that employees do take advantage of its various programs. 

N12'8 The library and parkyrec real ion discussion in the Project Description is provided for 
background only. An analysis of these issues is provided in Section 6.0 ofthe EIR under 
Effects Found Not to be Significant. In both cases, the project would not have significant 
impacts on these public services. 

N129 Watering is assumed part ofthe project construction since that is standard practice in 
the construction industry; however, if watering were not conducted, total construction 
emissions would still be below the San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) 
significance criteria as shown in EIR Table 5.6-4. No fugitive dust mitigation isnecessar 
because the impacts would not be significant. 

o 
o 
CD 

te 
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The DEIR lists the types and quantity of hazardous materials stored al the Institute. 

(DEIR, Table 5.6-8). Yel there is no analysis of San Diego Municipal Code seclion 

141.0606(c) (1) (A), which states that childcare facilities are not permitted wiihin 1,000 

feet of any known business ihat has or is required to have a permit from the County of 

San Diego Hazardous Materials Division (which handles regulated substances above the 

threshold quantity, as listed in CCR, Title 19, Section 2770.5). Is the proposed daycare 

facility within 1,000 feet of any lab space?32 Does the Institute handle any regulated 

substances? Are those substances above the threshold quantity? What does it mean that il 

is "unlikely" lhal the proposed project would expose sensitive receptors, such as daycare 

and residences, lo "substantial" emissions of hazardous contaminants? (Tech. App. E, Air 

Qualily Technical Report, page 15). Without more specific infonnation, the DEIR cannot 

conclude that there wilt be no significant impacts to health and safety. (DEIR, page 6-3). 

The DEIR dismisses the diesel exhaust particulate mailer that will occur eight to ten 

hours a day, six days a week, because it will only occur in the "short terra*' and not for 70 

ycats. (DEIR, page 6.5-8). Given ihe close proximity of the residences to development on 

the soulh mesa and the proposed daycare's close proximity to future proposed residential 

development, what analysis has been done for odor or illness that might be caused by the 

diesel operations? What literature review has been done for short-term impacts of diesel 

exposure on residential uses and children? Does the Enviromnental Health Coalition have 

information on these effects? 

Regarding schools, the DEIR is unclear as to whether the Institute will be paying any 

school, library, or recreational impacl fees in relation to the twelve residences it proposes. 

(DEIR. page 6-5). 

Why is there no estimate ofthe size oflhe demolition debris expected? (DEIR, page 6-6). 

What steps will [he Institute lake to minimize the amount of debris heading to the 

landfill? 

" The Historical Resources Technical Repon stales that Ihe daycare facilities will be approximately 400* 
from the Kahn Laboralories. (Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, page 61). 
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N130 The quantity of hazardous materials currently stored on site and anticipated on site as a 
result ofthe proposed project is below the threshold planning levels and does not require 
a permit from the County Hazardous Materials Division. As such, several ofthe questions 
contained in this comment ate not applicable. The quantities are so small that should an 

N131 

N132 

N133 

accidental release occur, the emissions would not be substanlial or result in an unhealthful ; 

condition; therefore, the statement referenced in Technical Appendix E is correct. 

o 
o 
o 

An analysis of diesel exhaust is provided on page 5.6-8 oflhe EIR. No illnesses are predicted 
ftom short-term diesel exhaust because it would not result in a chronic lifetime exposure. 
As mentioned by the commenter in commcnl N129, prevailing winds in the area would 
help dissipate diesel particulates. Odors would be a nuisance but not a health hazard. 
The EIR's conclusions on pages 5,6-6 through 5.6-8 show that the project's impacts 
are beiow the thresholds set by the SDAPCD's significance criteria and the City of San 
Diego's Significance Threshold Guideiines for short-term air quality impacis, including 
with respect to diesel particulate matter. Temporary diesel exhaust emissions during 
construction would not lead to chronic exposure (i.e., 24 hours per day, 7 days per week, 
365 days per year for 70 years) of on-site sensitive receptors (see page 5-6-8 of the EIR). 

Payment of mandatory school fees for industrial development is noted on page 6-5 ofthe 
EIR. No other public facility impact fees are assessed to the proposed ptoject. Although, 
no significant impacis to libraries or recreation facilities are identified in the EIR, tin 
projeci would pay approximately $2,000,000 into the City's Facilities Benefit Assessment 
(FBA). 

Quantifying the amount of demolition debris would not change the conclusions reached 
in the EIR. The applicant will work wich the contractor during the building permit phase 
ofthe project to minimize the amount of construction and demolition debris destined for 
the landfill. Each contractor would be required to comply with any rules or regulations 
regarding the disposal of construction and demolition debris. 
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Why is the UCSD proposed development of Universily House nol listed within 

Cumulative Impacts Table 7-1? Is it included within the UCSD Long Range 

Deveiopment Plan (LRDP)? The DEIR does not explain the rationale behind how it 

defined the cumulative impacts study area for each impact or how it determined which 

projects would bc included in the cumulative analysis. 

Is the Pavilion still part ofthe developmeni proposed for the soulh mesa and if so, why 

was it not discussed in the DEIR?" 

Based on the foregoing, il is clear that the DEIR's brief two paragraph Area of 

^Controversy Section is incomplete. (DEIS, ES-I9). 

In summary, il is clear that all the pennit findings cannot be made, impact and 

significance conclusions have not been subslantialed, important information is missing 

from the DEIR, and intemal inconsistencies musl be corrected. Based on the expected 

evolution of traffic, water quality, and energy regulations, among others, as well as the 

lack of construction and design detail for several campus components, the EIR approach 

should have been programmatic - nol projecl. We believe that all of these deficiencies 

cannoi be satisfied in an FEIR alone and that the DEIR must be recirculated with new and 

revised infonnation in il. 

Please provide my office with any supplemental, additional, or final documents in Ihis 

matter. 

(signature page and cc's on following page) 

See. Urban Systems Associates' scoping letter, dated May 18, 2004, jn the Transportation Analysis 
Appendix, which refers to a Pavilion (a 1,250 fool gathering area for employees and staff on canqms). 
Please stale whether this is still a projecl componeni; ifnot, then any revision to include il should be 
considered a signiflcanl project change warranting additional environmental and public review, including 
tra file analysis. 
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NI34 The University House project is a component of the Long Range Development Plan 
(LRDP) for the UCSD campus, the first cumulative project listed in Table 7-1; University 
House does not, therefore, warrant its own listing. The cumulative impacis scudy area 
was defined by the City based on the scope of the impacts anticipated for the proposed 
project. CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 provides detailed guidance for selection of 
projects, which the City complied with. As noted on page 7-3 ofthe EIR, the analysis of 
cumulative impacts associated with regional issues is based on regional plans and policies. 
Otherwise, the cumulative impact analysis and the resulting cumulative traffic calculations 
include all current and proposed development and transportation projects in the western 
portion ofthe University Community Plan area, which is an adequate analysis for CEQA 
purposes, under established CEQA case law. For purposes of determining the appropriate 
geographic scope of cumulative impact analysis, no fixed standards apply and each lead 
agency has discretion to determine an appropriate geographic scope for its analysis. S c 
East Bay Man. Util. Dist. v. Department of Forestry & Pin Protection (1996) 43 CA4th 1113, 
1128, 51 CR2d 299. Courts will defer to the agency's definition of an appropriate area for 
assessing cumulative impacts if the record shows a reasonable basis for the scope of analysis 
used. See also Ebbetls Pass Forest Watch v. Department of Vorestry & Fire Protection (2004) 123 
CA4th 1331, 1352, 20 CR3d 808. Section 7.0 of the EIR sets forth a reasonable basis 
for the geographic scope of the cumulative impacts analysis by describing the rationale 
for the areas that were included and excluded. Finally, those projects not identified had 
not proceeded to CEQA review at the time the EIR was circulated for public review and 
thus are not "foreseeable." 

N135 The daycare facihty analyzed in the Draft EIR did not contain a pavilion and is no longer 

proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR); this comment is not appiicabie 
to the Refined Project Design. 

N136 The Areas of Controversy section in the Executive Summary is sufficient because it is 
intended as a summary ofthe issues known to che Cicy at the time the EIR was citculated 
for public review (in accordance with Section 15 123 ofthe State CEQA Guidelines), 

NI ?>7 Comment noted. Refer to responses to comments N2 through N136. No new significan 

environmental impacts have been identified, no increase in the severity of project impacts 
has been determined, no new feasible alternatives or mitigalion measures have been 

identified and the EIR is fundamentally adequate as a project-level informaiion document 
for the public and decision-makers. As specifically detailed above in responses to comments 

N2 and N3, the City determined that a Ptoject EIR approach was apptopriate for this 

project, rather than a Program EIR. Therefore, there is no evidence in the administrative 

record that would trigger recirculation ofthe EIR before certification ofthe Final EIR (per 

Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines). 

o 
o 
o 
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Verytruly yours. 

Courtney AwuCeyie 
Attorney at Law 

Cc: Hon. Scott Peters, Dislricl I 

Jim Waring, Director of Land Use & Economic Developmeni 

Linda Colley, University City Planning Group 

Laurinda Owens, Califomia Coastal Commission 

Mike Aguirre, City Attorney 

Cathy Winterrowd, Cily HRB 

DFG/USFWS 

fnlerested Parties 
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DSDEAS DSDEAS - Project No. 44675 - Salk Institute Master Plan 

From: "Gary Fogel" <:glogBlOn8tural-seloction.com> 
To: <DSDEAS@3andJ8go.gov> 
Data: Mon, May 7, 2007 3:59 PM 
Subject: Project No. 44675 - Salk Institute Master Plan 

P.O. Box 12339 
La Jolla, CA 92029 
May 7, 2007 

Dear Mrs. Sherwood, 

I appreciate the opportunity to review the SalK Institute Master Plan 
(Projecl No. 44675, SCH No. 2004111049). I also appreciated the 
opportunity to discuss this master plan during the preparation process 
with SalK Institute staff and those In charge of developing the master 
plan, especially regarding the historic Torrey Pines Gliderport localed 
adjacent to the Salk Institute property. 

I would like to take this time to bring to your attention some important 
shortcomings ol this document. 

The Torrey Pines Gliderport has two property owners. The City owns the 
western half of the gliderport (Torrey Pines City Park), and the Regents 
of Ihe University of California own the eastern halt of the gliderport 
(the vacant area and glider runway situated directly north of the Salk 
Institute, across Toney Pines Scenic Drive). The Master Plan continually 
refers to the Toney Pines Gliderport as being only the Clty-owned portion 
but this is not the case. Indeed the entire gliderport (both the CHy and 
UCSD portions) are currently listed In the National and Califomia 
Registers of Historic Places. So for instance on page 2-4 when the 
document refers to the City Park 'encompasses the Torrey Pines Gliderport" 

II is actually tha gliderport that encompasses both the City Park and the 
UCSD gliderport parcel located directly adjacent to the north of the Salk 
Institute. A similar mistake is made on page 3-15 referring to the Torrey 
Pines Gliderport (Gliderport) within Torrey Pines City Park..." ll is 
actually the Torrey Pines City Park that is a portion of the Torrey Pines 
Gliderport. The remaining portion of the gliderport that Is directly 
adjacent lo the Salk Institute on the northern side of Torrey Pines Scenic 
Drive and controlled by UCSD Is forgotten as If It Is not a portion of the 
airport. 

Section 5.1-4 indicates that FAA regulations pertain to the gliderport. 
This is correct. In addition, CalTrans regulations also pertain lo the 
gliderport and were not mentioned at all within the Master Plan. I 
encourage you lo contact Kurt Haukohl (916) 654-5264 at the CalTrans 
Department of Aeronautics in Sacramento for additional details. 

Section 5.1-14 notes the FAA regulations regarding the Torrey Pines 
Gliderport. It does not mention any other regulations by CalTrans. In 
addition the section suggests that the gliderport Is approximately 450 
feet northwest of the project site. Indeed while this is the main office 
for ttia gliderport, the entire gliderport property is not located 450 teet 
northwest of the Salk Instrtute. Half of the gliderport (the UCSD portion) 
is located directly across Uie street to the north. The Master Plan 
mentions this as 'a runway associated with the Gliderport" but does not 
include it as part ol the Torrey Pines Gliderport" by name. No mention is 

O l 

0 2 

o 
o 
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The City agrees that the western portion ofthe Torrey Pines Gliderport is City property, ^ w 
that the eastern portion is owned by the University of California Regents (UCSD), and 
that the entire Gliderport is listed in both the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) 
and the California Register of Historic Resources. The City also acknowledges that, while 
the Gliderport does encompass a portion of Torrey Pines City Park, the park also extends 
soulh of both the Gliderport and the Salk Institute campus and thus the Glidetpori d o c 
not encompass the entirety of Torrey Pines City Park (please refer to Figure 5.2-22 of ri. 
EIR, which illustrates the southern extent ofthe park in relation to the Salk Inscitute). 

In response to this comment, ihe Caltrans Division of Aeronautics was contacted by the 
applicant to review the site plan and landscape plan for the proposed Salk Institute Master 
Plan. According to the Caltrans Aviation Safety Officer review, none of rhe proposed 
Master Plan construction or landscaping pose any immediate concern to the Gliderport 
wich respect to Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 (Caltrans Division of Aeronautics 
2007). Specifically, the Salk Institute is located far enough south ofthe Gliderport that 
it does not underlie the Gliderport"s FAR Part 77 approach surface. Furthermore, while 
the Salk Community Center Building and the north wing of the Torrey East Building 
were the only two proposed buildings either tall enough or close enough to the Gliderport 
runway to warrant further review, neither was found to potentially penetrate the FAR 
Part 77 transitional surface of the Gliderport assuming they rise 30 feet above ground 
level. Although portions ofthe Salk Community Center Building would bc taller than 
30 feet, the rooftop of the facility would be level and oniy rise 30 feet above the eastern 
grade ofthe parking lot, closest to the Gliderport property The trees proposed for the 
lawn above tbe North Lawn Core Facility (i.e., Torrey Pines and eucalyptus varieties) have, 
the potential to grow tall enough to eventually penetrate the FAR Part 77 transition 
surface; however, Caltrans Division of Aeronautics is not presenlly concerned abour the 
trees and will monitor their height over time. The letter from Caltrans documenting its 
review ofthe proposed project is on file with the City. 

The runway localed on the UCSD portion of the Gliderport—the part of the Gliderport 
directly across the street from Salk—is recognized by the City as being part of the Torrey 
Pines Gliderport, not merely "associated with" the Glidcport. Furthermore, while the 

main Gliderport office is approximately 450 feet northwest of the projett site, other 
portions (i.e., the UCSD-con trol led portion) are nearer to the project site. 
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made of the northwest-soulheasl diagonal runway which slill exists on Uie 
border ot the City snd UCSD properties. The gliderport is used for 
motorless flight as meniioned on pg 5.1-15, however, the listed activities 
(hang gliding, paragliding, radio-controlled scale models) do not include 
the primary historic aclivily of launching/landing manned sailplanes from 
the UCSD podion of the gliderport, which does require Ihe use ol defined 
approach and departure surfaces under strict regulation and annual 
inspection by CalTrans. Thesa surfaces do require the use ol a runway 
surface area and heighl restrictions on neighboring property, Including 
Ihe golf course and Salk Instilule. While it is encouraging lhal the 
praject will not generate a structure higher than 200 feet in altitude, 
and while I applaud the use ot underground parking to as much a degree as 
possible, the runway surface area does require a height reslriction, as 
noted in prior documents of the UCSD Real Estate Development Office and by 
CalTrans. I tried to make this point clear to the folks at Salk during Ihe 
development ol the Master Plan and I recall having a discussion with them 
about the maximum height tor street lights, trees, and other buildings on 
the soulh side of Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. Unlorlunalely, lew ol these 
comments made II Inlo the current Masier Plan, ao I ask lor your review ol 
these important FAA and CalTrans restrictions as they may impinge upon the 
very historic nature of the gliderporl silualed next door. 1 am happy to 
assist you in finding the correct connections at CalTrans. 

0 3 

o 
o 
o 

OO 

Appendix pg 31 describes the Torrey Pines Gliderport. While it is true 
that Charles Lindbergh firsl utilized the lift at Torrey Pines, he did so 
on a soaring flight from Ml. Soledad to Del Mar in February of 1930, not 
in the mid-1920s as suggested. Additionally, sludenls from San Diego High 
School used euto-tows along the beach near whal is now Torrey Pines State 
Park to launch and land gliders In 1930-1935. soaring In the litl of the 
cliffs between the Scripps Institution and Del Mar. The establishment of 
the Torrey Pines Gliderport property occurred in the mid-1930s and was 
formally dedicated lo Ihe youth of California by then San Diego City Mayor 
PJ. Benbough on Jan 1,1939. The gliderport property encompassed portions 
of what is now both the Salk Institute property and southern end of the 
Torrey Pines Golf Course. Initially the gliderport consisted of three . 
runways: one east-west runway, one diagonal runway to the northwest and a 
third runway running north-south. Pictures and maps of Ihese runways are 
available and were published in Soaring magazine as early as 1937 and are 
reprinted in Fogel, G.B. (200t) Wind and Wings: the Histoty ol Soaring in 
San Diego. Manned sailplane operations continued at Toney Pines since 
that time, with the exception ot a hiatus lor the time of operation ol 
Camp Callan. The earliest record of radio-controlled model gliding 
Bclivity at the Torrey Pines Gliderport was in 1950. The earliest record 
of hang gilding activity el Ihe Torrey Pines Gliderport was In 1969. 
Paragliding started at Torrey Pines In 1989. The Toney Pines Gliderport 
was listed in the Stale and Nalional Regisier ol Hisloric Places primarily 
lor Ihe contributions lo aviation made by enthusiasls of four llight 
disciplines: sailplanes, radio-controlled sailplanes, hang gliders, and 
paragliders. The association with Charles Lindbergh is correct but Is also 
ancillary to many other glider pioneers such as Wm. Hawley Bowlus, Woody 
Brown, John-Robinson. Dick Essery. Bud Pert, Bob Fronius, Paul MacCready 
and others who used Torrey Pines as an outdoor wind tunnel for the 
advancement of silent llight. The entire gliderport property (including 
both (he City and UCSD portions) is lislod on the National Register of 
Historic Places and on the Calilomia Register. The entire gliderporl is 
also considered to be a National Soaring Landmark of the Soaring Society 

03 Comment noted. 
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of America and a Model Aviation Landmark of the Academy of Model 
Aeronautics. Only the City-owned Torrey Pines City Park portion of the 
gliderport Is listed as a San Diego City Historic Site. 

The postwar development section of tho Appendix regarding Camp Callan 
further omits that ths City ot San Oiego leased ths gliderport back lo the 
Associated Glider Clubs of Southern California In 1946, immediately after 
the close of Camp Callan for the purpose of renewed gilding operations, 
which continue to the present, despite having portions ot the gliderport 
later deeded for a golf course, the Salk Institute, and UCSD. It is of 
Interest to note that the historical artifacts found on the gliderport 
property were considered to also be part of the National Register of 
Historic Places documentation, whereas similar Items on Salk property are 
thought to be less important. 

In closing I would like to state that I am amazed at the amount of detail 
contained in the Master Plan and Ihe level of work that musl have gone 
into generating such a document. I was also encouraged by the interest of 
Ihe Salk community on working together with the gliderporl users through 
the Torrey Pines Soaring Council lo determine any land use issues and I 
hope that this letter serves lo further assist In this process and 
generates additional benefit for both Salk and the Gliderport for years to 
come. 

Respectfully submitted, 

GaryB. Fogel, Ph.D. 

CC: <gf ogel 3 natural-selectlon.com> 

0 4 The Gty notes that historical artifacts associated with Camp Callan found on the 

Gliderport property may have been considered in the Gliderport's NRHP nomination. 

It is important to note the distinction between the Gliderport's NRHP nomination, 

which is due to its status as a resource that is 1) associated with events that have made 

a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history and 2) associated with the 

life ofa person significant in our past (i.e., the 1930 Charles Lindbergh soaring flight '• 

Del Mar); and the Salk Institute's NRHP nomination, which is based not on the physica, 

history ofthe sice or activities associaled with it, but instead is based on its architecture, 

which represents the "work ofa master" (i.e., Louis Kahn). Please see pages 5.4-6 and 

5.4-7 ofthe EIR for discussion. 

o 
o 
o 
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P i 

P 2 

P 3 

P 4 

P5 

P 6 

>lan-
>Thank you for your comments. With this reply I am forwarding your 
>comments lo Allison Sherwood, Ihe Environmental Analyst on my staff who 
>is working on the project. You state that these are "preliminary" so 
>pleasc lei Allison know if you don't want these submitled as comments 
>on the EIR (In case you want lo submit more or revise these). Any 
>future comments should be addressed to her. 
> 
>Regards, 
>Bob 
> 
>Robcrt Manis 
>Deputy Direclor 
>EntilIements Division/ Developmeni Services Cily of San Diego 
>6l9-446-5354 
>mianis@sandiego.gov 
> 
» » "iantrowbridge" <chris70@cox.nel> 4/25/2007 4:58 PM » > • 
>DearBob: 
> 
>These are my inilial comments on the EIR submitted as a preliminary 
before application by the Salk Instilute for approval ofa new Masier 
>plan for their campus. 

_£_ 
>l. The Salk Institute is a working scientific institution and this 
>should be weighed against a desire to maintain the Institute as an 
>archilectural icon designed by Luis Kahn. Nevertheless the Institute 
>is subjecl to the same rules as any developer. All their plans impact 
>ihe Kahn vision. 

>2. The Institute asserts it needs to expand to maintain its role as a 
Heading biomedical institution with a worldwide reputation for 
>scientific excellence. There is no evidence to support that conlention. 

>3, The Institute leans heavily on the I960's concept of Jonas' 
>vision oflhe Instilule and Kahn's original plans. Salk's vision of an 
>lnstituie ofthe arts and sciences died years ago and Kahn's vision of 
>invading a pristine coastal canyon is no longer acceptable. 
>The manner in which science is conducted has also changed, so for 
>example. the Fellows' study rooms are attractive bul unnecessary. 

>4. The Institute talks about a phasing plan bul gives no details. At 
>each phase will a sufficient increase in parking precede addilion of 
>slafr? 

>5. The Insiitutc has failed in the past lo honor its commitments to 
>lhe public. The temporary buildings should have been removed last 
>year based on a letter by then President Francis Crick in 1995. The 
>lnstitute has never provided sufficient parking or other traffic 
techniques to reduce the impact on traffic in the area. 

>6. The EIR lists allemalives as required by CEQA but the Salk 
administration failed to consider real alternatives. UCSF outgrew 

PI The proposed Master Plan was developed to accomplish both goals. It respects the historic 
on-site architecture and implements a portion ofthe tri-partite design scheme proposed 
by Kahn while expanding its scientific facilities needed to satisfy its growth as a research 
institution. 

P2 The project applicant asserts in the project objectives that it needs to expand its faciliiies 
to remain competitive with other biomedical research institutions in the nacion (see page 
3-2 ofthe EIR). This is one of several statements of objectives made by the applicant to 
describe the underlying purpose of the proposed project (per Section 15124 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines); no evidence is needed to support the objectives. 

P3 Comment noted. The applicant has indicated lhai Kahn's vision for the property is stilt 
relevant. 

P4 Phasing is desctibed on page 3-17 ofthe EIR; parking would be implemented in phases 
as stated on page 5.5-20 ofthe EIR. 

P5 Removal ofthe temporary buildings is discussed on page 5.1-3 oflhe EIR. Their removal 
is pending resolution of the current application. With regard to parking, the facility 
currendy has 24 more spaces than is required under its existing permits with the City (see 
page 5.5-6 ofthe EIR). The Institute currently implements a Transportation Demand 
Management Plan (contained in Appendix Q ofthe Transportation Analysis), which is 
focused on decteasing vehicles trips during the peak commute periods of the day. The 
ttansporration program includes a transportation spending account providing pre-tax 
benefits to employees who take public transportation; free shuttle service to the Sorrento 
Valley Coaster station; a bike share program with UCSD and other incentives. The Institute 
would continue the program in the fulure. 

P6 The EIR sets forth five different akernaiives, two that analyzed the project with no 

developmeni on the south mesa and three others that analyzed a reduced and/or 
reconfigured project, as well as the No Project alternative and an analysis of potential 

alternative locations for the project. This wide-ranging analysis is mote than sufficient 

to satisfy the alternatives standard under CEQA as described in response to coinment 

N34 from Courtney Coyle. The applicant's reasons for gathering all its functions on one 
site are described on page 8-3 ofthe EIR, under Alternative Location. The applicant has 
subsequently decided to eliminate daycare and housing uses ftom the site and pursue off-

site options for these facility needs, as described in the Preface to che Final EIR. 
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P 6 >their campus in the t990,s and are a model the Salk Institute should-
C o n t >have considered. I will provide detailed material if you request it. 

>In brief, there is no reason for the Salk to gather all its functions 
>on one site. 

>7. Given these comments , 1 reserve the right to challenge details of 
>the EIR in the future. 
> 
>Sincerely, 
> 
> Ian 

o 
o 
ro 
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P 7 

>So Allison; Lei mc reply incrcmcnially. 

7. THE MOST IMPORTANT REQUEST IN THIS EIR FOR A PROJECT FIVE DECADES LONG IS THAT 
AFTER THIS DECISION ALL OTHER DEVELOPMENT PLANS WILL BE SUBJECT TO A PROCESS 
TWO DETERMINATION, THAT IS TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE FOR THE SALK INSTITUTE BASED 

• ON ITS HISTORICAL AND SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE. 

Add Ihis lo Ihe list. 

lan 

> lan - please take a look at the public notice oflhe Draft EIR, ALL 
>cominems have lo bc received by 5:00 p.m, on May 7, 2007. Once public 
>review is closed, the Cily will prepare responses lo ihe comments. 
>Allison 
> 
» » "iantrowbridge" <chris70@eox.nel> 4/26/2007 l :34PM»> 
»Allison: 

>Bob misunderstood me, I want these comments included in the response 
>lo the EIR. I have other comments that will probably be complete 
>bclbre ihe public comment period expires. However, 1 slill reserve ihe 
>righi to expand on my brood criticisms of Ihe EIR after ihe public 
>commcnt period expires. Thai is because ihe Salk Institute needs to 
>rcspond before I complete my commenls. 
> 
>lan Trowbridge 

P7 Commenc noted; Process Two is an application review procedure that is permit ted under 

che Cicy's Land Development Code. Please refer to response to comment li6 from the 

University Communi ty Planning Group for additional discussion on the topic of Substantial 

Conformance Review (SCR). 

o 
o 
o 
ro 
fN3 
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P 8 

P_9 

P I O 

P l l 

P 1 2 

P 1 3 

> » "iantrowbridge" <chris70@cox.nel> 4/26/2007 3:14 PM > » 
>8. Every imporlant project these days provide 3-D RENDERINGS OF THE 
>PROPOSED PROJECT. Why should the Saik Institute be the exception when 
>lhe Salk is such an icon? 

9. The legal entitlements ofthe Salk are incompatible with are incompatible with currenl developmeni laws. 

10. The (entative vesling map is unacceptable for a 50 year project. 

11. The traffic studies are flawed. The idea of 6 am lo begin studies may work for LA nol San Diego. 

12. More details need lo be provided aboul the " lemporary housing" 
and a written commiiment from the applicant to adhere lo iheir commitments in Ihis regard. 

13. Given overhead requirements and major funding from NIH, I jusl don't believe the Institute can add the 
buildings they ask for wilh an increase of oniy 115 employees. 

Ian Trowbridge 

'So Allison: Let mc reply incrcmenially. 

p 1 4 7. THE MOST IMPORTANT REQUEST IN THIS EIR FOR A' PROJECT FIVE DECADES LONG IS THAT 
AFTER THIS DECISION ALL OTHER DEVELOPMENT PLANS WILL BE SUBJECT TO A PROCESS 
TWO DETERMINATION. THAT IS TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE FOR THE SALK INSTITUTE BASED 
ON ITS HISTORICAL AND SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE. 

Add ihis to the list. 

Ian 

P8 

P9 

PIO 

P l l 

P12 

C o m m e n t noted; the visual simulations provided in the EIR are computer -genera ted 

three-dimensional renderings. 

o 
Comment noted; however, the City recognizes as valid the legal entitlements on site. Q j 

o 
Comment noted; the tentative map is a valid instrument for dividing the ptoperry into K ^ 

discrete units for construction financing purposes. f ^ 

Comment noted; the methodology used to define peak hour was based on the City of San 

Diego Traffic Impact Study Manual. 

Comment noted; the applicant has eliminated the housing use ftom the project as describe 

in the Preface to the Final EIR. 

PI 3 Comment noted; the number of employees was provided by the applicant. 

P14 Comment noted; Process Two is an application review procedure that is permitted under 

the City's Land Development Code. Please refer to response to comment E6 from the 

University Community Planning Group. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
ES-l INTRODUCTION 

This Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses the proposed Salk Insritute Master Plan 

project (proposed project) located in the northwestern portion of the City of San Diego (City) within 

the northwestern University Community Planning area, and immediately north of the La Jolla 

Community Planning Area, Situated on a mesa immediately east ofthe bluffs overlooking the Pacific 

Ocean and inside the coastal zone, the 26.3-acre project site is also located south and west of land 

owned by the University of California, San Diego (UCSD). The proposed project involves 

entitlements for the expansion of the existing Salk Institute for Biological Studies (Inscicute), which 

would require che approval ofa Sice Development Permit (SDP), Coastal Development Permit (CDP), 

Master Planned Development Permit (Master PDP). Vesting Tentative Map (VTM), design guidelines 

and amendmencs to Condicional Use Permit (CUP) No. 3841 and Coastal Development/Conditional 

Use/Hillside Review permits No. 90-1140. A sewer easement vacation and Multiple Habitat 

Planning Area (MHPA) boundary adjustment are also proposed. A deviation from the San Diego 

Municipal Code (SDMC) residential zone development regulations is being requested. The proposed 

project would allow for the phased development of approximately 939215,200 square feet (sf) of new 

scieiitmc researcn space, inciuaing new scicntiiic rcsearcn uuiiuingvs); an auministrative/support 

building; an employee daycare facility; tcmporaTy- housing quarters: and greenhouses: -and surface 

parking. Also included in the proposed project but, due to their location below grade, not included in 

the additional square footage, are a facility to house specialized research equipment, research space, 

equipment shops and a mechanical room, and the-underground parking. These uses and facilities 

could be constructed over a period of several decades. In response to certain economic and 

environmental constraints, and as further explained in the Preface to this Final EIR, the applicant has 

decided to eliminate the employee daycare facility and temporary housing quarters from the proposed 

Salk Institute Master Plan. Although the daycare and housing uses are no longer a part of the 

proposed project (now referred co as the Refined Proiect Design), the environmencal analyses of chese 

componencs remain for informacional purposes since their removal from the projecc has little bearing 

on significance conclusions reached in the EIR. with the exception of biological resources where 

impacts are significantly improved. References to these uses have, however, been struck from che 

overall descripcion of che proposed proiect contained in this Executive Summary, the Project 

Description concained in Section 3-0 of the EIR, and che Hiscory of Projecc Changes contained in 

Section 4.0. In addition, the biological resources analvsis has been substantially revised in Section 5-3 

of the EIR. All other sections of the EIR remain unchanged since the conclusions would not be 

affected bv the Refined Project Design. 

The purpose of an EIR is to inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the 

significant environmental effect ofa project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, 

and describe reasonable alternatives co che projecc (Scace California Environmental Quality Act 

[CEQA] Guidelines Section 15121). This EIR is an informational document for use by the City of San 
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Diego (the lead agency), decision-makers and members of the general public to evaluate the 

environmental effects ofthe proposed Salk Institute Master Plan project. 

This EIR contains a project-specific analysis of che proposed project and serves as a Project EIR 

pursuant to Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guideiines. It has been prepared in accordance with 

the guidelines for the preparacion of EIRs issued by che City of San Diego (2002c) and complies with 

all criteria, standards and procedures of CEQA (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et 

seq.), as amended, and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code 15000 et seq.), as 

amended. 

The City concluded that the proposed project could result in potentially significant environmental 

impacts. A public scoping meeting was conducted, in accordance with Section 21083-9 of CEQA, and 

a Scoping Letter was prepared. The public scoping meeting was held on November 30, 2004 in the 

Trustee Room at the Salk Institute East Building 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) to all responsible and trustee agencies, as well as various 

governmental agencies including the Office of Planning and Research's State Clearinghouse. 

Commencs on che N O P were received from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Deparcmenc 

of Fish and Game, U.S. Marine Corps, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), Native 

American Heritage Commission, San Diego County Archaeological Sociecy, Sierra Club, Friends1 of 

Rose Canyon, Friends of Salk Coascal Canyon, and various members of the public. Verbal and written 

comments received by the City during the scoping process have been taken into consideration during 

the preparation of this EIR. Issues raised during the scoping process are summarized in chis section of 

the EIR under Areas of Controversy/Issues to be Resolved. 

ES-2 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The project site is partially developed wich scientific research and support facilities, including two 

main research buildings conscrucced in 1965 (original laboracory building) and 1995 (East Building); 

several smaller, ancillary buildings also from 1965; and an underground storage facility completed in 

2001. Two surface parking lots on site provide primary parking for the Institute, while overflow 

parking is provided in a dirt lot north ofthe site on land leased from UCSD. An approximately eighc-

acre undeveioped area occurs on sice co che west and northwest of the original laboratory building; 

these undeveloped areas surround an off-sice coascal finger canyon that is part of Torrey Pines City 

Park. In 1991, the Salk Institute (Institute) campus was included as Historic Site No. 304 in the San 

Diego Historical Resources Regiscer on the basis of its association with Louis Kahn and Jonas Salk and 

for its "architectural significance." In 2005, the property was determined by the California State-

Historical Resources Commission to be eligible for listing on the National Regiscer of Historic 

Resources, and was placed on the California Register of Historic Resources. 

ES-2 



©60440 
jStirlmiiiute Master Plan Section ES 
Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049: Project No. 44675) Executive Summary 

The property is flanked by a number of public roads, including North Torrey Pines Road, Torrey 

Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Institute Road. Vehicular access to the project site is gained from private 

driveways connecting to Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Institute Road, with traffic signals 

sicuated ac che incerseccions ofeach of chese roads wich Norch Torrey Pines Road. Pedescrian access to 

and within the site is available along sidewalks within the adjacent public rights-of-way and internal, 

privace walkways chrough the campus. 

The project site is surrounded by urban development to the east and souch, including housing and 

parking facilicies associaced with che UCSD campus, a commercial conference cencer, single-family 

residencial homes and Cicy Pump Scacion No. 45- To che norch is che eascern end of che Torrey Pines 

Gliderporc (Gliderporc) and undeveloped land owned by UCSD. Facilities and parking for the 

Gliderport are situated norchwesc of the Inscicute property near the western terminus of Torrey Pines 

Scenic Drive. West of the site is undeveloped land owned by the City for habitat preservation (i.e., 

MHPA) and access to the undeveloped Torrey Pines City Park. The airfield for Marine Corps Air 

Station (MCAS) Miramar is situated approximately five miles east of the Insticuce site along Miramar 

Road. 

The majority of che sice (i.e., approximately 18.4 acres) is developed wich approximarely 260.800 sf of 

scientific research-based facilities, temporary, ancillary structures and surface parking facilities. The 

exiscing Inscicuce operaces under CUP No. 3841 and CDP/HRP/CUP 90-1140. Public water and 

sewer mains and easements exist on site and generally traverse around buildings and adjacent to the 

existing surface east parking lot. 

The topography of the site ranges in elevation from a high of approximately 375 feet above mean sea 

level (amsl) on the top of che norch mesa co a low of approximately 230 feet amsl in the western 

portion of the site. Approximately 8.0 acres of the site, largely on the south mesa, are undeveloped 

and contain native habitat, including Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, maritime 

succulent scrub, souchern willow scrub and vernal pools. A small amount (i.e., 0.32 acre) of M H P A 

native habitat occurs on sice, wich addicional MHPA acreage occurring immediacely west of the 

Institute property boundaries. Drainage from the project site flows north, south and west into two 

unnamed off-site coastal canyons and Into the Pacific Ocean. 

The site is subject to the planning guidelines and policies of che City of San Diego Progress Guide and 

General Plan, including the Univmity Community Plan (Community Plan), the North Cily Local Coastal 

Program Land Use Plan (LCP) and the SDMC. 

ES-3 PROJECT D E S C R I P T I O N 

The Salk Institute Master Plan project is the proposed expansion of a private, non-profit scientific 

research insticucion chat was originally constructed in che Cicy of San Diego in the early-to-mid 1960s, 

opened in 1965, and has undergone previous permanent expansions in 1991 and 1995 through the 
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construction of the research-based East Building and south lawn underground facility, respectively. 

The proposed project addresses the current inadequacies of the existing scientific research and support 

space at the Institute and the changing demographies'• and-nccds-of the Institute scientists and 

cmploycc^-and provides for the accommodation of new and emerging research technologies. The 

proposed project would be implemented in phases, possibly over a period of several decades, and 

includes expansion of the existing laboratory space on the campus through the construction of new 

scientific research building(s); creation of the Salk Community Center Building, housing; 

administrarive and support space, dining facilities, and an auditorium, to serve the Institute 

community; construction of an underground core facility, equipment shops and mechanical room to 

house research space and shared equipment space; and development of three new greenhouses to 

replace those exiscing on sice. The proposed project also includes construction ofa new-on-sitc daycare 

facility for employees' children and temporary housing quarters to be utilized-by-visiting researchers-or 

new-faeulty/staff until-petmanent-off-site hoasing-can be secured. Finally, the proposed project would 

provide more on-site parking through the construction of two new underground parking garages near 

the locations of the existing on-site surface lots;-and minimal new surface parking-at-kcy areas on the 

campus. The basic objectives include developing a project that: 

• Is compatible with the primary goals and objectives of the University Community Plan, the 

North City Local Coastal Program (LCP) and applicable sections of che Cicy of San Diego 

Municipal Code (SDMC). 

• Is consistent, in terms of general scope, planning and architectural theme, with Jonas Salk's 

original vision for the research institute property embodied in the tri-partite scheme developed 

by Jonas Salk and Louis Kahn in the 1961 Master Plan and CUP No. 3841, which precludes 

urban densities in any one area, places housing and-relatcd accessory facilities on- the south 

mesa, places scientific reseatgh -spaee-en-the east mesa, constructs a-eommunity ccntci^fet^the 

Institute- on the north mesa, maintains access co the natural setting and avoids inappropriate 

land use adjacencies. 

• Allows the Insticuce co develop new and expanded sciencific research facilities and reach its 

50Q,0Q0-sf capacity on site as provided for in the University Community Plan, while using the 

Institute's funds in the most cost-effective manner possible and retaining the maximum 

possible funds for its core scientific mission. 

• Helps the Institute remain competitive with other national research institutions in attracting 

and retaining top researchers by providing on-site amenities, such as an employee community 

center, daycare faciHty and temporary housing quarters, and state-of-the-art scientific research 

facilities that are respectful of the historic architecture and integrated with the surrounding 

open space. 
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• Provides state-of-the-art scientific research space that will help attract new research funding 

and train the best and brightest scientists in che world in an inspiring and collaborative setting 

with exceptional faculty and scaff, and will house che latest equipment technology that will 

allow Institute employees to fulfill their institutional missions of fundamental discoveries in 

the life sciences, the improvement of human health and conditions, and the training of future 

generations of scientists. 

• Provides centralized support facilities (i.e., the Salk Community Cencer Building) for che 

Institute that will be placed on site in a manner that balances the sensitive natural and historic 

resources with the need for adequate site security. 

• Provides- a private daycare facility on site that-will cducate-and care for children of Institute 

personnel, while providing opportunities for outdoor learning, in-a-safc location that is-beth 

internally and externally secure, away from public roads;-in close proximity to those employees 

and integrated into the natural landscape.-

• Develops temporary housing quarters in a location on site that is physically separate from the 

scientific—research—work environment is inrcor5ted—into the—n a tu t al—landscape—jt?*d—wffl.'iM 

provide-visiting and new faculty/employees a temporary place to live while they-attempt to 

secure permanent off-eampus housing, as an-alternative to the Institute paying market rates 

fer-off-site housing arrangements. 

• Creates new underground parking areas on site that sufficiently satisfy the parking needs of 

the entire facility and minimizes surface parking. 

• Enhances and expands environmental protection for environmentally sensitive areas on site by 

adding land co the City's MHPA. 

• Provides landscaping plans and architectural and landscape design guidelines to ensure 

creation of an aesthetically pleasing development project that complements the exiscing 

landscape and permanent structures on site, respects the sice's hiscorical incegricy and 

landscape wich high design standards and enhances publicly accessible views in the project 

area. 

• Allows for the removal of all cemporary buildings on the property. 

Project Characteristics 

The project applicant is requesting City approval of development permits, including an SDP, CDP, 

Master PDP, VTM, and design guidelines, and amendments to CUP No. 3841 and CDP/HRP/CUP 
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No. 90-1140 to implement the proposed project. A sewer easement vacation and MHPA boundary 

line adjustment are also proposed. Proposed uses on site include the approximately 117,000-sf 

administrative/support building (referred to as the Salk Community Center Building), the 

approximately 94,200-sf scientific research building (referred to as the Torrey East Building^ 12,000 

sf of temporary -housing quarters, a 12,00Q-sf private daycare facihty and 4,000 sf of greenhouses. 

Other proposed uses, which would not contribute additional square footage to the campus, include an 

underground research facility, adjacent equipment shops and mechanical room, two underground 

parking structures and iimited surface parking. While the base zone of the projecc sice under che 

SDMC is single-unit residential (RS-1-7), the Community Plan further designates the site as being 

within the Torrey Pines Subarea and classifies its use as scientific research within the subarea plan. 

The existing CUP and CDP/HRP/CUP have been implemented to allow the Community Plan-defined 

scientific research uses within the RS-1-7 zone. Therefore, all uses would be consistent with the 

development regulations for the residential designation. A SDP is necessary for impacts to 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL), specifically upland biological habitatincluding direct and 

indirect biological resources impacts, and historic resources as defined by the SDMC. Additionally, a 

Master PDP is necessary for the proposed project to allow construction of the proposed new campus 

facilities, expansion of the previously approved conforming uses under the site's scientific research land 
MQP np^ iona r i nn f f t - nprnvf—fnf* - f * r tn<f rnpf i^n—f i f rr rwi'iftpwT^ n^tT«twf>—rttiwrff ^t a< *w—wi- in f ^wti—«•*' 

0 , - . r — j j 0 ^ ™ — ^ ^ J ^ ^ » j w.̂ k 

pursuant co SDMC Section' l43.0402(aX2),~and to allow for limited deviation from the development 

regulations of the underlying zone related to maximum structure height. The amendments to existing 

permits No. 3841 and 90-1140 would also include those proposed uses and allow for the construction 

ofeach proposed new building. The project site is within the Coastal Overlay Zone; thus, approval of 

a CDP is required for the proposed project. A VTM is required to subdivide the property into four 

legal parcels and to vest cercain projecc approvals for fucure facilitation of the development of 

proposed facilities over the length ofthe project buildout period (i.e., several decades). 

Discretionary Actions/Approvals 

This EIR is intended to provide documentation pursuant to CEQA to cover all local, regional, state 

and federal permits and/or approvals which may be needed to construct or implement the proposed 

project, whether or not each approval is explicitly listed below or elsewhere in this EIR. 

Amendments to Conditional Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit/Hillside Review 

Permit/Conditional Use Permit 

The proposed project would be implemented in phases, with che inicial development phases to involve 

construction of the daycare- facility^--Torrey East Building (and associated underground parking 

garage), greenhouses and the north lawn core facility and associated underground shops; (which would 

be built in a basement configuration). As che proposed north lawn core facility and underground 

equipment shops and mechanical room would be constructed completely below grade, their square 

footage would not be included in the amount of new square footage that is proposed in the Master 
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Plan. The proposed underground parking structures on the north (fucure phase) and ease mesas would 

also be excluded from che addicional proposed Master Plan square foocage. Therefore, che facilicies 

included in che inicial phase(s) of developmenc would add approximately 44-098,200 sf to che exiscing 

campus building square foocage. Future The fucure phases of rhe proposed project would include 

approximately +29112,000 additional sf, in the form of the Salk Communicy Center Building-and 

temporary housing quarters, with the proposed new square footage therefore totaling approximately 

939215,200 sf. The planned demolition of 29,000 sf of temporary buildings would result in a project 

gross floor area totaling 9+0186,200 sf (239215,200 minus 29,000), and a grand total of 506476 .000 

sf of gross floor area at campus buildout. 

Design guidelines are proposed for the portions of the project whose design is still conceptual in 

nature, including the Salk Community Center Building, greenhouses, north mesa parking structure 

landscaping and the historic perimeter landscaping that would be restored along a portion of the 

southern property boundarytemporarr 'housing quarters. The design guidelines are proposed to 

provide a comprehensive framework for the architectural and landscape design for the conceptual 

phases of the project, whose order would be implemented depending on the needs of the Institute, 

advances in technology and availability of capital funding. The guidelines address various general 

details of the design, such as the building height, bulk and massing; sire orientation; architecture; 

building materials; and landscape layouc, features and macerials. 

Master P lanned D e v e l o p m e n t Permi t 

A Master PDP is required for the proposed project to permit the construction of the proposed new 

campus facilities, to allow expansion of previously determined conforming uses under the University 

Community Plan scientific research land use designation, pursuant to Section 143.0403 o f the SDMC; 

to permit the construction of temporary housing quartcrs-as an-accessory use pursuant to SDMC 

Section l43.0402(aX2) j,-and to allow for limited deviation from the development regulations of the 

underlying zone related to maximum structure height (as defined under the SDMC). A Master PDP, 

as opposed to a PDP, is necessary due to the phased nature ofthe projecc. 

Site Deve lopmen t P e r m i t 

A Site Development Permit (SDP) is required for the project as proposed in accordance with the City's 

Environmentally Sensitive Lands (ESL) regulations in the SDMC, as the project would result in limiced 

encroachment into sensitive upland habitats. Under che ESL portion of the SDP, che applicanc would 

be provided auchorizacion for impacts to 07040.03 acre of Tier I habitatT and 1.540.05 acre of Tier II 

habitat and 0.25—aerc of Tier III -habitat and to covered species under the Multiple Species. 

Conservation Program (MSCP), via the Implemenring Agreement entered into by the City, USFWS 

and CDFG. Ail-Direct impacts to native habitats would not be considered significant as they would 

amount to less chan 0.1 acre; however, ocher direcc and indirecc impacts to biological resources would 

be mitigated to below a level of significance in conformance wich ESL regulacions. A SDP is also 
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required in accordance wich che Cicy's Hiscorical Resources Regulations for the proposed project 

because the Saik Institute was designated as Hiscoric Sice No. 304 in 1991 and said regulacions 

require a SDP for developmenc on sites where historic resources (defined as such under the SDMC) are 

located. 

Coastal D e v e l o p m e n t Pe rmi t 

A C D P is needed because the project site is located in the California Coastal Zone and within the 

Coastal Overlay Zone for the City. City approval of the proposed CDP is appealable co the California 

Coastal Commission pursuant co Seccion 126.0710 of the SDMC. 

Ves t ing Ten ta t ive Map 

A VTM is required to subdivide the property into four legal parcels to allow, construction financing for 

different stages of the proposed project. The VTM would also vest certain project approvals co 

facilitate development of proposed facilities over che length ofthe project buildout period (i.e., several 

decades). 

M H P A B o u n d a r y Line Adjus tment 

The project applicant is proposing an MHPA boundary line adjustment which would add 3.221.27 

net acres to the City's MHPA. The City received concurrence from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) regarding the proposed boundary adjuscmenc in Novcmbcf 2006May 2008; concurrence 

from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) was also received in January 2007Mav 

2008. 

Easemen t Vacat ion 

The proposed project would vacate right-of-way associated with existing utility easements as described 

in Section 3.0, Project Description. Any electrical easement vacation would require concurrence from 

San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E). 

O t h e r Approvals 

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. 

Ministerial approvals wouid also be sought by the project applicant via the SCR Process of Grading 

Permit(s), Building Permits, Stormwater Infrastructure, Water Infrastructure and Sewer Infrastructure 

from the Cicy; an encroachmenc permic for conscruccion of che various roadway/circulation 
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improvements, also from the City; and a determination from the San Diego County Airport Authority 

that the proposed project is consistent with the current and/or proposed airport land use plan for 

Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar. 

Project Implementation 

Development Regulations 

As noted above, the proposed project would incorporate the City of San Diego Land Development Code 

regulations for the single-unic residencial base zone (RS-1-7), alchough che sciencific research uses 

defined in the Community Plan would be allowed chrough che amendments co exiscing permics and 

the proposed new permits. These development regulations govern lot area, setbacks, structure height, 

floor area ratio, parking, landscaping, and building articulation, among other factors. The proposed 

project would be consistent with the majority of the SDMC development regulations applicable to the 

ptoject site, except for the maximum structure height limit ofthe RS-1-7 base zone (for which a 

deviacion is proposed). Approval of the proposed Master PDP would ensure the project's consistency 

with such regulations throughout each development phase. 

Grading Plan 

Overall site grading is anticipated co require approximately 30.00020.000 cubic yards (cy) of cut, 

5,0002.300 cy of fill and 200,000 cy of basement/garage excavation for a totai export of 

225.000217.000 cy over the buildout of the proposed project. Each deveiopment phase of the project 

would require some export of material, which would be properly disposed of at an approved disposal 

location(s). Slopes generally would be constructed at a maximum grade of 2:1 (horizontal to vertical), 

resulting in maximum cut and fill slopes up to 12 and 15eight feet tall, -respectively. None of the 

existing natural slopes over 25 percent grade (i.e., steep hillsides) would be impacted by thc-proposed 

grading. A 250-foot long retaining-wall averaging five fect-m-height would-be installed parallel to the 

private extension of Salk-Institute Road- alemff the—southern property boundary (all other Project 

retaining walls would be structural in nature and used to support building foundations). 

Circulation Improvements 

The proposed project would enhance the existing vehicular and pedestrian circulation patcerns on and 

around the Institute campus co access the new structures. A westerly extension of thc-private access 

road' west of the terminus of Salk Institute Road • would bc eonstructcd to provide-access to the 

proposed daycare facility and temporary housing -quarters. Reconstructed and/or new driveways 

would be installed along Salk Institute Road and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive to access the proposed 

Torrey East Building and the Salk Community Center Building, respectively, and their associated 

underground parking areas. A new-pedestrian walkway would be installed between the daycare 

faciliry and the main buildings.—A new 5-foot wide sidewalk extension is proposed within the 
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right-of-way for Torrey Pines Scenic Drive to the western propercy boundary, and informal pedescrian 

walkways would be locaced chroughouc the sice, wich linkages to existing and new facilities. 

The Insticuce campus currendy implements an extensive public transportation and ride-sharing 

program for the purpose of minimizing trips to/from the site. The Institute also maintains a bikeshare 

program between its campus and UCSD, wherein employees can check out bikes and helmets when 

traveling between the two campuses. These programs, among others, would continue as the Institute 

builds the various project components described herein. 

Parking 

The parking requirements for the proposed project were determined based on SDMC Section 

142.0530 and CDP 90-1140. The campus currently features 604 surface parking spaces. This 

number exceeds the minimum requirement of 580 spaces under CDP 90-1140. The 1,1-2^1,086 

proposed spaces would exceed the minimum number of total spaces required by the City (i.e., 

1.1201.046) to accommodate the 500.000476.000 total sf to be implemented under buildout of the 

proposed project. The project design includes the provision of two, multi-level, underground parking 

structures and limited retention of existing surface parking lotsspaces. As new buildings are built out 

on the campus in phases, parking would be provided and maintained based on a ratio of 2.5 spaces per 

1,000 sf, as directed by the SDMC. All 1.1201.046 required spaces would be built by the cime the 

proposed project has reached the 500.000476.OOQ-sf maximum. 

Subsequent Discretionary Review 

At a point in time when detailed building and landscape drawings for the future-phase components of 

the project (i.e., the Salk Community Center Building, north peninsula parking structure:— and 

greenhouses and temporary-housing quarters) are submitted to the City for approval, the project 

applicant would submit the plans for Substantial Conformance Review (SCR), which is a Process Two 

review for projects in the Coastal Zone (as outlined in Section 126.0112 of che SDMC), prior to 

applying for grading and building permics. Should Cicy scaff decermine chac any fucure developmenc 

is not consiscenc wich (i.e., in subscancial conformance wirh) che proposed design guidelines, the 

proposed development permits, the Historic Resource Regulations in the SDMC and/or the certified 

EIR, che projecc applicanc could appeal che consistency decerminacion to the Planning Commission, 

apply for an amendment to those development permits, as needed, or modify the application to be 

consistent with the approved entitlements. 

ES-4 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS AND MITIGATION 

The proposed project EIR addresses project impacts to land use, visual quality/neighborhood 

character, biological resources, historical resources, traffic/circulation, air quality, noise, 

hydrology/water qualicy, geology and paleoncological resources. The analyses and conclusions for each 
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environmental issue are found in Sections 5.1 through 5.9. As noted above, the applicant has decided 

to no longer pursue development of the daycare and temporary housing facilities; as such, these 

facilities and cheir associated effects are noc a pare of che Refined Proiect Design that the applicant is 

proposing for approval bv the City decision-makers. However, the environmental analvsis of these 

former components of the Salk Inscicute Master Plan remains in the text of this Final EIR for 

informational purposes. While the Refined Proiect Design, as explained in the Preface to chis Final 

EIR, would reduce or avoid the significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR, some of those 

significanc impaccs idencified in the Draft EIR would still occur. The environmental effects discussed 

in Section 5.0 of the EIR also are summarized in Table ES-1. which now reflects onlv those impacts 

that would result from implementation of the Refined Proiect Design. In addicion, Table ES-1 

includes all mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 that would reduce projecc impaccs associaced 

wich che Refined Projecc Design, and the level of impact significance following mitigacion. 

Projecc-specific significant environmencal effeccs to all areas, except traffic/circulation, would be 

micigated to below a level of significance. The project also would contribute incrementally to 

cumulatively significant unmitigable impacts to traffic/circulation. No new significant impacts would 

occur under the Refined Proiect Design. 

ES-3 EFFECTS FOLIND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 

Based on initial environmental review of the project, the City of San Diego determined that the 

proposed project would noc have che potential to cause significant adverse effects associated with the 

following issue areas: agricultural resources, health and safety, mineral resources, public services and 

facilities, and utilities. These topics are not, therefore, addressed in detail in this EIR (refer to 

Section 6.0). 

ES-6 ALTERNATIVES 

As noted in the Preface to the Final EIR, the applicant has chosen to modify the proposed project and 

its objectives bv eliminating the daycare facility and housing quarters, which were both considered 

ancillary uses to the overall scientific research use. These alcernatives to che originally proposed 

projecr (i.e.. Draft EIR Projecc) are still appropriate under CEQA. despite changes to the proposed 

proiect (i.e.. Refined Proiect Design), because thev represenc the range and configuration of uses that 

could be considered ancillary to the scientific research mission for the Institute. In addicion, some of 

the alcernacives are comparable in configuration to the Refined Projecc Design (i.e.. no developmenc 

on rhe south mesa). A comparative analvsis of these alternatives with the Refined Proiect Design is 

provided in the Preface to the Final EIR and summarized herein and in Section 8.0 ofthe EIR. 

No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative assumes that the Salk Institute Master Plan would not be adopted, the 

existing permics would noc be amended, no expansion of che scientific research space would be 
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implemented, no new parking facilities would be built and no support facilities, such as dining 

facilities, administrative support uses, temporary residential quarters and a daycare facility, would be 

developed on site. None ofthe existing biological resources in the western portion ofthe site would be 

dedicated to the City for the MHPA. 

The No Projecc Alternative would avoid certain significant project-related impacts to biological 

resources,,historical resources, transportation/circulation (direct impacts), noise (construction-related), 

and paleontological resources. Although this alternative would not produce additional traffic or 

parking demands, the Institute's existing traffic would continue to contribute to degraded condicions 

at the I-5/Genesee Avenue intetchange; thus, cumulatively significant traffic impacts would still 

occur. 

The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the basic project objectives including allowing 

the Institute to: expand its existing on-site facilicies co 500,000 sf; implement the Kahn-Salk 1961 

Master Plan; provide much-needed scientific research space in a collaborative setting; cencralize 

support uses; provide underground parking areas; enhance views ofthe ocean and scenic coastal areas; 

expand protection for environmentally sensitive areas on site through a MHPA dedication; and 

provide landscape plans chac would enhance the existing landscape and publicly accessible views in the 

projecc area. 

Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout 

Under this alternative, the project would be constructed in a manner similar in scale and layout to the 

proposed project, with the exception ofthe design and layout ofthe Salk Communicy Cencer Building, 

the size of the Torrey East Building and the daycare facility, and the orientation of the temporary 

housing quarters. This alternative would implement the Salk Community Center Building in four 

separate sections, with two pairs of two internally connected buildings constructed in a northwest-to 

southeast-oriented row atop the north underground parking garage, covering most of the north mesa 

and paralleling Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. The alternative SaJk Community Center Building would 

house administrative space, dining facilities, meeting rooms and an auditorium, and would be used for 

dining and social gatherings by Institute employees. The rooflines of the Salk Communicy Center 

Building under this alternative would descend from the easternmost to the westernmost section, rising 

no more than 30 feet above grade (thus avoiding the need for a deviation from the maximum structure 

height regulations required for the proposed project). A two-level parking structure would be 

constructed beneath each pair of the Salk Community Center Building under this alternative, with 

pedestrian and vehicular access co the building and parking structures provided through new 

pathways and via new driveways off Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. As with the proposed project, all 

parking would be accommodated on site under the Alternative Salk Community Center Building 

Layout. The Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout would also feature a smaller Torrey 

East Building that would be conscrucced as cwo wings separaced by an incernal courcyard open on che 

east and west elevations; a slightly larger and more easterly located daycare facility; and a slightly 
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more easterly located housing quarters, with a north-south orientation rather than the proposed east-

west orientation. This alternative would not allow che project applicant to construct the entitled 

500,000 sq of scientific research space, because ic does noc account for the square footage lost by the 

demolition of existing research space within temporary buildings on site (i.e., 29,000 sf). The Salk 

Insticuce would be 471,000 sf in size upon adoption and implementation of che Alternative Salk 

Community Center Building Layout. 

This alternacive would creace pocencially significanc and unmitigable project impacts to visual 

quality/neighborhood character that would not exist for the proposed project, due to the inconsistency 

wich SDMC implemenring regulacions and land use policy proceccing visual resources resulcing from 

rhe conscruccion of mulciple building sections (i.e., the Saik Community Center Building) that would 

wall off views ofthe ocean and scenic coastal areas along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. Direct impacts to 

biological resources would be limited co removal of upland habicacs and be less than the proposed 

project in terms of acreage, but would still be considered significant due to the sensitivity of the 

habitat impacted; indirect biological resources impacts would occur at approximately the same levels 

as che proposed projecc. Direct and indirect impacts to biological resources would, however, be 

mitigable under this alternative. Impacts to land use, historic resources, traffic/circulation, air quality, 
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proposed project. In summary, although the Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout 

would be consistent with most of the basic objectives of the proposed project and the scope and 

architectural theme envisioned for the site by Jonas Salk and Louis Kahn, it would not satisfy the 

Institute's goal ofbuilding up to 500,000 sf on site, would not stay true to the 1961 Master Plan tri­

partite arrangement for the site, would create significant and unmitigable project impacts to visual 

quality/neighborhood resources due to non-compliance wich land use policies that would noc be 

expecced under che proposed projecc, and would noc reduce or avoid significanc and unmitigable 

project and cumulative impaccs co craffic/circulacion at the intersections of the 

I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange. 

As noted in the Preface to the Final EIR. although the Alternacive Salk Communitv Center Building 

Layout would be consistent with many of the project objectives for the Refined Project Design, it 

would incorporate daycare and housing uses that would cause greater impacts to biological resources, 

worsen construction noise impacts, and eliminate (and not enhance) che public view corridor across the 

north mesa -to che ocean and scenic coascal resources nearby, resulcing in a new significanc and 

unmitigable impact. Similar to conclusions reached in the Draft EIR. this alternative would not avoid 

significant and unmitigable traffic impacts (as noted in the Preface to the Final EIR). 

North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative 

Under the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative, the project applicant would modify the 

proposed project design and eliminace developmenc on che souch mesa by shifting che daycare facilicy 

and cemporary housing quarcers co a locacion acop che underground parking structure on the north 

ES-13 



000451 
Salk Institute Master Plan Seclion ES 
FinalEIR (SCH No. 2004111049; Project No. 44675) Executive Summary 

mesa. The purpose of this alternative would be to minimize direct project impacts to sensitive 

biological (upland) habitat. Similar to the proposed project, no steep slopes or floodplains would be 

impacced by this alcernacive. No changes in the location of the Salk Community Center Building or 

che parking scruccure would occur ro accommodace che shifted uses, although the addition of a partial 

fourth underground parking level and upgrading of the parking structure itself to accommodate the 

structural loads of the proposed buildings wouid be necessary under this alternative. Additionally, 

utilities for the daycare facility and housing quarters would have co be branched across che 

underground parking scruccure, which wouid require deeper floor heighes and excavations. Similar to 

the proposed project, the daycate facility would be one-story, while the housing would comprise two-

to three-story strucrures under this alternative, although in a different location on site. The south 

mesa would remain undeveloped under this alternacive. The existing pavement area on the north 

mesa would be removed, and a portion of it would be recontoured and revegetated with native species 

similar to the proposed project. ' Otherwise, the Torrey East Building, north lawn core facility and 

greenhouses would be constructed as described for the proposed project. This alternative would allow 

for che maximum buildout of 500,000 sf, and would require City approval of all the same permits as 

the proposed project; however, the MHPA boundary line adjustment would be much smaller in size 

and would only involve land on the north mesa. 

In addition to design concerns "surrounding the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternacive 

discussed in Section 8.0, Alternatives, (including those daycare issues related co safety/security, air 

quality, noise and reduced square footage of play yard and environmental education space) 

development of the daycare facility and housing on the roof-top of the parking structure would 

eliminate the park-like landscaped open space envisioned for the view corridor on the north mesa that 

would be preserved and enhanced by the proposed project. Furthermore, the alternative housing 

would be located in a less aesthetically appealing site atop the parking structure and would not be 

separated from the scientific research uses on campus nor integrated with the natural landscape, the 

landscape buffer around the units would be substantially smaller than required by che SDMC and no 

accessible pathways or tree buffers would be provided amongst the units. Surface parking adjacent to 

the proposed housing quarters would also be shifted co che underground parking structure, making it 

less convenient than under the proposed project configuration. Similar to the daycare facility under 

this alternative, the units would be exposed to 24-hour parking garage effects and a constant flow of 

pedestrian traffic between the Salk Community Center Building and the sciencific buildings on 

campus. In conjunccion with these potential effects, any future deveiopment along Torrey Pines 

Scenic Drive by UCSD could result in increased traffic, lighting and pedestrian activity, further 

degrading the quality, aesthetics and privacy ofthe housing quarters and potentially diminishing their 

appeal to visiting and new scientists. 

This alternative would change project phasing and substantially increase the front-end costs of 

implementing the daycare facility and housing quarters due to the need to construct the entire 

underground parking garage prior to constructing those uses, possibly making them infeasible to 

construct prior to the Salk Community Center Building and diverting much-needed research funding 
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from che Inscicute's core scientific mission. In addition, the North Mesa Intensified Development 

Alternacive would not implement the phased, cri-partite design scheme envisioned for the property by 

Louis Kahn wherein the scientific research space, meeting/dining space and housing needs of the 

Institute are met in three distinct geographic locations on the Insticuce's campus. As described in 

Seccion 3-0, Project Description, of chis reporc, che cri-parcice scheme is recognized in che design 

communicy as an important element of realizing the long-term plans of the original Institute 

archicece. 

The North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative would result in a new and significant 

unmitigable project impacc co visual qualicy/neighborhood characrer related co non-compliance wich 

land use policies and SDMC implemenring regulacions proceccing views of che ocean and scenic coascal 

areas from public roadways. Alchough chis alternacive would reduce direcc project impacts to 

biological resources (upland habitat) to less chan significant levels due to the elimination of grading on 

the south mesa, significant indirect impacts on the MHPA would still occur, while no increased 

protection of sensitive upland habitat on the south mesa or vernal pools on the norch mesa would 

occur. Indirect biological impacts would be micigable under chis alcernative. Impacts in che areas of 

land use, craffic/circulacion (significant and unmitigable), air quality, hydrology/water quality, 
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ancicipaced wich che proposed projecc. Significanc impaccs co hiscorical resources caused by changes in 

spacial relationships would be far greater than the proposed project, due to the much greater 

development intensity on the north and east mesas and the resultant lack of a sufficient buffer 

between the original laboratory buildings (i.e., existing historic architecture) and the new 

development. Potentially significant impacts to unknown (buried) historic and prehistoric 

archaeological resources would be slightly less than the proposed project due to the elimination of 

grading on the south mesa. The potential for land use conflict would arise since sensitive land uses 

would be exposed to indirect or secondary environmental impacts caused by their proximity to the 

parking garage, scientific research facilities and public roadway. In summary, the Nor th Mesa 

Intensified Development Alcernative would create a new significant and unmitigable project impact 

(visual quality/neighborhood character) and new significant impacts to the daycare and housing 

facilities related to construction of the Salk Community Center Building, would not avoid any of the 

significant project impacts (including the significant and unmicigable impacc identified for 

craffic/circulacion), and would noc achieve many of che basic projecc objeccives. 

Wich regard ro the objectives ofthe Refined Project Design, the North Mesa Intensified Development 

Alternative would not be consistent wich che scope and general Jncent of the planning and 

architectural theme envisioned for che site, would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the 

north mesa, would eliminate the public view corridor across the north mesa and would not enhance 

existing landscape and structures. Similar to conclusions reached in che Draft EIR, chis alcernacive 

would also creace a new significanc and unmitigable visual quality impact, would not avoid che 

significanc and unmicigable craffic impacrs and would not achieve many of the basic proiect objectives. 
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Neighborhood Proposed Alternative 

Under this alternative, the projecc applicant would construct the alternacive design scheme (site plan) 

requested by the residential neighbors to the south ofthe project site during the EIR scoping process. 

This alternative would eliminate development ofthe south mesa, shift development to the parking lot 

on the north mesa away from areas visible to the private residences to the south, and avoid perceived 

effects on land use compatibility and sensitive habitat. The proposed daycare facility and temporary 

housing quarters would be shifted to the western end of che norch mesa and a porcion of the proposed 

Salk Communiry Center Building would be eliminated. No development would be constructed on the 

south mesa. This alternarive would reduce the amount of support uses and increase slightly the 

amount of scientific research uses developed on site, resulting in a net reduction of approximately 

34,000 sf, and a maximum buildout of 465,000 sf. 

As compared to the North Mesa Incensified Developmenc Alcernacive, analyzed above, chis alternative 

would reduce che height and overall size of the Salk Community Center Building and shift it to a 

higher elevation on the east end of the parking lot; increase che size of the Torrey East Building, 

eliminate the transparent central atrium, and locate it immediately adjacent to Torrey Pines Road thus 

removing the landscape buffer along the eastern elevation; and substantially modify the arrangement 

of uses on the north mesa as compared to the proposed project design. This alternative would also 

place the daycare faciliry and housing on the west end ofthe parking loc, ac a lower elevacion chan che 

Salk Communicy Cencer Building and spread ouc over a greacer horizoncal area chan under the 

proposed project, as the housing quarters wouid be reduced in height to single-story structures under 

this alternacive. 

Those reasons which render che Norch Mesa Incensified Development Alternative less desirable also 

apply to the location ofthe daycare facility under this alternative, including the lack of security for the 

children, the omission of an at-grade drop-off area, the lack of a natural setting, and inappropriate 

land use adjacencies. The cemporary housing location under this alcernacive would noc be separated 

from the scientific research uses or integrated into the natural landscape, would have compromised 

security and privacy issues due to land uses adjacencies and would not feacure the necessary landscape 

buffers. Overall, the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would not implement the phased, cri-partite 

design scheme envisioned for che propercy by Louis Kahn wherein che scientific research space, 

meecing/dining space and housing needs of che facilicy are mec in chree discincc geographic locacions 

on the Institute's campus. 

The Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would create a new significant and unmitigable project 

impact to visual quality/neighborhood character that would not exist for the proposed project through 

the siting and massing of mulciple buildings chat would wall off views ofthe ocean and scenic coascal 

areas along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, causing an inconsistency with multiple land use policies and 

implementing regulacions in che SDMC pertaining to the protection of visual resources. Direct and 

indirect impacts to those biological resources on the south mesa would be less than the proposed 
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project; although indirecc impacts due to human intrusion and drainage toxins in the M H P A would 

be worse on the north mesa and still be significant, they would remain mitigable under the 

Neighborhood Proposed Alternative. As compared to the proposed project, this alcernacive would 

cause Zone 1 brush management impacts to vernal pool habitat and a gnaccaccher cerricory on che 

norch mesa, and the amount of habitat shifted into the M H P A would be less than under the proposed 

project, due to the likely exclusion of any south mesa habitat and vernal pool habitat from the north 

mesa. Indirect impacts to breeding gnatcatchers and raptors would be similar to the proposed project. 

Traffic/circulation impacts would be less than the proposed projecc, but still significant and 

unmitigable at the intersections of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange. Temporary construction 

noise impacts would be relocated from nearby residences to the daycare and housing facilities, and 

would be worse under this alternative than the proposed project. Impacts to land use, air quality, 

hydrology/water quality, geology and paleontology would be similar to or slightly less than those 

anticipated for the proposed project. In contrast, the impact of this alternative on some historic 

resources (i.e., spatial associations on the east mesa) would be greater than that ofthe proposed project 

due to the intensification of development on the north mesa. The placement of most of the 

development on the north parking loc would render this alternative inconsistent with the hiscoric 

cri-farrice scheme and would have a greater im^arr on-site spatial relationships, relative to the 

proposed project, due to its inconsistency with the Secretary of the Interior's Rehabilitation Standard 

indicating that all new construction should be distanced and differentiated from the existing historic 

resources via sufficient observance ofa buffer around the existing historic architecture (i.e., the original 

laboratory buildings). Impaccs co hiscoric and unknown (buried) prehiscoric archaeological resources 

wirh che potencial to exist on site would be slightly less than the proposed project. This alternacive 

would pocencially creace a land use conflict since sensitive land uses would be exposed to indirect or 

secondary environmental impacts caused by their proximity to the parking garage, public roadway 

and scientific research facilities. 

In conclusion, the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would not be consistent with the scope, 

planning and architectural theme (i.e., tri-partite scheme) envisioned for the site by Jonas Salk and 

Louis Kahn and would inappropriately mix land uses proposed for the north mesa. This alternative 

would not achieve the basic project objectives of allowing the Institute co reach ies 500,000 sf capacity 

and placing the daycare facility in a location that is safe and secure and away from public roads. 

Furthermore, this alternacive would compromise che design scheme of che daycare facilicy and housing 

quarcers by removing chem from their proposed natural setting, would eliminate the view corridor 

that would be preserved and enhanced by the proposed project, and would not implement a 

development that enhances the existing landscape and surrounding structures. Finally, this alternative 

would worsen the historical resources (e.g., spatial associations) impacts of che proposed projecc, would 

noc reduce che significanc and unmicigable impaccs idencified for che proposed projecc 

(traffic/circulation), and would create new significant and unmitigable impacts to visual 

quality/neighborhood character due to inconsistencies with land use policy and implementing 

regulations ofthe SDMC. 
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With regard to the objeccives of che Refined Project Design, che Neighborhood Proposed Alcernacive 

would noc be consistent with che scope and general incenc of che planning and archiceccural cheme 

envisioned for the site, would result in inappropriate land use adjacencies on the north mesa, would 

eliminate the public view corridor across the north mesa and would not enhance existing landscape 

and structures. Similar to conclusions reached in the Draft EIR, this alternative would create a new 

significant and unmitigable visual quality impact, would not avoid the significant and unmitigable 

traffic impacts and would not achieve many of che basic proiect objectives. 

Reduced Project Alternative 

The Reduced Project Alternative would involve scaling back the proposed project to a development 

level that would reduce direct project traffic impacts to less than significant levels. Based on input 

from the project traffic engineer, it was determined that the Reduced Project Alternative would 

restrict the project applicant to constructing up to 40,000 additional sf of new scienrific research 

building(s) instead ofthe 239,000 sf contained in the proposed project (resulting in an approximately 

200,000-sf reduction in cocal space on sice). The proposed daycare facilicy, norch lawn core faciliry, 

equipmenc shops and mechanical room and greenhouses could be conscrucced since those uses would 

not generate new off-campus trips. The Reduced Proiect Alternative would generate approximately 

320 average daily trips (ADT), which would reduce peak hour trips to below significance thresholds 

for the affecced incerseccion, thus avoiding direct impacts. Adoption of the Reduced Project 

Alternative would restrict che campus to approximately 300,000 sf coral (including exiscing space). 

This alcernacive would allow che Institute to demolish and construct replacement space for che 29,000 

sf of existing temporary buildings. This alternative would substantially reduce the parking 

requirements (by approximately 500 spaces) of the proposed project and would eliminate one of the 

underground parking garages. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would not avoid significant project impacts to historical resources, 

including known historic and unknown (buried) prehistoric archaeological resources on site. It would, 

however, allow the Institute^ the option to avoid disturbing known historical resources in the east 

parking lot associated with historically significant landscaping and spatial associations. 

Traffic/circulation levels would be substantially less than the proposed project and significant and 

unmicigable projecc impaccs ac the intersections of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange would be 

avoided. Cumulative traffic impacts would still occur under this alternative due to the degraded 

condition of the interchange. Direct impacts to biological resources would be less than chose resulcing 

from che proposed projecc; however, pocencially significanc and micigable indirecc impaccs to habitat 

and species in the MHPA wouid be similar to chac of che proposed project. Impacts to land use, air 

qualicy, noise, hydrology/wacer quality, geology and paleontology would be similar to or less than 

those anticipated for the proposed project. 

The Reduced Project Alternative would be consistent with the scope, planning and architectural 

theme envisioned for the site and would substantially avoid significanc and unmicigable direct traffic 
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impacts of the proposed project, but would not accomplish the basic project objectives of allowing the 

campus to reach its 500,000 sf capacity, implementing the tri-partite scheme, providing centralized 

facilities for the Institute, and developing temporary housing. The amount of new sciencific research 

space allowed by che Reduced Projecc Alcernative would be insufficient for che Insricuce's needs, and 

che campus would not realize its expansion goals or provide adequace space to house the scientific 

research and support needs of the campus. 

Wi th regard to the Refined Proiect Design, the Reduced Proiect Alternative would be consiscenc wich 

che planning and architectural theme envisioned for the site, would allow for the removal of 

temporary buildings and would subscancially avoid significanc craffic impaccs of che Refined Project 

Design, ic would noc accomplish che basic projecc objeccives of providing as much scace of che art 

scientific research space as possible on site, centralized facilities for the insticuce and ic would not 

enhance or expand environmental protection on sensitive resources on site as much as the Refined 

Project Design would. 

East P a r k i n g Lot Impac t Avoidance Alternative 

Thp Picj Parkin 0 Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative w^uld involve scalm" back the "reposed pro**1'"'' 

to a development level thac would reduce project impacts to historical resources; while impacts to 

historic and unknown (buried) prehistoric archaeological resources would remain significant, the 

existing east parking lot would not be developed and significant impacts to east mesa historic 

landscaping and spatial associations would therefore be avoided. The East Parking Lot Impact 

Avoidance Alternative would eliminate the proposed Torrey East Building and its associated 

underground parking structure; leave the existing surface east parking lot (and historically significant 

landscaping) and utilities in the southeast corner of the site in tact; and eliminace che sewer and wacer 

conneccions proposed to serve the Torrey East Building under the proposed project. All ocher 

elemencs of the proposed project would remain the same under this alternacive. The East Parking Lot 

Avoidance Alternative would generate fewer A D T than che proposed project, with a related reduction 

in peak hour trips. Adoption of the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would limit the 

Institute to 144,800 sf of new space, for a total of 405,600 sf (including 260,800 sf of existing space), 

and also would allow the Institute co demolish and conscruct replacement space for che 29,000 sf of 

temporary buildings. This alternative would substantially reduce the parking requiremenrs (by 

approximacely 300 spaces) of che proposed projecc (due co che lack of new laboracory space), and 

would eliminate the approximately 480-space Torrey East underground parking garage. This 

alternative would reduce the amount of parking provided on campus and, even with the retention of 

the existing east parking lot, would not meet the parking requirements ofthe 405,600-sf East Parking 

Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative. 

The East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would avoid significant project impacts to known 

historical resources, as it would avoid disturbing the historically significant landscaping and spatial 

associations in che east parking lor area. Significant impacts to known historic-era and unknown 
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prehistoric archaeological resources would still occur under this alternacive. As there would be fewer 

employees on sice under chis alcernacive due co che lack of new laboracory space, traffic/circulation 

levels wouid be less than under the proposed project; however, significant and unmitigable project and 

cumulative impacts at the intersections of the 1-5/Genesee Avenue interchange would still occur. 

Direct impacts to biological resources and potentially significant indirect impacts to habitat and 

species in the MHPA would be the same as those resulting from the proposed projecr, since che 

reducrion in development would take place on a previously developed portion of the site. Impacts to 

land use, visual quality/neighborhood character, air quality, noise, hydrology/water quality, geology 

and paleontology would be similar to or less than those anticipated for the proposed project. 

The East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would be consistent with the scope, planning and 

architectural theme envisioned for the site and would substantially avoid some of the historical 

resources impacts (i.e., spatial relationships and historic landscaping) of the proposed project. This 

alternative would not accomplish the basic project objectives of allowing the campus to reach its 

500,000 sf capacity, providing additional centralized research facilities for the Institute and satisfying 

the parking needs ofthe entire facility on site. The amount of new scientific research space allowed by 

the East Parking Lot Impacc Avoidance Alternative would be insufficient for the Institute's expansion 

goals, would not provide adequate space to house the support needs of the campus, and would 

substantially reduce the Institute's ability to attract talented researchers and research funding due to 

che eliminacion of che sciencific research space inside the proposed Torrey East Building. 

With regard to the Refined Proiect Design, the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alcernacive would 

be consiscenc with the scope of the design scheme envisioned for the site but would not accomplish the 

basic proiect objectives of the Refined Proiect Design, including developing new scientific research 

facilities, providing centralized facilities, satisfying the parking needs of the site, and allowing for the 

removal of all temporary buildings on campus. In addition, it would not enhance or expand 

environmental protection of sensitive areas to the degree that the Refined Project Design would. 

Summary of Project Alternatives 

Although the No Project Alternative would result in minimal environmental impaccs, che Scace CEQA 

Guidelines require idencificacion of an alcernacive ocher chan che No Projecc Alternative as 

Environmentally Superior. Because it would reduce the severity of significant and unmitigable traffic 

impacts identified for the proposed project relative to the other project alternatives, the Reduced 

Project Alternative is considered to be the Environmentally Superior Alternarive. 

ES-7 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED 

Comments on the NOP were received from five public agencies (the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

CDFG, U.S. Marine Corps, Caltrans and the Native American Heritage Commission), four 

private/non-profit organizarions (San Diego County Archaeological Society, Sierra Club, Friends of 
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Rose Canyon, Friends of Salk Coastal Canyon), and various interested citizens in che La Jolla area. 

Pursuanc co §15123 of che Scate CEQA Guidelines, a discussion of general areas of controversy raised 

by these agencies, organizations and members ofthe public are considered herein. 

There were three main areas of controversy raised by those commenting on the NOP. First, concern 

was raised over the possible impacts of the proposed project on che visual qualicy and neighborhood 

character in the area immediately surrounding the site (i.e., La Jolla area) and the University 

Community Planning area as a whole. This issue is addressed in Section 5.2, Visual 

Quality JN eighhorhood Character. Second, concern was raised over the potencial effeccs of che projecc on 

che exiscing hiscorical resources of che Inscicuce campus. This issue is addressed in Secrion 5.1, Land 

Use, and Section 5.4, Historical Resources. Finally, the issue ofthe proposed project's consiscency wich 

che Jonas Salk and Louis Kahn 1961 Mascer Plan was a recurring concern for chose commencing on 

the NOP. Concerns centered on the visual and historic resources within and surrounding che sice, and 

cheir relacionship co che original vision for che campus developed in che 1961 Master Plan. The layout 

of the proposed new buildings within the project sice was che primary concern of che commencing 

parries, as some fear that the layout would not stay true to Kahn's vision for the site, including his tri­

partite scheme. Since the NOP was circulated, the project applicant modified the site plan design and 

the pronosed project evaluated in this EIR. feflect? -implements the general intent of the tri-partite 

scheme. These design-related issues have been addressed in Section 3.0, Project Description, Section 5.1, 

Land Use, and Section 5.4, Historical Resources, 
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Table ES-1 
IMPACTS A N D P R O P O S E D M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

L A N D U S E 
Proposed project would not adversely affect the Community 
Plan land use designation for the site or conflict with any 
applicable land use plan of any agency with jurisdiction over 
the project. Proposed project would be inconsistent with the 
development regulations of the underlying zone related to 
maximum building height limits and with two ofthe Secretary 
of the Interior's Standards pertaining to historical resources 
and cause the project to be inconsistent with the City of San 
Diego's Historical Resources Regulations. Deviations from the 
regulations are requested via the PDP and SDP processes and 
supplemental findings would be required for SDP approval. 

Proposed project would not result in a conflict with the 
environmental goals, objectives and recommendations of the 
Community Plan. 
Proposed project would not conflicc wich any provisions of the 
City of San Diego's Multiple Species Conservation Program 
(MSCP) Subarea Plan or other approved local, regional or state 
habitat conservacion plan. 
Proposed project would be compatible with the appiicabie 
MCAS Miramar ALUCP. 

None Requited 

None Required 

None Required 

None Required 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

Noc Applicable 

VISUAL Q U A L I T Y / N E I G H B O R H O O D CHARACTER 
Proposed project would not result in a subscancial obscruction 
of any vista or scenic view of the ocean or scenic coastal areas 
from a public viewing area as identified in the Community 
Plan. 
Proposed project would not result in the creation of a negative 
aesthetic site or project. 
Proposed project would noc result in project bulk, scale, 
materials, or style which would be incompatible with 
surrounding development, nor wouid it result in the 
substantial alceration of the existing or planned character of 
the area. 

None Required 

None Required 

None Required 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) 
IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

O 

o 
cn Proposed project would not result in the loss of any distinctive 

or landmark tree(s) or stand of mature trees as identified in the 
Community Plan. 

VISUAL Q U A L I T Y / N E I G H B O R H O O D CHARACTER (cont.) 
None Required 

Proposed project would not result in a substantial change in 
existing or planned surface relief features. 

Not Applicable 

None Required Not Applicable 

Proposed project would not result in substantial light and 
glare which would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views 
in the area. 

None Required Not Applicable 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Sensitive Animals 
Proposed project would directly impact coastal California 
gnatcatcher territories outside the MHPA. Incidental take of 
the gnatcatcher is covered by the MSCP Implementing 
Agreement and is permitted outside the Multiple Habitat 
Planning Area (MHPA). Impacts to 0.05 acre of gnatcatcher 
habitat are not considered significant based on the City's 
significance guidelines. No impacts to MSCP-covered animal 
species in vernal pools are anticipated. 

Proposed project has the potential to directly impact nesting 
raptors through removal of eucalyptus trees on site. 

Sensitive Plants 
fcess-chan aignificant-impaecs to Nuttall's scrub oak. -Proposed 
project would not have significant direct impacts to unique, 
rare, endangered, sensitive, fully protected, listed or narrow 
endemic plant species. No impacts to MSCP-covered plant or 
animal species in vernal pools are anticipated. 

Sensitive Animals 
Mitigation for coastal California gnatcatcher-impacts-sattsfied 
by mitigation-for-Piegan roastal sage scrub impacts. 

The following mitigation measure is required to reduce impacts 
co nesting raptors: 
1. If removal of any eucalyptus trees or other trees used by 

raptors for nesting within the development area for the 
Torrey East Building and greenhouses is proposed during 
the raptor breeding season (February 1 through September 
15), a qualified biologist shall ensure that no raptors are 
nesting in such trees, to the satisfaction of the 
Mayor/Environmental Designee. If construction occurs 
during the raptor breeding season, a preconstruction 
survey shall be conducted and no construction shall occur 
within 300 to 500 feet of any occupied nest(s) until the 
young fledge. Should the biologist determine that raptors 
are nesting, the trees shall not be removed until after the 
breeding season. 

Sensitive Plants 
None required. 

Less Than Significant 

Proposed project would not affect the 
nesting/foraging/movement of any resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife speciesT-^dtrcct-tlmpacts would not be significant, 
however, because and the project would comply with the 
MSCP Subarea Plan. 

None Required Not Applicable 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) 
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION 

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
MITIGATION 

Proposed project would directly impact 1 T 8 3 0 0 8 acres of 
sensitive upland habitats, including maritime succulent scrub; 
and Diegan coastal sage scrub (including discurbed)—and 
southern- mixed chaparral. These impacts are under 0.1 acre 
and thus not considered significant based on the Citv's 
significance guidelines. The proposed project would not 
impact wetland or riparian habitats, southern willow scrub or 
vernal pools. Additional habitat impacts could arise should 
the brush management ordinance revisions be approved by the 
California Coastal Commission prior to project approval. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
-Prior fo issuance of any grading permit which would allcw 
the disturbance of maritime-succulent scmb, the project 
applicant—shaH—preserve,—co—the—satisfaction—of—the 
Mayor/Environmental Designee, 0.01—acre of • maritime 
succulent scrub—and • 0.01—acre of southern—maritime 
chaparral—en—site—within—the—propoaed—MHPA;—and 
contribute to the Habitat Acquisition Fund equivalent to 
0.03 acre of Tier 1 habitat ($750). 

S^riot^to-issuancc of any grading permit disturbing Diegan 
coastal sage scrub,-the project applicant-shall-preserve, to 
the satisfaetion of the Mayor/Envtronmcncal Designee, a 
total of 1.54 acres of Diegan-coastal-sage scrub (including 
disturbed) within the proposed MHPA. 

4-. Prior to issuance of-any—gradtng- permit, which would 
allow the disturbance of-southern-mixed chaparral, the 
project applicant shall prcsenrc, to the satisfaction of the 
Mayor/Environmental—Designee,—0.13—acre—of-southern 
mixed chaparral-on-site-within the proposed M H P A : 

5-.—Sheuld-thc Califomia Coastal-Commission adopt-thc City-
prepOTed-brush management' ordmance revisions prior to 
project approval, the project applicant-shall compensate for 
Zone-1 impacts^by-preserving an additional 0.05 acre of 
Diegan coastal-sage scrub and 0.01 acre of south cm-mixed 
ehaparral-on site within the proposed-Ml 1PA and shall 
contribute—to—the bitat—Acquisition—Ftmd 
equivalcnt-to-0;04-acre-of Tier 1 habitat-($250) prior to 
issuance of-any-grading permit for buildings-requiring brush 
management.—If deemed-appropriace by the City and 
applicable to the proposed project, compensation for Zone 

6r 

impaecs—shaH—bc—determined—by—che—Gity—based—en 
agreements-made dur ingthc LCP Amendmenc process. 

-Prior to issuance of che first grading permit which would 
allow- the disturbance of native—habitat, the—prejeet 
applicant-shall fully-fund-the-Habitat Management-Plan 
endowmenc of $447^00: ' 

Less Than Significant 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) 
IMPACTS A N D P R O P O S E D M I T I G A T I O N 

O 
O 

o 
te 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS O F 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
Proposed project would not conflict with the long-term 
conservation goals or provisions of the MSCP or other local, 
regional or state conservation plans?: however, to ensure 
implementation of the Habitat Management Plan, a measure 
thac requires applicant funding for its endowment is provided. 

2. Prior to issuance of the first grading permit which would 
allow the disturbance of native habitat, che project 
applicanr shall fully fund the Habitac Management Plan 
endowment of $44.500.None Required 

Not Applicable 

Indirect impacts due to noise, brush management/invasive 
species intrusion, and grading/land development would occur 
as a result of the proposed project implementation with the 
MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 

The following mitigation measures are required to reduce 
impacts due to noise, brush management/invasive species 
intrusion, and grading/land development: 

7^. Prior to the first pre-construction meeting for the daycare 
faeility.Salk Community Center Building, north lawn core 
facility, housing—and northern parking structure, the 
Mayor/ Environmentai Designee shall verify that the 
MHPA boundaries and the following project requirements 
regarding the coastal California gnatcatcher are shown on 
the construction plans: 

• No clearing, grubbing, grading, or other construction 
activities shal! occur within 500 feet of the MHPA 
between March 1 and August 15, the breeding season 
of the coastal California gnatcatcher, until the 
following requirements have been met to the 
satisfaction of the Mayor/Environmental Designee: 

Less Than Significant 
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Table ES-1 (cont,) 
IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
A. A qualified biologist (possessing a valid ESA 

Section 10(a)(1)(A) Recovery Permit) shall survey 
appropriate habitat (coastal sage scrub) areas 
within the off-site MHPA thac lie within 500 feet 
of the project footprint and would be subject to 
construction noise levels exceeding 60 dB(A) 
hourly average for the presence of the coastal 
California gnatcatcher. If no appropriate habitat 
is present then the surveys will not be required. If 
appropriare habitac is present, surveys for the 
coastal California gnatcatcher shall be conducted 
pursuant to the protocol survey guidelines 
established by the USFWS within the breeding 
season prior to the commencement of any 
construction. If gnatcatchers are ptesent within 
the MHPA, then the following conditions must 
be met: 

I. Between March 1 and August 15, no 
clearing, grubbing, or grading of occupied 
gnatcatcher habitat shall be permitted within 
the MHPA. Areas restricted from such 
activities shall be staked or fenced under the 
supervision of a qualified biologist; and 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) 
IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
II. Between March 1 and August 15, no 

construction activities shall occur within any 
portion of the site where construction 
activities would result in noise levels 
exceeding 60 dB(A) hourly average at the 
edge of occupied gnatcatcher habitat within 
the MHPA. An analysis showing that noise 
generated by construction activities would 
not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly average at the 
edge of occupied habitat must be completed 
by a qualified acoustician (possessing currenc 
noise engineer license or registration with 
monitoring noise level experience with listed 
animal species) and approved by the 
Mayor/Environmental Designee at least two 
weeks prior to the commencement of 
construction activicies. Prior to the 
commencement of construction activities 
during the breeding season, areas restricted 
from such activities shall be staked or fenced 
under the supervision of a qualified biologist; 
or 
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Table ES-l (com.) 
IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
III. At least two weeks prior to the 

commencement of construction activities, 
under che direction of a qualified acoustician, 
noise attenuation measures (e.g., berms, 
walls) shall be implemented to ensure that 
noise levels resulting from construction 
activities will noc exceed 60 dB(A) hourly 
average ac che edge of habicat (within the 
MHPA) occupied by the coastal California 
gnatcarxher. Concurrent with the 
commencement of construction activities and 
the construction of necessary noise 
attenuation facilities, noise monitoring* shall 
be conducted at the edge of che occupied 
habicac area within the MHPA to ensure chat 
noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly 
average. If the noise attenuation techniques 
implemented are determined to be 
inadequate by the qualified acouscician or 
biologist, then the associated construction 
activities shall cease until such time that 
adequate noise attenuation is achieved or 
until the end of the breeding season (August 
16). 

cn 
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IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 
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ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
•Construction noise shall continue to be 

monitored at least twice weekly on varying days, 

or more frequently depending on the construction 

activity, to verify that noise levels at the edge of 

occupied habitat within the M H P A arc 
maintained below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to 

the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 60 

dB(A) hourly average. If not, other measures shall 

be implemented in consultation with the biologist 

and rhe Mayor/Environmental Designee, as 

necessary, to reduce noise levels within occupied 

M H P A habitat to below 6 0 dB(A) hourly average 

or to the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 
60 dB(A) hourly average. Such measures may 

include, but are not limited to, limitations on the 

placement of construction equipment and the 

simultaneous use of equipment. 

If coastal California gnatcatchers are not dececced 
wichin the MHPA during the protocol survey, the 
qualified biologist shall submit substantial evidence to 
the Mayor/Environmental Designee and applicable 
resource agencies which demonstrates whether or not 
mitigation measures such as noise walls are necessary 
between March 1 and August 15 as follows: 

o 
o 
o 
cn 



Salk InstilUi aster Plan 
FinalEIR (SCH No. 2004111049: Project No. 44675) 

. Section ES 
Executive Summaiy 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 
IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 
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ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

• If this evidence indicates the potential is high for 
coastal California gnatcatcher to be presenc based 
on historical records or site conditions, then 
Condition A.III shall be adhered to as specified 
above. 

• If this evidence concludes that no impacts to this 
species are anticipated, no mitigation measures 
would be necessary. 

84. Prior to the issuance of any grading permits for projects 
adjacent to the MHPA, the City shall review the final 
landscaping plan(s) for the Salk Community Center 
Building and housing-units-to ensure chac planes in any 
category ofthe California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) 
2006 list, or otherwise known to the Citv to be invasive 
species, are not being used. 

95.- Prior to grubbing, clearing and/or grading for the daycare 

and northern parking garage, a preconstruction meeting 
shall be conducted with che project biologist and the 
construction supervisors. All sensitive areas to be avoided 
shall bc flagged, and the contractors shall be informed 
regarding no-entry areas. 

o 
o 
o 
cn 
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IMPACT 

IMPACT 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 
PS A N D PROPOSED MITIGATION 

M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
T n S r » - . L L - 1 • i i i - r i i 

facility,-housing units—Salk Community Center Building 
and northern parking garage, the entire limits of grading 
shall be fenced wilh silt fencing and orange construction 
fencing to preclude entry into sensitive MHPA or other 
preserved areas. 

++7- During grading for the daycare facility, housing units, Salk 
Community Center Building and northern parking garage, 
a biological monitor shall conduct site visits to assure that 
construction personnel and equipment do not encroach 
upon any sensitive areas. 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
Proposed project wouid result in an alteration to and/or 
destruction of an historic building, structure, object or site: 
although minimized through various siting and design 
considerations, project impacts would occur to the historically 
significant east parking lot landscaping and associated spatial 
relationships between the parking lot and the original 
laboratory building. In addition, the project potentially would 
impact the historic-era subsurface remains of Camp Callan and 
unknown prehistoric archaeological resources on site. 

The following measures would reduce historical resource 
impacts related to spatial relationships and the east parking lot 
landscaping: 

1. All healthy Chinese fringe trees shall be carefully removed 
from the planting beds within the existing east parking lot 
and replanted as part of the landscaping for the proposed 
Torrey East Building. The trees shall remain in proximity 
to their original location and provide a tangible link to the 
history ofthe site. 

Less Than Significant 

o 
o 
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I M P A C 
T a b l e ES-1 ( c o m . ) 

S A N D P R O P O S E D M I T I G A T I O N 

I M P A C T M I T I G A T I O N M E A S U R E S 
A N A L Y S I S O F 

S I G N I F I C A N C E A F T E R 
M I T I G A T I O N 

H I S T O R I C A L R E S O U R C E S ( c o n t . ) 

2. The landscape concept plan shall restore as much of che 
Inscitute's original perimeter plantings as possible, as 
shown in the Landscape Design Guidelines. The Institute 
shall inventory ies exiscing perimecer plancings, assess the 
health of individual specimens and replant as necessary. 
Replanted trees^ especially those surrounding the Louis 
Kahn-designed portions of the Institute campus, shali be 
identical to those species originally planted and identified 
on the 1965 Landscape Plan, and other landscaping shall 
use the same "palette" of species as that identified on the 
1965 Landscape Plan, to the extent practicable given 
existing City regulations. 

3. The final design for the Torrey East Building shall feature 
a ground-level, cwo-scorv cransparenc atrium space 
designed to permit limiced visibilicy along the same axis as 
che courtyard of che original laboratory building, in 
accordance with the Architectural Design Guidelines. 

The foiiowing measures would avoid or reduce potential 

impacts to Camp Callan-related historic-era archaeological 

resources on the north mesa: 

4. Prior to Permit Issuance 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 

1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any 
construction permits, including but not limited to, 
the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits 
and Building Plans/Permits, but prior to the first 
preconstruction meecing, whichever is applicable, 
the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) 
Environmental designee shall verify that the 
requirements for archaeologicai monitoring have 
been noted on the appropriate construction 
documencs. '_ 
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SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

-

B. Leccers of Oualification have been submitted to ADD 
1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to 

Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) 
identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the 
project and the names of all persons involved in the 
archaeological monitoring program, as defined in 
the City of San Diego Historical Resources 
Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, individuals 
involved in the archaeologicai monitoring program 
must have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER 
training with certification documentation. 

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant 
confirming the qualifications of the PI and all 
persons involved in the archaeological monitoring 
ofthe project. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must 
obtain approval from MMC for any personnel 
changes associated with the monitoring program. 

o 
o 
CD 
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SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
5. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. . Verification of Records Search 
1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site 

specific records search (VA mile radius) has been 
completed. Verification includes, but is not limited 
to a copy of a confirmation letter from South 
Coastal Information Center, or, if the search was in-
house, a letter of verification from che PI stating 
that the search was completed. 

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

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter co MMC 
requesting a reduction to the VA mile radius. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 
1. Prior to beginning any wotk that requires 

monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange a Precon 
Meeting that shall include the PI, Conscruccion 
Manager (CM) and/or Grading Contractor, 
Residenc Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if 
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist 
Monitor shall attend any grading/excavation related 
Precon Meetings to make comments and/or 
suggestions concerning the Archaeological 
Monitoring program with the Construction 
Manager and/or Grading Contractor. 
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M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

• 

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

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 
a. Prior to the start of any work that requires 

monitoring, the PI shall submit an 
Archaeological Monitoring Exhibit (AME) based 
on the appropriace construction documents 
(reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the 
areas to be monitored including the delineation 
of grading/excavation limits. 

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site 
specific records search as well as information 
regarding existing known soil conditions (native 
or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 
a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also 

submit a construction schedule to MMC 
through the RE indicating when and where 
monitoring will occur. 

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC 
prior to the start of work or during conscruccion 
requesting a modification to the monitoring 
program. This request shall be based on relevant 
informacion such as review of fmal conscruccion 
documents which indicace sice conditions such as 
depch of excavacion and/or sice graded co 
bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the 
potential for resources to be present. 

n-
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M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

• 

6. During Construction 

A. The Monitor Shall Be Present Dunne 
Grading/Excavation/Trenchina 

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present 
full-time during grading/excavation/trenching 
activities which could result in impacts to 
archaeological resources as identified on the AME. 
The Native American monitor shali determine the 
extent of their presence during construction related 
activities based on the AME and provide that 
information to the PI and MMC. The 
Construction Manager is responsible for 
notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to 
any construction activities. 

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

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during 
construction requesting a modification to che 
monicoring program when a field condicion such as 
modern disturbance post-dating the previous 
grading/crenching accivities, presence of fossil 
formations, or when native soils are encouncered 
may reduce or increase che pocencial for resources to 
be present. 
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fS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 

M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
B. Discovery Notification Process 

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

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the Pi (unless 
Monitor is rhe PI) ofthe discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of 
the discovery, and shall also submit written 
documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or 
email with photos of the resource in context, if 
possible. 

C. Determination of Significance 
1. The PI shall evaluate the significance of the 

resource. 

a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone 
to discuss significance determination and shall 
also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether 
additional mitigation is required. 

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit. 
an Archaeological Data Recovery Program 
(ADRP) and obtain written approval from 
MMC. Impacts to significant resources must be 
mitigated before ground disturbing activities in 
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. 
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M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
c. If resource is not significant, the PI shall submit 

a letter to MMC indicating thac arcifaccs will be 
collected, curated, and documented in the Final 
Monitoring Reporc. The letter shall also indicate 
that that no further work is required. 

7. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the 
contract 
1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the 

contract package, the extent and timing shall bc 
presented and discussed at the Precon Meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 

a. No Discoveries 
In the event that no discoveries were 
encountered during night and/or weekend work, 
the PI shall record che informacion on the CSVR 
and submit to MMC via fax by SAM of the next 
business day. 

b. Discoveries 
All discoveries shall be processed and 
documented using the existing procedures 
detailed in Sections III - During Construction, 
and IV - Discovery of Human Remains. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 

If the PI determines that a potentially significant 
discovery has been made, the procedures detailed 
under Section III - During Construction shall be 
followed. 

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 
SAM of the next business day to report and 
discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, 
unless other specific arrangements have been 
made. 

B. If nieht and/or weekend work becomes necessary 
during the course of conscruccion 

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or 
BI, as appropriate, a minimum of 24 hours before 
the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC 
immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall applv. as 
aporopnate. 

o 
o 
o 
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IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 
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SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
8. Post-Construction 

A, Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft 

Monitoring Report (even if negative), prepared in 
accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines 
(Appendix C/D) which describes the results, 
analysis, and conclusions of all phases of the 
Archaeological Monitoring Program (with 
appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and 
approval within 90 days following the completion of 
monitoring, 
a. For significant archaeological resources 

encountered during monitoring, the 
Archaeologicai Data Recovery Program shall be 
included in the Draft Monitoring Report. 

b. Recording Sites with Scace of California 
Deparcment of Parks and Recreation 
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the 
appropriace State of California Department of 
Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any 
significant or potentially significant resources 
encountered during the Archaeological 
Monitoring Program in accordance with the 
City's Historical Resources Guidelines, and 
submittal of such forms to the South Coastal 
Information Center with the Final Monitoring 
Report. 

ES-41 



Salk Institute Master Plan . 
Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049: Project No. 44675) 

Section ES 
Executive Summaiy 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 
IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS O F 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to 

the PI for revision or, for preparation of the Final 
Reporc. 

3- The PI shall submic revised Draft Monitoring 
Reporc co MMC for approval. 

4. MMC shall provide wriccen verification to the PI of 
the approved report. 

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of 
receipt of all Draft Monitoring Report submittals 
and approvals. . 

B. Handling of Artifacts 
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all 

cultural remains collected are cleaned and 
catalogued 

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

3. The cose for curation is the responsibilicy of the 
property owner. 

-
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M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and 

Acceptance Verification 
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring chac all 

artifacts associated with the survey, testing and/or 
data recovery for this projecr are permanently 
curated with an appropriate institution. This shall 
be completed in consulcation with MMC and the 
Native American representative, as applicable. 

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

D. Final Monitorini: Report(s) 
1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final 

Monitoring Report to the RE or Bi as appropriate, 
and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 
days after notification from MMC that the drafr 
report has been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of 
Completion and/or release of the Performance Bond 
for grading until receiving a copy of the approved 
Final Monitoring Reporc from MMC which includes 
the Acceptance Verification from the curation 
institution. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

The following measures would avoid or reduce potential 
impacts to unknown prehistoric archaeological resources on the 
project site to below a level of significance. 

9- Prior to Permit Issuance 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 
I. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any 

conscruccion permits, including buc not limited to, 
the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits 
and Building Plans/Petmits, but prior to che first 
preconstruction meeting, whichever is applicable, 
the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD) 
Environmental designee shall verify that the 
requirements for archaeological monitoring and 
Native American monicoring have been noced on 
the appropriate construction documents. 

B. Letters of Oualification have been submitted to ADD 
1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to 

Mitigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) 
identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the 
project and the names of all persons involved in the 
archaeological monitoring program, as defined in 
the City of San Diego Historical Resources 
Guidelines (HRG). If applicable, individuals 
involved in the archaeologicai monitoring program 
must have completed the 40-hour HAZWOPER 
training with certification documentation. 

o 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant 

confirming the qualifications of the PI and all 
persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of 
the project. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant must obtain 
approval from MMC for any personnel changes 
associated with the monitoring program. 

10. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 
1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site 

specific records search {VA mile radius) has been 
completed. Verification includes, but is not limited 
to a copy of a confirmation letter from South 
Coascal Information Center, or, if the search was in-
house, a letter of verification from the PI stating 
that the search was compleced. 
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M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
2. The leccer shall introduce any pertinent information 

concerning expectations and probabilities of 
discovery during trenching and/or grading 
activities. 

3. The PI rtiay submit a detailed letter to MMC 
requesting a reduction co the VA mile radius. 

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 
1. Prior to beginning any work that requires 

monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange a Precon 
Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction 
Manager (CM) and/or Grading Contractor, Resident 
Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (BI), if 
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist 
and Native American Monitor shall attend any 
grading/excavation related Precon Meetings to 
make comments and/or suggestions concerning the 
Archaeological Monitoring program with the 
Conscruccion Manager and/or Grading Concraccor. 

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

o 
o 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

' 

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 
a. Prior to the start of any work that requires 

monitoring, che PI shall submit an 
Atchaeological Monitoring Exhibir (AME) based 
on che appropriace conscruccion documencs 
(reduced to 11x17) to MMC identifying the 
areas to bc monitored including the delineation 
of grading/excavation limits. 

b. The AME shall be based on the results of a site 
specific records search as well as information 
regarding existing known soil conditions (native 
or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 
a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also 

submit a construction schedule to MMC through 
the RE indicating when and where monicoring 
will occur. 

b. The PI may submic a decailed letter to MMC 
prior to the start of work or during construction 
requesting a modification to the monitoring 
program. This request shall be based on relevant 
information such as review of final construction 
documents which indicate site conditions such as 
depth of excavacion and/or site graded to 
bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the 
potential for resources to be present. 
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IMPACTS A N D P R O P O S E D M I T I G A T I O N 
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M I T I G A T I O N 

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
11. During Construction 

A. The Monitor Shall Be Present During 
Grading/Excavation/Trenchine 
I. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present 

full-time during grading/excavation/trenching 
activities which could result in impacts to 
archaeological resources as identified on the AME. 
The Native American monitor shall determine the 
extent of their presence during construction related 
activities based on the AME and provide chac 
informarion co the PI and MMC. The 
Construction Manager is responsible for 
notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to 
any construction activities. 

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

3. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC during 
construction requesting a modification to the 
monitoring program when a field condition such as 

modern disturbance post-dacing che previous 
grading/crenching accivicies, presence of fossil 
formations, or when native soils are encountered 
may reduce or increase the potential for resources to 
be present. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
B. Discovery Notification Process 

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

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

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of 
the discovery, and shall also submit written 
documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or 
email with photos of the resource in context, if 
possible. 

C. Determination of Significance 
I. The PI AND Nacive American Monitor shall 

evaluate the significance ofthe resource. If Human 
Remains are involved, follow protocol in MM 
5.4-11 below. 
a. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone 

to discuss significance determination and shall 
also submit a letter to MMC indicating whether 
additional mitigation is required. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit 

an Archaeological Data Recovery Program 
(ADRP) and obtain written approval from 
MMC. Impacts to significant resources must be 
micigaced before ground disturbing activities in 
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume. 

c. If resource is not significant, che PI shall submit 
a letter to MMC indicating that artifacts will be 
collected, curated, and documented in the Final 
Monitoring Report. The letter shall also indicate 
that that no further work is required. 

12. Discovery of Human Remains 

If human remains are discovered, work shall hair in that area 
and the following procedures as sec forch in che California 
Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and Scate Health and 
Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken: 

A. Notification 
1. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or BI as 

appropriate, MMC, and the PI, if the Monitor is not 
qualified as a PI. MMC will notify the appropriate 
Senior Planner in the Environmental Analysis 
Section (EAS). 

2. The PI shall notify the Medical Examiner after 
consultation with the RE, either in person or via 
telephone. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 

M I T I G A T I O N 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
B. Isolate discovery site 

1. Work shall be directed away from the location of 
the discovery and any nearby area reasonably 
suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a 
determination can be made by the Medical 
Examiner in consultation with the PI concerning 
the provenience ofthe remains. 

2. The Medical Examiner, in consulration with the PI, 
will determine the need for a field examination to 
determine the provenience. 

3- If a field examination is not warranted, the Medical 
Examiner will determine with input from the PI, if 
the remains are or are most likely to be of Native 
American origin. 

C. If Human Remains ARE determined to be Native 
American 
1. The Medical Examiner will notify the Native 

American Heritage Commission (NAHC) wichin 24 
hours. By law, ONLY the Medical Examiner can 
make this call. 

2. NAHC will immediately identify the person or 
persons determined to be the Most Likely 
Descendent (MLD) and provide contact 
information. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or 

sooner after the Medical Examiner has completed 
coordinacion, to begin the consultation process in 
accordance with the California Public Resource and 
Health & Safety Codes. 

4. The MLD will have 48 hours to make 
recommendations to the property owner or 
representative, for the treatment or disposition wich 
proper dignity, of the human remains and 
associated grave goods. 

5. Disposition of Native American Human Remains 
shall be decermined between the MLD and the PI, 
IF: 
a. The NAHC is unable to identify the MLD, OR 

the MLD failed to make a recommendation 
within 48 hours after being notified by the 
Commission; OR; 

b. The landowner or authorized representative 
rejects the recommendation of the MLD and 
mediation in accordance with PRC 5097.94 (k) 
by the NAHC fails to provide measures 
acceptable to the landowner. 

c. In order to protect these sites, the Landowner 
shall do one or more of che following: 
(I) Record the site with che NAHC; 
(2) Record an open space or conservacion 

easemenc on che sice; 
(3) Record a documenc with the County. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
d. Upon che discovery of multiple Native American 

human remains during a ground discurbing land 
developmenc activity, the landowner may agree 
that additional conferral with descendants is 
necessary to consider culturally appropriate 
treatment of multiple Native American human 
remains. Culturally appropriate creatment of 
such a discovery may be ascertained from review 
of the sile utilizing cultural and archaeological 
standards. Where the parties are unable to agree 
on the appropriate treatment measures the 
human remains and buried with Native 
American human remains shall be reinterred 
with appropriate dignity, pursuant to Section 
5.c., above. 

D. If Human Remains are NOT Native American 
1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and 

notify chem of che hiscoric era context of the burial. 

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the 
appropriate course of action with the PI and City 
staff (PRC 5097.98). 

3. If che remains are of hiscoric origin, chey shall be 
appropriarely removed and conveyed Co che 
Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for 
incernmenc of che human remains shall be made in 
consulcacion wich MMC, EAS, che 
applicanc/landowner and the Museum of Man. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
13. Night and/or Weekend Work 

A. If night and/oi: weekend work is included in che 
cone race 
1. When nighc and/or weekend work is included in che 

contract package, the extent and timing shall be 
presented and discussed at the Precon Meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed. 
a. No Discoveries 

In the event that no discoveries were 
encountered during night and/or weekend work, 
the PI shall record the information on the CSVR 
and submit to MMC via fax by SAM of the next 
business day. 

b. Discoveries 
All discoveries shall be processed and 
documented using the existing procedures 
detailed in Sections III - Duting Construction, 
and IV - Discovery of Human Remains. 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 
If the PI determines chac a pocencially significanc 
discovery has been made, che procedures detailed 
under Section III - During Construction shall be 

followed. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by 

SAM of the next business day to report and 
discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, 
unless other specific arrangements have been 
made. 

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary 
during the course of construction 
1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or 

BI, as appropriate, a minimum of 24 hours before 
the work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC 
immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall applv, as 
aDDrooriate. 

14. Post-Construction 

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft 

Monicoring Report (even if negative), prepared in 
accordance with the Historical Resources Guidelines 
(Appendix C/D) which describes the results, 
analysis, and conclusions of all phases of tlie 
Archaeological Monitoring * Program (with 

appropriace graphics) co MMC for review and 
approval wichin 90 days following the completion of 
monitoring, 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
a. For significant archaeological resources 

encountered during monitoring, the 
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be 
included in the Draft Monitoring Report. 

h. Recording Sites with State of California 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the 
appropriate State of California Department of 
Park and Recreation forms-DPR 523 A/B) any 
significant or potentially significant resources 
encountered during the Archaeological 
Monitoring Program in accordance with the 
City's Historical Resources Guidelines, and 
submittal of such forms to the South Coastal 
Information Center with the Final Monitoring 
Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Reporc co 
the PI for revision or, for preparation of the Final 
Report. 

3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monicoring 
Reporc co MMC for approval. 

4. MMC shall provide wriccen verificarion co the PI of 
the approved reporc. 

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of 
receipt of all Draft Monicoring Report submitcals 
and approvals. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cone.) 
B. Handling of Arcifaccs 

1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring chac all 
cultural remains collected are cleaned and 
catalogued 

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all 
artifacts are analyzed to idencify funccion and 
chronology as chey relace co the history of the area; 
that faunal material is identified as to species; and 
that specialty scudies are compleced, as appropriace. 

3. The cose for curacion is che responsibilicy of the 
property owner. 

C. Curation of artifacts: Accession Agreement and 
Acceptance Verification 
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring chat all 

artifacts associated with the survey, tescing and/or 
daca recovery for chis projecc are permanently 
curated with an appropriate institution. This shall 
be completed in consultation with MMC and che 
Nacive American represencative, as appiicabie. 

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification 
from the. curation institution in the Final 
Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bi and 
MMC. 
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

Proposed project. would not result in any impacts to existing 
religious or sacred uses within the potential impact area. 

Proposed project has the potential to result in the disturbance 
of human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. 

D. Final Monitoring ReDOrt(s) 
1. The PI shall submit one copy ofthe approved Final 

Monitoring Report to the RE or BI as appropriate, 
and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90 
days after notification from MMC thac the draft 
reporc has been approved. 

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of 
Completion and/or release of the Performance 
Bond for grading until receiving a copy of the 
approved Final Monitoring Report from MMC 
which includes the Acceptance Verification from 
the curation institution. 

No mitigation beyond that identified in measures 8 through 13 
is required 

No additional mitigation beyond thac identified in measures 8 
through 13 is required 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 
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T R A F F I C / C I R C U L A T I O N 1 
Proposed project would not result in traffic generation in 
excess of the specific allocations identified in the University 
Community Plan. 
Proposed project would not result in an increase in projected 
traffic that is substantial in relation to the exiscing traffic load 
and capacity of the street system. 

Proposed project would have direct and cumulative traffic 
impacts on the existing and planned community and regional 
circulation networks, specifically at the intersections of the I-
5/Genesee Avenue Interchange. 

Proposed project would provide more parking than, is required 
under the SDMC. Impacts to parking on site, therefore, 
would be precluded by the provision of additional spaces and 
no off-site parking deficiencies would arise as a result of the 
proposed project. 

None Required 

None Required 

1. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy on project 
buildings that would produce new traffic, the project 
applicant shall contribure funds at a rate of $1,000.00 per. 
trip impacting the freeway, up to $353,000.00 (see Table 9-
9 in Appendix D), for regional improvements at the 
intersection of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange, to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer. This contribution will be 
paid as certificate of occupancy permit(s) are issued during 
the phased project buildout. 

2. The project applicant: shall continue to participate in the 
current TDM shuttle arrangement. Prior to certificate of 
occupancy on buildings that would create new traffic, the 
applicant shall determine whether it will continue to 
participate in che currenc arrangemenc or begin Co provide a 
privace shuccle service for its employees between the project 
site and the regional transit centers. Regardless of which 
shuttle arrangement is chosen, the applicant shall provide 
transit pass subsidies for its employees and provide a kiosk or 
bulletin board on the campus displaying information on 
transit uses, carpooling, and other forms of ridesharing. 

None Required 

Not Applicable 

Not Appiicabie 

Significant and Unmitigable 

Not Applicable 
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AIR QUALITY 
Proposed project would not result in a violation of any air 
quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air qualicy violacion. 
Proposed projecc would not expose sensitive recepeocs co 
subscancial pollutant concentrations relating to carbon 
monoxide "hot spots' or to hazardous emissions through an 
accidental spill of hazardous contaminants. 
Proposed project would not emit 100 pounds per day or more 
of particulate matter (dust). 

None Required 

None Required 

None Required 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

NOISE 
Proposed project would not result or create a significant 
increase in the existing ambient noise environment. 
Transportation and Stationary Noise 
Long-term operations of the proposed project would not 
expose people to noise levels which exceed the City's adopted 
noise ordinance or are incompatible with the City's noise land 
use compatibility chart. 

Conscruccion Noise 
Short-term construction-related impacts would occur, 
however, as periodic construction noise could exceed the City's 
noise threshold of 7 5 dBA Leq averaged over 12 hours. 
Significant, temporary impacts could occur at the south 
property line from construction of the daycare—facility, 

None Required 

Transportation and Stationary Noise 
None Required 

Construction Noise 
1. Prior to the commencement of construction, the 

construction contractor shall contact a qualified acoustician 
to prepare a construction noise control plan(s). The plan(s) 
shali evaluate noise levels based on actual sound levels and 
acoustic heights of equipment proposed for use. The plan(s) 
shall identify appropriate methods for achieving the 75 dB 
Lei) threshold averaged over 12 hours. Methods could 
include the use • of noise barriers and/or operational 

adjustments, to the extent feasible. 

Not Applicable 

Less Than Significant 

o 
o 
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NOISE (cont.) | 

• 

Proposed project and its land uses would be compatible with 
aircraft noise levels as defined by the current (i.e., adopted) 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). 

2. 

3. 

4 

Only equipment capable of performing necessary tasks with 
the lowest possible sound level and acoustic height shall be 
used. 

All conscruccion equipmenc shall be operaced and 
maincained so as CO minimize noise generation. Equipment 
and vehicles shall be kept in good repair and fitted with 
manufacturer- recommended mufflers. 

If deemed necessary by an acoustical consultant, shielding in 
the form of temporary barriers shall be provided for standard 
activity, and portable noise screens or enclosures shall be 
utilized for high-noise activities/with equipment. The noise 
barriers used must block line-of-sight between source and 
receiver, be constructed of solid material and be long enough 
to prevent sound from flanking around the end of the 
barrier. 

None Required 

-

Not Applicable 

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY 
Proposed project would not result in an increase in impervious 
surfaces-and associated increased runoff. Conversely, while the 
proposed project would result in a net decrease in impervious 
cover within the project site, it would result in a slight net 
increase in runoff generation (i.e., 0.9 cubic feet oer second) 
within the site. No siRnificant increase in downstream erosion 
potential would occur and related impacts would not be 
significanc due co che face chac exiscing and proposed velocicv-
reducine devices would be adequately sized to manage 
projected peak flows. 

None Required 
" 

Not Appiicabie 
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HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY (cont.) 
Project implementation would not result in significant impacts 
associated with changes in runoff flow rates or volumes and 
would not substantially alter on- or off-site drainage patterns. 
Short-term Construction 
Due to the incorporation of appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), the proposed project would not result in an 
increase in pollutant discharges, including sediment, hazardous 
materials, urban pollutants or other contaminants, to 
downstream receiving waters during construction. 
Long-term Site Ooeration and Maintenance 
Although the proposed project has the potential to generate 
contaminants during long-term site operations and 
maintenance, and is located within close proximity to sensitive 
receiving waters (i.e., the Pacific Ocean), significant 
operational impacts would be precluded through compliance 
with the City's Storm Water Standards. 

None Required 

None Required 

None Required 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

GEOLOGY 
Project implemencacion would noc be subjecc co significant 
impacts related to fault rupture, slope instability, tsunamis and 
seiches, and is not considered subject to liquefaction effects. 
The project could be subject to potentially significant impacts 
related to seismic ground acceleration, and if unanticipated 
conditions such as shallow groundwater are encountered, could 
potentially be subject to significant liquefaction effects. These 
anticipated and potential effects would be avoided or reduced, 
however, through implementation of standard design, 
engineering and conscruccion practices in conformance with 
existing regulatory requirements and industry guidelines. 

None Required Not Applicable 

o 
o 
CD 
4 ^ 
CO 



Salk institute-Master Plan 
Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049; Project No. 44675) 

•'Section ES 
Executive Summaiy 

T a b l e ES-1 ( c o n t . ) 

I M P A C T S A N D P R O P O S E D M I T I G A T I O N 

I M P A C T M I T I G A T I O N M E A S U R E S 
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S I G N I F I C A N C E A F T E R 
M I T I G A T I O N 

G E O L O G Y ( c o n t . ) 
Project implementation would not be subject to significant 
impacts related to fault rupture, slope instability, tsunamis and 
seiches, and is not considered subject to liquefaction effects. 
The project could be subject to potentially significant impacts 
related to seismic ground acceleration, and if unanticipated 
conditions such as shallow groundwater are encounrered, could 
potentially be subject to significanc liquefaccion effeccs. These 
ancicipaced and potential effects would be avoided or reduced, 
however, through implementation of standard design, 
engineering and construction practices in conformance with 
existing regulatory requirements and industry guidelines. 

Based on the required conformance with existing regulatory 
standards and industry guidelines outlined in Section 5.8, 
HydrologylWater Quality, of this EIR, significant project-relared 
erosion and sedimentation impacts would not occur. 

Proposed project may be subject to potential impacts related to 
expansive soils and oversize materials; however, due to the 
implementation of standard design, engineering and 
construction practices in conformance with existing regulatory 
requirements and industry guidelines, these potential-effects 
would be less than significant. 

None Required 

None Required 

None Required 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 
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PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Due to the on-site occurrence and high resource sensirivity of 
the Scripps and Lindavista Formations, implementation of the 
proposed project could resulc in significanc" impaccs co 
paleoncological resources. No unique geologic feacures are 
known or expected to occur on site, and no associated project-
related impacts are anticipated. 

1. Prior to Permit Issuance 

A. Entitlements Plan Check 
1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any conscruccion 

permics, including buc noc limited to, the first Grading 
Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building 
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction 
meeting, whichever is applicablei the Assistant Deputy 
Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall verify 
that the requirements for Paleoncological Monicoring 
have been noted on the appropriate construction 
documents. 

B. Letters of Oualification have been submitted to ADD 
1. The appiicani shall submit a letter of verification to 

Micigation Monitoring Coordination (MMC) 
identifying the Principal Investigator (PI) for the 
project and the names of all persons involved in che 
paleoncological monicoring program, as defined in the 
City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines. 

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming 
the qualifications of the PI and all persons involved in 
the paleontological monitoring ofthe project. 

3. Prior to the start of work, the applicant shall obtain 
approval from MMC for any personnel changes 
associated with the monitoring program. 

Less than Significant 

CD 
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PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
2. Prior to Start of Construction 

A. Verification of Records Search 
1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site 

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

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

B. PI Shall Attend Precon Meetings 
1. Ptior to beginning any work that requires 

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

with the Construction Manager and/or Grading 
Contractor. 

. 
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SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

' 

-

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

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored 
Prior to the stare of any work that requires 
monitoring, the PI shall submit a Paleontological 
Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate 
construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC 
idencifying che areas to be monitored including the 
delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME 
shall be based on the results of a site specific records 
search as well as information regarding existing 
known soil conditions (native or formation). 

3. When Monitoring Will Occur 
a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also 

submit a conscruccion schedule co MMC chrough 
che RE indicating when and where monitoring 
will occur. 

b. The PI may submit a detailed letter to MMC 
prior to the start of work or during construction 
requesting a modification to the monitoring 
program. This request shall be based on relevant 
information such as review, of final construction 
documents which indicate conditions such as 
depch of excavation and/or site graded to bedrock, 
presence or absence of fossil resources, etc., which 
may reduce or increase the potential for resources 
to be present. 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) 
IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED PrtlTIGATION 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
3. During Construction 

A. Monitor Shall be Present During 
Grading/Excavation/Trenching 
1. The monitor shall be present full-time during 

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

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

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

ES-67 



Salk Institute Master Plan 
Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049: Project No. 44675) 

Section ES 
Executive Summaiy 

Table ES-1 (cont.) 
IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
B. Discovery Notification Process 

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

2. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless 
Monitor is the PI) ofthe discovery. 

3. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of 
the discovery, and shall also submit written 
documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or 
email with photos of the resource in context, if 
possible. 

C. Determination of Significance 
1. The PI shall evaluate the significance ofthe resource. 

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

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit a 
Paleontological Recovery Program (PRP) and 
obtain written approval from MMC. Impacts to 
significantiesources must be micigaced before 

ground disturbing activities in the area of 
discovery will be allowed to resume. 
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Table ES-1 (cont.) 
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION 

IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
MITIGATION 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
c. If resource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of 

broken common shell fragments or other 

scatcered common fossils) the PI shall notify the 
RE, or BI as appropriate, that a non-significant 

discovery has been made. The Paleontologist shall 
continue to monitor the area without notification 

to MMC unless a significant resource is 
encountered. 

d. The PI shall submit a letter to MMC indicating 

that fossil resources will be collected, curated, and 
documented in che Final Monicoring Report. The 
letter shall also indicate that no furthet work is 

required. 

4. Night andlor Weekend Work 

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract 

1. When night and/or weekend work is included in the 
contract package, the extent and timing shall be 
presented and discussed at the precon meeting. 

2. The following procedures shall be followed, 

a. No Discoveries 

Jn che evenc that no discoveries were encountered 

during night and/or weekend work, The PI shall 

record che informacion on the CSVR and submit 

to MMC via fax by SAM on the next business 

day. 
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IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
b. Discoveries 

All discoveries shall be processed and documented 
using the exiscing procedures decailed in Seccions 
III - During Construction. • 

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries 
If the PI determines that a potentially significant 
discovery has been made, the procedures detailed 
under Section ill - During Conscruccion shall be 
followed. 

d. The PI shall immediacely concacc MMC, or by 
SAM on che nexc business day co reporc and 
discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B, 
unless other specific arrangements have been 
made. 

B. if night work becomes necessary during the course of 
construction 
1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or BI, 

as appropriate, a minimum of 24 hours before the 
work is to begin. 

2. The RE, or BI, as appropriate, shall notify MMC 
immediately. 

C. All other procedures described above shall applv. as 
appropriate. 

ANALYSIS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 

M I T I G A T I O N 

CD* 
O 

o 
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IMPACTS A N D PROPOSED M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
5. Post Construction 

A. Preparation and Submittal of Draft Monitoring Report 
1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Draft 

Monicoring Reporc (even if negacive), prepared in 
accordance v/ich che Paleoncological Guidelines 
which describes the results, analysis, and conclusions 
of all phases of the Paleontological Monitoring 
Program (with appropriate graphics) to MMC for 
review and approval within 90 days following the 
completion of monitoring, 
a. For significant paleontological resources 

encountered during monitoring, the 
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be 
included in the Draft Monitoring Report. 

b. Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural 
History Museum 
The PI shall be responsible for recording (on the 
appropriate forms) any significant or potentially 
significanc fossil resources encountered during the 
Paleontological Monitoring Program in 

- accordance with the City's Paleontological 
Guidelines, and submitcal of such forms co che 
San Diego Natural History Museum with the 
Final Monitoring Report. 

2. MMC shall return the Draft Monitoring Report to 
the PI for revision or, for preparacion of the Final 
Report. 
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M I T I G A T I O N 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
3. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring Report 

to MMC for approval. 

4. MMC shall provide written verification to the Pi of 
the approved reporc. 

5. MMC shall nocify che RE or BI, as appropriace, of 
receipt of ail Draft Monitoring Report submittals and 
approvals. 

B. Handling of Fossil Remains 
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil 

remains collected are cleaned and catalogued. 

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

C. Curation of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acceptance 
Verification 
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all fossil 

remains associated with the monitoring for this 
project are permanencly curaced wich an appropriace 
institution. 

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

CD 
CD 

f 
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IMPACTS A N D P R O P O S E D M I T I G A T I O N 

IMPACT M I T I G A T I O N MEASURES 
ANALYSIS OF 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER 
M I T I G A T I O N 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 
D. Final Monitoring Report(s) 

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Final 
Monitoring Reporc co MMC (even if negative), 
within 90 days afcer nocificacion from MMC that the 
draft report has been approved. 

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

* 

o 
CD 
CI 
t — * 

o 
« * 

* 
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1.0 I N T R O D U C T I O N 

1.1 PROJECT SCOPE 

The Salk Insticuce Master Plan project (proposed project) is the proposed expansion of the exiscing 

26.3-acre Salk Institute campus co provide addicional research facilities, consolidate support facilicies 

and add daycare and housing amenicies to the property. The project applicant is the Salk Institute of 

Biological Studies (Institute), and the expansion project is proposed on property chat was deeded to 

the Institute by the Cicy of San Diego (Cicy) in 1959- The existing facilicies operace under Condicional 

Use Permit (CUP) No. 3841 and Coastal Development/Conditional Use/Hillside Review permics No. 

90-1140 issued by che Cicy. The proposed projecc would require approval of a Site Development 

Permit (SDP), Coascal Developmenc Permit (CDP), Master Planned Development Permit (PDP), 

Vesting Tencacive Map (VTM), design guidelines and amendmencs co the exiscing permits, among 

other approvals. This Environmencal Impacc Report (hereinafter referred to as 'EIR') provides project-

specific review ofthe project as proposed. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND LEGAL AUTHORITY 

The purposes of an EIR are to" provide public agencies and the public in general with detailed 

information about the effect that a proposed project is likely to have on che environmenc; to list ways 

in which che significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to 

such a project. This EIR is an informational document for use by che Cicy, decision-makers and 

members of che general public co evaluate the environmental effects of the proposed project. The 

document has been prepared in accordance with the guidelines for the preparation of EIRs issued by 

che City of San Diego (2002c), and it complies with all criteria, standards and procedures of the 

California Environmentai Quality Act (hereinafter referred to as 'CEQA') of 1970 (California Public 

Resources Code Seccion 21000 ec. seq.), as amended, and the State CEQA Guidelines (California 

Administrative Code 15000 et. seq.). 

The Cicy is the lead agency, as defined by Section 15051(b)(1) ofthe Scace CEQA Guidelines, for che 

proposed projecc evaluaced in chis EIR Under CEQA, che public agency with the greacesc 

responsibilicy for supervising or approving che projecc or che first public agency to take discretionary 

action co proceed with a proposed projecc should ordinarily act as the "lead agency." The lead agency 

is responsible for preparing the EIR and has primary responsibility for approving the project. 

Scace law requires thac all EIRs be reviewed by cruscee and responsible agencies. A crustee agency is 

defined in Section 15386 of che Stace CEQA Guidelines as a scace agency having jurisdiccion by law 

over nacural resources affecced by a projecc which are held in trust for the people of the State of 

California. Per Section 15381 ofthe CEQA Guidelines, the term responsible agency includes all 
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public agencies other than the lead agency which have discretionary approval power over the proposed 

project. 

1.3 SCOPE AND CONTENT OF THE EIR 

This EIR contains a project-level analysis of che proposed project described in Section 3-0, Project 

Description, of this report. A projecc-level EIR should "focus primarily on che changes in the 

environment chat would result from che developmenc project." According to Section 15161 ofthe 

State CEQA Guideiines, the projecc EIR should "examine all phases of che projecc including planning, 

conscruccion and operation." 

in reviewing the application for che proposed projecc, che Cicy concluded chac che proposed projecc 

could result in pocencially significant environmental impacts. As lead agency for this EIR, the Cicy 

conducced a Public Scoping Meeting, in accordance wich Seccion 21083.9 of CEQA, and prepared a 

Scoping Letter (Cicy of San Diego 2004a). The public scoping meecing was held on November 30, 

2004 at the Inscitute and was attended by intetested individuals from local organizarions, public and 

other entities. The meeting was recorded and a written transcript of the event was prepared. The 
Q i - n r i J n o T e*rre*r n ' < i c r 1 i c l - r t K n r * a / - l T t r i rh i f-K*i M r i r i ^ o r s ( f r s n o r o f i / i n / M f ^ P ^ A i r c A M z - n m m K o t - B " ^ f i n A r r \ o i l 

responsible and trustee agencies, as well as various governmental agencies including the Office of 

Planning and Research's Srate Clearinghouse. Comments on the NOP were received from the United 

States (U.S.) Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Marine Corps (USMC), California Native American 

Heritage Commission, California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans), San Diego County Archaeological Society, Sierra Club, Friends of Rose 

Canyon and various members of the public. A copy of rhe Scoping Meeting Notice, Scoping Letter, 

NOP, scoping meering transcript and comment letters are contained in Appendix A of this report. 

Verbal and written comments received by the City during the scoping process have been taken into 

consideration during the preparation ofthis EIR 

This EIR addresses project impacts associated wich che following 10 issue areas in Section 5.0, 

Environmental A nalysis: 

• Land Use • Air Qualicy 

• Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character • Noise 

• Biological Resources • Hydrology/Water Qualiry 

• Historical Resources • Geology 

• Transportation/Circulation • Paleontological Resources 
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Effects thac were decermined co not be potentially significant are addressed in Section 6.0, Other CEQA 

Sections, ofthis EIR. Other mandatory sections required by the State CEQA Guidelines are included in 

Section 7.0, Cumulative Impacis, and Seccion 8.0, Alternatives. 

This EIR is available foe review by che public and public agencies for a period of 45 days to provide 

comments "on the sufficiency of the document in idencifying and analyzing che possible impaccs on 

che environmenc and ways in which the significant effeccs of che projecr might be avoided or 

mitigated" (Seccion 15204, Scace CEQA Guidelines). The EIR is available for review ac che Cicy of 

San Diego Developmenc Services Deparcmenc, 1222 First Avenue, 5' Floor, San Diego, California 

92101 . 

The Cicy, as lead agency, will consider the written comments received on che EIR and at che public 

hearings in making ies decision whether to certify the EIR as complete and in compliance wich che 

intent of CEQA and whether to approve or deny the proposed project. 

1.4 PROPOSED ACTIONS AND APPROVALS 

Agencies with permitting authority over all or portions of the proposed projecc will use this EIP, as che 

basis for their evaluation of the environmencal effeccs of che projecc and approval or denial of 

applicable permits. The discretionary and ocher actions to be taken on the project that are evaluated 

in this EIR are summarized below. However, while this EIR is incended to cover all federal, scace and 

local governmencal approvals and permits which may be needed to' construct or implement the 

proposed projecc, each and every approval or permit may not be explicitly listed herein. Discretionary 

actions are taken by a governmental agency utilizing its judgment in deciding whether and how to 

carry out or approve a project (Section 15002 of the State CEQA Guidelines). The following City 

actions are required at this time: 

• Amendment to CUP No. 3841 

• Amendment to CDP/Hillside Review/CUP No. 90-1140 

• Coastal Development Permit 

• Site Development Permit 

• Master Planned Development Permit 

• Vesting Tentative Map 

• Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) Boundary Line Adjustment 

• Sewer Easement Vacation 
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Permit(s) required from other agencies include: 

• National Pollucanc Discharge Eliminacion Syscem (NPDES) General Conscruccion permit 

from che Regional Wacer Qualicy Concrol Board 

Discrecionary actions are discussed further in Section 3.0, as well as in the applicable sections of the 

environmental analysis in Section 5.0. 

1.5 EIR ORGANIZATION 

As stated above, che content and format of this EIR is in accordance with the most recenr guidelines 

and amendmencs to CEQA and the City of San Diego EIR Guidelines, revised September 2002. 

Technical studies have been summarized wirhin individual environmenral issue sections; the full 

technical studies have been included in che EIR Appendices B chrough I. 

This EIR has been organized in che following manner: Section ES is an executive summary of the EIR 

analysis, which discusses the project description, alternatives and conclusions reached in the impact 

analysis. The conclusions are summarized in a tabular fashion wherein impacts and related mitigation 

are clearly linked. In addicion, Section ES includes a discussion of areas of concroversy known to the 

City, including those issues idencified by ocher agencies and the public. Following che execucive 

summary, che body of the EIR is organized as follows: 

• Section 1.0, Introduction, provides a brief description ofthe project, the legal authority ofthe 

documenc, the purpose of the EIR, EIR scoping and content, a list of the key discretionary 

City of San Diego actions and permics, ocher permics and approvals and an explanation ofthe 

document format. 

• Section 2.0, Environmental Setting, provides an overview of che regional and local sercing, as 

well as che physical characteristics ofthe project site. The setting discussion also addresses the 

relevant planning documents and community plan policies that apply to the project site. 

• Section 3-0, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the proposed project, 

including the purpose and main objectives of the project, projecr characceriscics, building, 

circularion and landscape improvements, and a list of che discrecionary actions required for 

project implementation. 

• Section 4.0, History of Project Changes, chronicles any revisions made to the project design in 

response to environmental concerns raised during the City's review ofthe project or by others. 
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• Section 5.0, Environmental Analysis, constitutes the main body of the EIR impact analysis for 

each environmental issue with the potential for significant impacts. Under each issue area, the 

EIR includes a description of existing conditions relevant co each copic, an assessmenc of 

impaccs associaced wich projecc implemencacion and recommendacions for micigacion measures 

and micigacion monicoring and reporcing for each significanc impacc. The issue statements 

idencified in che City's Scoping Leccer (Appendix A) form che basis of che impacc analysis. 

• Section 6.0, Other CEQA Sections, includes a discussion of growth inducement, significant 

irreversible effects and effects found not to be significant. 

• Section 7.0, Cumulative Impacts, addresses rhe cumulative impaccs due co implemencacion of che 

proposed projecc in combinacion wich ocher recendy approved or pending projects in the area. 

The area of potential effeccs for cumulative impacts varies depending upon rhe type of 

environmental issue. 

• Section 8.0, Alternatives, provides a description and evaluation of alcernacives co che proposed 

projecr. This section addresses alternatives that reduce or avoid significant impacts and 

compares chese alcernacives co che proposed projecc. 

EIR references, contacts and preparer information are provided in Sections 9-0, 10.0 and 11.0, 

respectively. The technical and supporting materials discussed and cited in the cexc are bound under 

separace cover in che appendices. 

1.6 I N C O R P O R A T I O N BY REFERENCE 

In addicion to the documents appended to this EIR and as permitted by Section 15150 of the CEQA 

Guidelines, this EIR references several technical studies, analyses, and reports which have been 

incorporated by reference. Incorporation by reference must also be consistent with the requirements 

of Public Resources Code Section 21061. Referenced documencs are briefly summarized in che 

appropriate section(s) of this document and the relationship between the incorporated par t of che 

referenced document and the EIR has been described. In addition to the proj ect-specific technical 

reports included in che appendices, other documencs and reference sources which have been used in 

che preparacion of chis EIR are identified in Section 9.0, References. 
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

The 26.3-acre Salk Inscicuce (Inscicuce) propercy is locaced in che norchwescern porcion of che 

University Communicy Planning area and generally bordered by the following public roads: Norch 

Torrey Pines Road, Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Inscicute Road (Figures 2-1, Regional Location 

Map, and 2-2, Project Location Map). The norchwesc corner of che La Jolla Communicy Planning area is 

siruaced immediately souch of che projecc sice. The propercy is also located souch and wesc of land 

owned by che Universicy of California, San Diego (UCSD). Regional access to che sice is from Norch 

Torrey Pines Road. Vehicular access ro che project site is gained from private driveways connecting to 

Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Institute Road. Traffic signals are situated at the intersecrions of 

chese roads with North Torrey Pines Road. Pedestrian access to and within the site is available along 

sidewalks within the adjacent public rights-of-ways and incernal, private walkways. 

2.2 EXISTING STUDY AREA CONDITIONS 

Approximately 18.4 acres ofthe ptoject site are developed wich approximacely 290,000 square feec (sf) 

of scientific research and support facilities, including cwo main research buildings constructed in 1965 

and 1995, respectively; several smaller ancillary buildings also constructed in 1965; and an 

underground srorage facility which was conscrucced in 2001. Two surface parking lots are siruated 

east and northwest of the main research buildings and provide primary parking for che Inscicuce. 

Overflow parking is also provided in a dirt lot on land leased from UCSD north of Torrey Pines Scenic 

Drive. In addition to the exiscing buildings, the site features landscaping and lawn areas. 

Approximately 8.0 acres of the site are undeveloped and contain native habitat, including Diegan 

coastal sage scrub (including disturbed), southern mixed chaparral, maritime succulent scrub, southern ' 

willow scrub and vernal pools. In 1991, the Institute campus was included as Historic Site No. 304 in 

the San Diego Register of Hiscoric Landmarks on che basis of its association with Louis Kahn and 

Jonas Salk and for its "architectural significance." In 2005, the property was determined by the 

California State Historical Resources Commission co be eligible for liscing on che Nacional Regiscer of 

Hiscoric ResourccsPlaces. and was placed on the California Register of Hiscoric Resources. 

The projecc sice is adjacenc co urban development on the east and south, including housing and 

parking facilities associated with the UCSD campus, a commercial conference center and single-family 

residential homes (Figure 2-3, Project Site Aerial Photograph). To che north is undeveloped land owned 

by UCSD and the eascern end of che Torrey Pines Gliderporc (Gliderporc). Wesc of che site is 

undeveioped land owned by che Cicy for habicac preservacion (i.e., Mulciple Habicac Planning Area 

[MHPA}) and access co Torrey Pines Cicy Park. Facilicies and parking for rhe Gliderporc are siruaced 

norchwesc of che Institute properry near the wescern terminus of Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. 
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Topographically, the projecr viciniry is comprised of mesa cops. The mesa porcions of che site have an 

approximate elevation of 340 co 375 feec above mean sea level (amsl). The lowesc elevacion on che sice 

is approximacely 230 feet amsl and occurs in the southwesc porcion of che properry ac che boccom of 

the norch-facing slope. Drainage flows norch, souch and wesc inco cwo unnamed coastal canyons off 

site and into che Pacific Ocean. 

2.3 PLANNED LAND USE SETTING 

The Inscicuce propercy is locaced wichin an area of che Cicy addressed by rhe University Community Plan 

(Communicy Plan; Cicy of San Diego 1987) and the North City Local Coastal Program/Land Use Plan 

(LCP; Cicy of San Diego 1981). In addition to the Progress Guide and General Plan, Community 

Plan and LCP, planning guidelines and policies of the City's Land Development Code, as well as the 

La Jolla Community Plan and Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan (2004c), Mulci-species Conservacion 

Plan (MSCP), draft Airport Land Use Consiscency Plan (ALUCP) for Naval Air Scation (NAS; now 

Marine Corp Air Station [MCAS]) Miramar (San Diego County Regional Airpon Authority 

[SDCRAA] 2005) and Federal Aviarion" Adminiscracion/Caltrans Division of Aeronaurics Regulacions 

pertaining to the Gliderporc also are applicable ro che proposed project. The applicable goals and 
^ l ^ * ^ ^ # - * T f £*& ***• C-/ - \n*\ «-A#-l TTTt#-l-* # -k Ai~A n l < - t •-•** l r \ ~ J - *-* « **r-r\f* #->—#-» r ' . - •^^s * « #-* f l - w n A I t a I *-**-*« ^ •-* W -J £»#* H - ^ * 1 - * 0 . - J « n A i ^ * l - i n ^ A n + ^ ' A 
I S U J V l - L . ^ * ^ J UOJV/ \ - lUl .L , \ -L W 1L11 L X l V ^ t , ^ J l C L l i a / V/ l *-4- l l l<AllV\-0 t i l ^ J t i l 111 * 1 0 . 1 l i - ^ V J ^J\^LKJ V\ a i i \ - t t a i . ^ t . L i u i . x u 111 1 U 1 L l l t ^ l U t - L d l l 

in Section 5.1, Land Use, ofthis report. 

Although the projecc sice is locaced immediately adjacenc co che La Jolla Communicy, no parr of che 

proiect site is within the La Tolla Community: instead, the Salk Institute is wholly within the 

boundaries of rhe Universiry Community. As such, the applicable policies ofthe University Community 

Plan are addressed in this EIR However, certain policies of che La 1 olla Community Plan are noted 

(although not technically applicable to this proiect) in the EIR analvsis. Therefore, due to the 

Institute's close proximiry to the La Jolla Community, viewpoinrs and view corridors in the La Jolla 

Community Plan were addressed in the analysis. 

Similarly, although lands abutting the project site to the north, east and soucheasc are owned and 

operated bv Universiry of California. San Diego (UCSD). it is important to note that the project sice 

and proposed Master Plan updare are not subject to the policies and recommendations of the 

University of Califomia. San Dieso 2004 Long Ranee Development Plan (LRDP). The LRDP is mentioned 

herein because ofthe proximiry ofthe project site co UCSD property. 

2.3.1 Progress Guide and General Plan 

The City of San Diego (City) utilizes the amended 1989 Progress Guide and General Plan (General Plan) 

as its umbrella document for long-range planning within the City's jurisdiction. Development policies 

are described within the General Plan in the form of Findings, Goals, Guidelines, Standards and 
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Recommendations. These policies are specific co a variery of land use issues, described as Elements of 

che General Plan. 

There are 14 Elemencs wichin the General Plan covering planning issues such as housing, 

transportation and open space, to name a few. The Land Use Element of the General Plan is the 

program for guiding the City's urban growth and is organized into chree caregories: Urbanized, 

Planned Urbanizing and Fucure Urbanizing. The project site is located in the Urbanized area of the 

City. 

While the General Plan lays the foundation for the more specific community plans, the University 

Community Plan, described below, relies heavily on the goals, guidelines, standards and 

recommendations within che General Plan. Where applicable, environmencal goals and 

recommendacions from rhe General Plan are referenced in chis EIR. 

2.3.2 Universi ty Communicy Plan 

The generalized land use plan for che University Community Plan (Cicy of San Diego 1987, as amended) 

identifies the institute property for Industrial use (Figure 4 in che Communicy Flan). There are four 

geographic subareas within the plan; the Institute is within Subarea 1, Torrey Pines. The majority of 

the subarea is in pubHc ownership, including Torrey Pines City Park and Golf Course, Torrey Pines 

Stace Reserve and UCSD. The land use plan for rhe Torrey Pines Subarea shows the Institute property 

as suitable for scientific and research uses. The Communiry Plan seeks to ensure chac plans for fucure 

development in the Torrey Pines Subarea protect the nacural copography and vegecacion, and provide 

for che preservation of public access to scenic vistas. The Community Plan is comprised of 12 policy 

elemencs, including Urban Design, Transportation, Development Intensity, Housing/Residential, 

Commercial, Industrial and orher issues. Several of chese elemencs are applicable co the proposed 

projecc. Communicy Plan Elements and the goals within each element that apply co che Institute are 

discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, ofthis report. 

The Urban Design Element "defines the relationship of buildings and spaces and provides direccion for 

public street improvements." Policies wichin che Urban Design elemenc of che plan guide urban form 

wichin the community chrough che escablishmenc of specific developmenc criceria. 

The Transporcacion Elemenc addresses exiscing and fucure roadway condicions, mass cransit, parking 

and non-motorized cransporc wichin che communiry. 

The Developmenc Incensicy Elemenc regulares the incensicy of communicy development by identifying 

square footages or dwelling unic limics within each subarea. The development intensities established 

in che elemenc were used in developing craffic forecasts for the Communicy Plan. The Land Use and 
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Developmenc Intensity table (Table 3 ofthe University Community Plan) assigns 500,000 sf of scientific 

research use co che Inscicuce propercy. 

The Housing/Residencial Elemenc addresses che locacion and densicy of residencial developmenc and 

its affecc on communicy characcer. No new residential development is planned near the Institute 

property. The goal of che Commerciai Elemenc is co develop an incegraced syscem of commercial 

facilicies chat meec che needs of che communicy while noc impeding che economic vicality of exiscing 

commercial areas. No commercial land exiscs in che vicinicy of che Inscicute property. 

The Induscrial Elemenc concains policies chac are direcced ac ensuring chac induscrial land needs are 

mec while balancing environmental considerations and land use adjacency. The Industrial Element 

idencifies che Inscicuce propercy for sciencific research use. 

The Public Faciliries Elemenc addresses che adequacy of schools, police, fire, libraries, communiry 

cencers, utiliries and medical facilicies within che community. 

The Open Space and Recreation Element identifies open space areas in the communicy which should 

bc retained and enhanced. The closest open space or recreation feature cc the Institute is Torrey Pines 

Cicy Park, a Cicy-owned, undeveloped park site located immediately wesc of the project site. The park 

encompasses rhe Torrey Pines Gliderporc. 

The Noise Element addresses transportation noise effects on the community, including MCAS 

Miramar and vehicular noise. 

The Safery Element deals wich cwo safecy hazards in rhe communicy: geologic hazards and che 

accidenc pocencial from aircraft operacions ac MCAS Miramar. Although the Safety Element identifies 

the Salk Fault across the northwestern portion of the project site, the actual faulc location has been 

mapped approximately 100 to 150 feet north of the site (Kleinfelder 2005a; see Appendix J and 

Secrion 5-9, Geology); farther west of the site the element accurately notes the presence of unstable 

bluffs and slide areas. The Inscicute property is outside of the accident potential zones for MCAS 

Miramar as noted below. 

The Resource Management Element ensures che preservacion and enhancemenc of che area's nacural 

topography, undeveloped open space areas and location near the ocean (coastal resources). The 

preservation of narural resources, such as copography, biological resources, and culrural resources, 

including paleoncology and archaeological resources, is che focus of chis elemenc, as are che 

maincenance of good wacer and air qualicy, and conservacion of wacer and energy. 

( 
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( 2.3-3 N o r t h Cicy Local Coascal Program and Land Use Plan 

The North City Local Coastal Program/Land Use Plan was approved by the Cicy Council and cransmicced 

co the California Coastal Commission in 1981. The LCP is designed to address che goals, policies and 

requiremencs of che California Coascal Ace of 1976, in relacion co che needs and desires of che Norch 

Cicy area. The LCP is subdivided co address four communicies, wich the Inscicuce being in the 

University/La Jolla community. The LCP identifies the land use on the project site as Industrial. 

2.3.4 San Diego Municipal Code 

The San Diego Municipal Code (SDMC) Chapter 12, Arcicle 6, Division 6 (Land Developmenc 

Review) sees forch che Cicy's procedures for rhe issuance of Planned Developmenc Permics (PDPs), 

while Chapcer 14, Arcicle 3, Division 4 concains che supplemencal regulacions for PDPs, including 

permit crireria pertaining to Master PDPs. The SDMC Chapter 12, Article 6, Division 5 sees forch che 

procedures for obcaining a Sice Developmenc Permic (SDP). The Zoning Ordinance wichin che SDMC 

provides specific developmenr regulacions for PDPs and SDPs, as well as specific sice developmenc 

regulations for rhe applicable zones. The projecr site is currently zoned RS-1-7 for single-unic 

residencial use. 

2.3-5 Mul t ip le Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) 

The MSCP is a comprehensive habitac conservacion planning program for souchwescern San Diego 

Counry. A goal of the MSCP is to preserve a necwork of habicac and open space, proceccing che 

region's biodiversicy. Local jurisdictions, including che Cicy of San Diego, implement their portions of 

the MSCP through subarea plans, which describe specific implemenring mechanisms. The Cicy's 

MSCP Subarea Plan was approved in March 1997. The MSCP Subarea Plan is a plan and process for 

che issuance of permics under'rhe federal and scace Endangered Species aces and che California Nacural 

Communicies Conservation Planning Act of 1991- The Implementing Agreement signed by the City, 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Game 

(CDFG) in July 1997 allows the City co issue Inddencal Take Auchorizations under the provisions of 

the MSCP. Applicable scace and federal permits are scill required for wedands and lisced species chac 

are noc covered by the MSCP. There is 0.32 acre of MSCP preserve lands (i.e., Mulciple Habicac 

Preserve Area [MHPA]) on the project site and additional MHPA occurs immediately west of the 

Institute properry boundaries. 

2.3.6 Naval Air Station (NAS)/Marine Corps Air Sration (MCAS) Airport Land U s e 

Compatibi l i ty Plan 

( The project site is locaced wichin che Airporc Influence Area (AIA) idencified in che 2005 drafe Airport 

Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) (formerly che Comprehensive Land Use Plan [CLUP]) for 
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NAS/MCAS Miramar and is affecced by rourine over-flighes of milicary fixed- and rotary-wing aircraft /-"" 

conducting flight training operacions and/or cransicing co and from MCAS Miramar. 

The ALUCP is an advisory documenc chat is designed co protect the airport from land use 

incompatibilities and provide che Cicy with criceria for addressing growch in areas surrounding the 

airport. The SANDAG, as che Airporc Land Use Commission (ALUC), adopted che original CLUP for ' 

the air station in 1992 when the airport was a naval installation. Since the realignment of the air 

station for Marine Corps use, the U.S. Navy has updaced che Air Inscallacions Compatibility Use 

Zones (AICUZ) study for the airfield. Revised noise contours presented in the AICUZ scudy show 

that the project site is located outside the 60 decibel (dB) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) 

for the inscallacion (U.S. Navy 2004). The ALUC (now operaced by San Diego County Regional 

Airport Authoriry [SDCRAA] but formerly operared by SANDAG) is currently in che process of 

preparing ALUCPs for all of the airports in San Diego County, including MCAS Miramar. When 

finalized, rhe updaced documenc will concain councywide and airporc-specific compacibility policies 

and criteria for local jurisdictions to implement. Although it is not certain when the Draft ALUCP for 

MCAS Miramar will be finalized, it is currently in use by the City as the document guiding growch in 

che Miramar AIA. 

2.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACT SETTING 

The privace land surrounding che projecc sice is developed with scientific research uses on the Torrey 

Pines mesa, lower-densiry residential development in che Blackhorse Farms area and a commercial 

horei/conference cencer. Lircle co no undeveloped privace land exiscs near che projecr sice. Public land 

co che north and ease of che Inscitute property is either contained in City open space/park land, such as 

Torrey Pines City Park, Torrey Pines Golf Course and Gliderport, or is planned for developmenc by 

UCSD. Beyond the general population growch ancicipaced in che communicy, che only specific private 

proposal chac would add development to the area in the near or long term is che Hillel of San Diego 

scudenc cencer along La Jolla Village Drive. 

The Cicy has no plans co develop any of che public lands near rhe projecc sice chat are under its 

ownership. There are a number of roadway and transir improvement projeccs planned in che projecc 

area, including che La Jolla Village Drive widening projecc, che Incerscate 5 (I-5)/Genesee Avenue 

interchange project, che I-5/La Jolla Village Drive overcrossing and interchange project, the 

I-5/Sorrento Valley Road incerchange projecc, che North Coast 1-5 HOV/Managed Lane projecr, che 

1-5/1-805 widening projecc, che UCSD bus improvements project, the Universiry Area Super Loop Bus 

projecc, arid the Mid-coast Lighc Rail Transic project. In addition, UCSD adopced che 2004 Long 

Range Developmenc Plan (LRDP) for rhe La Jolla campus, which proposes co add classrooms, housing, 

science and research facilicies, adminiscrarion offices and parking facilicies co various locacions within 

the campus (UCSD 2004a). The 2004 LRDP consists of chree primary elements: 1) a descripcion of 

the planning concexc for the campus, 2) an outline of the enrollmenr, faculty/staff, space and parking 

2-6 



CC0527 
Salk Institute Masier Plan Seaion 2.0 
FinalEIR (SCH No. 2004111049: Project No. 44675) Environmental Selling 

needs of the campus, and 3) a land use plan to guide the siring of proposed new developmenc and 

relaced circularion and parking co meec chose needs. The 2002-03 cocal campus populacion was 

33,100 persons, while rhe 2004 LRDP projeccs a campus populacion of 49,700 during che regular 

academic year, chrough che 2020-2021 horizon year of che plan (including 29,900 scudencs and 

19,800 faculcy, scaff and researchers). The projecred campus populacion would be accommodaced 

chrough che developmenc ofup to 19,159,000 gross square feec (gsf) of academic and supporr facilicies 

idencified in che 2004 LRDP. The 2004 LRDP Land Use Plan idencifies Academic, Spores and 

Recrearion and Administrarive uses norch of the Insticuce propercy and Housing, Academic, and 

Spores and Recrearion uses co che ease. A descripcion of chese uses and road improvemenc projecrs is 

provided in Seccion 7.0, Cumulative Impacts, ofthis report. 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This EIR analyzes pocencial environmenral effecrs associated with the Salk Inscicuce Mascer Plan 

project (proposed project). The proposed project would require City of San Diego (Ciry) approval ofa 

Site Development Permit (SDP), Coastal Development Permit (CDP), Master Planned Development 

Permit (Mascer PDP), Vescing Tencacive Map (VTM), design guidelines and amendmencs co 

Condicional Use Permit (CUP) No. 3841 and Coastal Developmenc/Condieional Use/Hillside Review 

permics No. 90-1140. A sewer easement vacation and Multiple Habitac Planning Area (MHPA) 

boundary adjustment are also proposed. The above-listed development permirs would allow for the 

phased construction of approximately 239215,200 square feet (sf) of new scientific research space, 

including new scienrific research building(s); an adminiscracive/supporc building; a below-grade 

facilicy co house specialized research equipmenc and research space, equipmenc shops and a mechanical 

room; an—employee—daycare—facility;—temporary—housing—quarters;—greenhouses; and 

surface/underground parking. These uses and facilicies could be conscrucced over a period of several 

decades. This projecc descripcion details the project's goals and objeccives, che specific characceriscics 

ofeach elemenc of che project, including the design guidelines, and explains the discretionary actions 

required for project implemencacion. 

In response co cercain economic and environmencal conscraJncs, and as furcher explained in che Preface 

co this Final EIR, the applicant has decided co eliminate the employee daycare facilicy and cemporary 

housing facilicies from che proposed Salk Inscitute Master Plan (as evidenced by the scrikethrough rexc 

above). Although che daycare and housing uses are no longer a parr of che proposed projecr (now 

referred co as che Refined Proiecc Design), che environmental analyses of chese componencs remain in 

che EIR for informarional purposes. References co chese uses have been scruck from che overall proiect 

descriptions concained in chis seccion for claricy sake. 

Given chat the changes made bv the Refined Proiect Design primarily affecc only one area of che 

propercy. che Cicy believes chac revising che Proiecc Descripcion and ocher EIR Seccions in che above 

manner will provide che greacesc degree of claricy and consistencv for benefit of those reviewing che 

Final EIR in chac (j) che description of the project proposed for approval will be consistent between 

the Preface and the Project Description and (ii) che discussion of impaccs chroughouc che Final EIR 

will be as accurace as is feasible wich respecc co che projecr proposed for approval. 

3.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

The Salk Inscitute for Biological Studies (Institute) is a privace, non-profit scienrific research 

inscicucion, which conduces biological research in chree major areas of scudy: molecular biology and 

generics, neurosciences, and plane biology. The Inscicuce laboracories provide new understanding and 

potential new therapies and treatmencs for a range of diseases, including cancer, AIDS, Alzheimer's 
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disease, cardiovascular disorders, anomalies of rhe brain and birch defeccs. Their scudies in plane 

biology are directed at improving the quality and quantity ofthe world's food supply. 

In che four decades since che Inscitute was founded, che world of sciencific research has experienced 

tremendous change. New cechnologies are being employed and scienciscs are collaborating in ways 

that were never imagined in the past. The demographics of the scienciscs chemselves have also 

changed, as che Institute employs and trains a younger workforce, there are far more women in 

science, and there are a greater number of two-career families than in che pasc. Because of chese 

changes, che Institute has determined that it must expand ies scientific research space, accommodace 

new and emerging technologies such as stem cell research, and provide for new and improved supporc 

facilicies for rhe Inscicuce, ies faculcy and scaff. As che applicanc for chis project, che Inscicuce is 

proposing to expand its scientific research facility in a manner that is consistent with its research 

mission and the Development Intensity Element and policies of the University Community Plan 

(Community Plan) and North City Local Coastal ProgramjLand Use Plan (LCP). 

The basic objectives include developing a project chat: 

• Is compatible with the primary goals and objectives of the University Community Plan, the North 

City Local Coastal Program and applicable sections of the City of San Diego Municipal Code 

(SDMC). 

• Is consistent, in terms of general scope, planning and architectural cheme, with Jonas Salk's 

original vision for the research inscitute propercy embodied in-the tri-partite scheme-developed by 

Jonas Salk and Louis Kahn in the 1961 Master Plan (1961 Master Plan) and CUP N o . 3841 , 

which precludes urban densities in any one area, pl-aecs housing and related accessory facilittes-on 

the south mesa, places sctcntific research space on the east mesa, constructs-a"' community center" 

for the Institute on the north mesa, maintains access to the nacural setting and avoids 

inappropriace land use adjacencies. 

• Allows che Inscicuce co develop new and expanded scienrific research facilicies and reach-its 

500,000-3f capacity on site as provided for in the University Community Plan, while using che 

Insricuce's funds in che mosc cosc-effeccive manner possible and recaining che maximum possible 

funds for ies core sciencific mission. 

• Helps che Inscicuce remain compecieive with other nacional research inscicucions in accraccing and 

recaining top researchers by providing on-site amenities, such as an employee communicy cencer 

wich indoor and oucdoor meecing spaces, an audicorium and dining facilicies; daycare facility-and 

temporary housing q u a n c n , and scace-of-che-arc sciencific research facilicies, that are respeccful of 

che hiscoric archiceccure and integrated with che surrounding open space. 
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» Provides scace-of-che-arc sciencific research space that will help attract new research funding and 

train the best and brightest scientists in che world in an inspiring and collaboracive setting wich 

excepcional faculcy and staff and will house che lacesc equipmenc cechnology that will allow 

Insticuce employees co fulfill cheir insricurional missions of fundamencal discoveries in rhe life 

sciences, che improvemenc of human health and condicions and che craining of fucure generations 

of scienciscs. 

» Provides che cencralized supporc facilicies (i.e., Salk Communicy Cencer Building) for che Inscitute 

that will be placed on site in a manner that balances the sensitive natural and historic resources 

with the need for adequate site security. 

•Provides' a private—daycare facility on ••aitc tha t will educate and care for children of Institute 

personnel, while providing opportunities for-outdoor learning, in-a safe location that is both 

internally and-externally secure away from public-roads, in close proximity^to-those employees and 

integrated into-the natural' landscape. 

•Develops temporary housing quarters in -a -location on site that—is physically separate from the 

scientific research work environment,-is integrated into the natural landscape, and would provide 

visiting and new faculry/cmployccs a temporary place to live while they attempt to secure 

permanent off-campus housing, as-an-altcmatirc to the Institute paying market rates for t>ff-sitc 

housing arrangements: 

• Creates new underground parking areas on site that sufficiently satisfy the parking needs of the 

entire facility and minimizes surface parking. 

Preserves and enhances views of the ocean and scenic coascal resources recognized in applicable 

local, regional and scace plans and policies. 

Enhances and expands environmencal proceccion for environmencally sensitive areas on sice by 

adding land co che Cicy's MHPA. 

Provides landscaping plans and archiceccural and landscape design guidelines co ensure creacion of 

an aeschetically pleasing developmenc projecr chac complements che exiscing landscape and 

permanenc scruccures on site, respects the site's historical integrity and landscape with high design 

standards and enhances publicly accessible views in the project area. 

Allows for the removal of all temporary buildings on the propercy. 
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3-2 P R O J E C T CHARACTERISTICS 

3.2.1 P r o p o s e d Land Uses 

Projecc developmenc would include che following land uses: a 94,200 sf sciencific research building 

(referred ro as che Torrey Ease Building), a 117,000-sf adminiscracive/supporc building (referred co as 

che Salk Communicy Cencer Building^-) and 4.000 sf of greenhouses, a 12,000-sf private daycare 

facility and 12,000 sf of temporary-housing quarters. Approximately 29,000 sf of existing cemporary 

buildings would be demolished by chis projecc, leaving approximacely 260,800 sf of exiscing building 

space on sice, excluding basemenc areas. Two underground parking scruccures and limited surface 

parking would also be conscrucced on sice over cime. Full buildouc of che proposed projectRefined 

Proiect Design, as described in the Preface ro chis Final E IR would result in 500,000476.000 sf of 

scientific research-based development and a minimum of 1.1201,046 parking spaces on the Institute 

campus. Although the University Community Plan allows for buildout o fup co 500,000 sf on the Salk 

campus, the Institute has decided co no longer pursue developmenc of che daycare facilicy or 

cemporary housing quarcers. Because chese uses are no longer proposed herein, che projecc would noc 

buildout che campus co 500.000 sf. buc rather to 476.000 sf. including 215.200 sf of proposed 

scientific research uses (see Table 3-1, Project Characteristics). The descripcions of che daycare facilicy 

and cemporary housing quarters have been removed for che descriptive discussions within chis EIR; che 

environmental analysis, however, remains in che EIR for informarional purposes only. 

Approximacely 5T5-7.82 acres of undeveloped land would remain on sice, of which approximacely 

•3T21.27 nee acres would be transferred into che MHPA. The proposed project would require grading 

of approximately 11.39.0 acres of che 26.3-acre site co implement the proposed development and 

associated sice improvements. The basic project componencs are described below, summarized in 

Table 3-1 , Project Characteristics, and shown on Figure 3-1 , Project Site Plan for Refined Project Design. 

3.2.2 P roposed Ent i t lement Process 

The project applicant is seeking approval of developmenc permics, consisting of amendmencs co 

exiscing permics and a new SDP/CDP, Mascer PDP and VTM for che proposed scruccures and uses 

ouclined in Secrion 3-4, Discretionary Actions, of this report. The proposed development permits and 

associated enciclemencs would be reviewed by the City and require City Council approval. Once che 

development permits are approved, applications for grading and building permits for the project 

componencs for which derailed design drawings exist (i.e., the daycare facility, norch lawn core facility, 

equipment shops and mechanical room, and Torrey Ease Building and associaced underground 

parking), would be processed by che Cicy wichouc furcher discrecionary approval. W h e n che Inscitute 

is ready to develop the remaining project components (i.e., the Salk Community Center Building, 

north peninsula parking scruccure, temporary housing quarters and greenhouses), the Inscicuce would 

apply for Subscancial Conformance Review (SCR) prior co submiccal of applicacions for grading and 
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building permics. The SCR process, a Process Two review for projeccs in che Coascal Zone as ouclined 

in Section 126.0112 of rhe SDMC, would enable Ciry scaff co decermine whecher che fucure projecc 

componencs would be in subscancial conformance wich che projecc-specific developmenc permirs and 

design guidelines described below. 

Table 3-1 
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS 

FOR REFINED PROTECT DESIGN 

LANDUSE 
Sciencific Research Building 

Salk Communicy Cencer Building' 
Daycare Facility 

T - T T • /- \ 

Greenhouses 
Subtotal: 

Demolition of Temporary Buildings 
1 \ J X / V L . 

Undeveloped Land/Open Space3 

TOTAL BUILDING AREA 
94,200 sf 
117,000sf 
12,000 sf 
12,000 sf 
4,000 sf 

-29,000 sf 
-•»I/A •• \ i \ i \ t ct/: -»nrv2 _ c 

tt7.82 acres 
Notes: 

The Salk Communiry Center Building square foorage may include administrative space, meeting rooms, an 
auditorium and dining faciliries. The north lawn core facility, equipment shops, mechanical room and underground 
parking areas are excluded from the building square footage estimates above pursuant to Section 113-0234 o f the 
SDMC and the University Community Plan (page 179). Therefore, these basement uses supporting the above-ground 
square footage are not considered in the analysis of proposed development iniensity contained in rhis report. 

The square foorages ofthe proposed buildings and uses within each building listed in the above table are provided to 
illustrate an example of how the project could be builr out to the 500.000 square foot ofto maximize its scientific 
research capacity as provided for in the University Community Plan. Ultimate building square footages and interna! uses 
may vary slightly depending on the Insitute's long-term needs; however the 500.000476.000-sf total would not be 
exceeded. 

Approximately 3 T 3 1 . 2 7 net acres would be dedicated to the City of San Diego as MHPA. 

Under the Master PDP regulations staced in SDMC Seccion 143.0480, subsequenc developmenc 

phases muse be subscancially consiscenc with the concepcual development criteria (i.e., che design 

guidelines) proposed ac che rime of che Mascer PDP approval. Thac consiscency will be decermined 

during che SCR process. The buildings subjecc co SCR would also undergo review by rhe Cicy's 

Hiscoric Resource Board (HRB) scaff co verify consiscency wich the development permits and adopted 

design guidelines as it—relates to historic resources. During the SCR process, should the City 

determine that any fucure building or grading permic(s) is noc consiscenc wich (i.e., in subscancial 

conformance wich) che proposed design guidelines and developmenc permics, che project applicant 

could appeal che consiscency decerminacion co the Planning Commission, apply for an amendment co 

chose developmenc permics, as necessary, or modify che application co be consiscenc wich che approved 

enciclemencs. 
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3.2.3 Design Guidelines 

Design guidelines are proposed by che projecc applicant to provide a comprehensive framework for che 

archiceccural and landscape design of all proposed structures chac are slaced for fucure developmenc 

and whose archiceccural details ace conceptual in nature at this time. As graphically depicced in 

Seccion 3-2.4.7 of chis reporc, che design guidelines would apply co the entire propercy, including 

specific guidelines for che Salk Communicy Cencer Building and associated underground parking 

scruccure on che north mesa, the temporary housing quarters and surface parking area on the seoth 

mesa and the greenhouses near che souchern property boundary along Salk Insticuce Road, and che 

rescoracion of the hiscoric perimeter landscaping along rhe souchern properry boundary. The design 

guidelines are proposed in conjunccion with the development permics lisced below in Section 3-4, 

Discretionaiy Actions, to assist City staff in completing the SCR process and in processing future 

applicacions for building and grading permits for the conceptually designed buildings noted above. 

The established archirectural details for che daycare faeility,-Torrey Ease Building; and norch lawn core 

facility and shops to be built in a basement configuration are described below in Section 3-2.4. Briefly 

described below, the project design guidelines comprise architectural and landscape componenrs thac 

would apply to the entire site, as well as to the structures discussed above and proposed for future 

development. 

The architectural design guidelines address facility siring, building arriculacion, building macerials, 

equipment screening, service areas, walls, fencing, signage and oucdoor lighcing, as well as proximicy 

to che MHPA and che preservacion of existing view corridors and vistas. Building macerials would be 

similar ro those rhat exist on site, including architectural concrere, srainless steel, wood, Corten steel, 

masonry, travertine stone, and clear glazing. Building facades would be articulated using additive 

elements, such as columns, capped muilions, sun-shading devices and subtractive elements, such as 

windows, doors, carved openings or niches. The landscape component of che design guidelines 

provides design goals for landscaping and lighting and describes trearments for the conceptually 

proposed buildings and several key landscape areas on site, including the public perimeter and entries; 

restoration of hiscoric plancings; revegeracion areas/MH PA -adjacenc areasi and ocher spaces berween 

buildings, within parking lots and wichin buffer areas. Specific landscape recommendacions include 

plancing perimerer crees between the proposed daycare faciltty and existing residences to the south 

and-along public roadways as development proceeds on sice. The landscape componenc of che design 

guidelines refleccs requiremencs of che MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines. 

3-2.4 Development Components 

The Insticuce is proposing the phased implemencacion ofa number of new facilicies, uses and buildings 

on sice. Descripcions of che location, proposed uses, architecrural character (as available) and building 

massing for each component ofthe project are provided below. In general, che arrangement of uses on 

che sice plan developed for the proposed Master Plan refleccs che generally incenc of che cri-partice 
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scheme envisioned for the propercy by Louis Kahn and Jonas Salk, wherein three major componencs 

are conscrucced: a research and scudy area, a meecing cencer and housing quarcers. As noted in che 

Preface co che Final EIR, che applicanc has chosen co no longer conscrucc housing quarcers on campus 

since chere are off-sice housing opcions available. A decailed discussion of the cri-parcice design scheme 

is provided in rhe Historic Resources Technical Report (contained in Appendix C of this EIR), while a 

summary descripcion of che concepc is provided in Seccion 5.4, Historic Resources, of chis report. 

3.2.4.1 Scientific Research Building 

The proposed Torrey Ease Building would generally be placed on the surface parking lot in che eascern 

portion of the properry, east of che exiscing sciencific research building (East Building) and west of 

North Torrey Pines Road (Figure 3-1). Development ofthis componenc ofthe project would require 

rhe removal of existing temporary buildings iocared near the southeast comer of che propercy. The 

uses wichin those existing temporary buildings would be incorporaced inco che equipmenc shops in che 

norrh core faciliry described below. The various exiscing utilities near the southeastern corner of the 

building site would be relocated by the CityorSan Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) and/or preserved 

in place. The new structure would house uses that are consistent with the scientific research uses 

allowed by Section 131.0112 of the SDMC. 

The proposed building would continue the archiceccural cheme escablished by che original laboracory 

building and reinforced by che Ease Building by conscrucring one reccilinear scruccure wich a cwo-level 

cransparenc acrium at the center ofthe structure (Figure 3-2, Project Elevations for Refined Project Design 

— Torrey East Building). The massing of the building would be stepped back along the eastern fagade 

to maximize che landscaped buffer froneing North Torrey Pines Road, The cwo-scory building would 

house a receprion area, laboracory research spaces, supporc spaces, offices and meecing rooms. Two 

levels of underground parking are proposed beneach the building. Primary access to che building for 

pedescrians and vehicles would be via relocaced driveways from Salk Insticuce Road and Torrey Pines 

Scenic Drive. The driveways would link and provide thru norch-souch movemenc on che wescern side 

of che Torrey Ease Building. An off-screec loading area for deliveries/service vehicles is proposed souch 

of che building near che Salk Inscicuce Road driveway. 

Archiceccurally, che Torrey Ease Building would primarily be conscrucced of glass walls. Scainless 

steel, metal cladding and archiceccural concreee would be used for accenc maeerial on che building. 

The cencral, full-heighc acrium would be enclosed in clear glass window/wall on the west and east 

elevations, preserving views to the wesc coward the courtyard ofthe original laboratory building, while 

maximizing the relationship becween indoor and oucdoor spaces. The incerior foocprinc of che second-

floor acrium level would be enclosed wich horizontal glass railings and would feature a connecting 

bridge. Each of che cwo above-grade levels would be approximarely 15 feec in height. The maximum 

structure height would not exceed 30 feet above existing grade. Figure 3-2 illuscraces proposed 

elevations for che Torrey East Building. 
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The building would include landscape buffers along all elevations, including che norch and souch f \ 

parking driveway ramps. The majoriry of che exiscing landscaping ease of the proposed structure 

would be preserved and supplemented with additional plantings as described in Sections 3.2.4.6 and 

5.4 ofthis report. The landscape plan makes accommodations for che relocarion of che Chinese Fringe 

crees locaced in che exiscing parking loc (refer co Seccion 5.4, Historic Resources, for a discussion on che 

crees). 

3.2.4.2 Salk Communicy Center Building 

The Salk Communicy Center Building would concain adminiscrarion space, meecing rooms, an 

audicorium and dining facilicies as envisioned in Louis Kahn's meering cencer concepc in che tri-partite 

sehemel96l Salk Inscicuce Mascer Plan. The Salk Communicy Cencer Building and its associated 

underground parking structure are proposed on the site of the existing surface parking lot on the 

norchwesc porrion of che propercy (Figure 3-1)- Siced ac che wescern end of che parking scruccure and 

accessible from Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, che Salk Community Cencer Building could be built in 

phases. Ie would be conscrucced of cwo receangular wings, one ehree-scories and che ocher four-scories 

in height-story sections; two, four-story sections; and one, two-story auditorium seccion (double-

heighe), connecced by an oucdoor retrace and walkways (see Figure 3-1). Alchough che two 

westernmosc seccions of the building would be four scories in heighc, they-ic_would be built ac a lower 

proposed grade (which drops by approximately 10 feet from ease co wesc on chac porrion ofthe sire) on 

che sice and chus would noc appear caller chan che chree-story eastern sections when viewed from the 

east (refer to Figure 3-3, Project Sections for Refined Project Desisn). The maximum scruccure heighc of 30 

to 40 feet above proposed grade would not comply with che 30-fooc maximum scruccure heighc 

limicacion required in che RS-1-7 zone. Therefore, rhe projecc applicanc is requeseing^ PDP co allow 

for a deviacion from che developmenc regulacions of che underlying zone co allow a maximum 

scrucrure height chat would exceed 30 feet above grade (see Figures 3-3 and 5.1-4-4). The structure 

height would comply wich che Coascal Heighc Limit Overlay Zone similar to other industrially zoned 

properties within che Coascal 21one, as discussed in subseccion 5.1.2 of chis reporc. The terraces 

surrounding che Salk Communicy Cencer Building would be used by Inscicuce employees for dining 

and social gatherings and provide outdoor opportunities to take in views of che Pacific Ocean, La Jolla 

coascline and che off-sice coascal canyon. 

A three-level, below-grade parking scruccure is proposed for che underground area co che ease of che Salk 

Communicy Cencer Building. The structure would include lightwells with 42-inch parapet walls along 

their perimeter co provide nacural daylight and vencilacion co all three levels. The cop deck of che 

underground parking facilicy would be landscaped wich grass and ocher appropriace vegetation, thereby 

reducing the amount of new impervious surfaces on site and preserving a 360-foot wide view corridor 

along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and the adjacent sidewalk (see Figure 3-1). In addition co performing 

chese imporcant funccions, che landscaped rooftop would fulfill che Insricuce's vision of adding new green >' 

space co che campus and creacing a park-like serring in an area that is currently a paved surface parking 
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lot. Primary access ro.the Salk Community Cencer Building and parking scruccure for pedescrians and 

vehicles would be provided chrough new pachways and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive via a new driveway. 

Tunnel connecrions from che north lawn core facility and the north underground parking area co che 

Salk Communicy Cencer Building are also proposed (refer ro Figure 3-1). 

Archiceccurally, the proposed Salk Community Center Building would complement che exiscing 

scruccures on campus and be conscrucced of macerials chac are consiscenc with the proposed design 

guidelines (described in Section 3-2.3 of chis EIR). An SCR applicacion for the proposed Salk 

Communiry Center Building and associaced parking scruccure would be submicced by che project 

applicant prior to the issuance of a building permic(s). 

3-2.4.3 Support Facilities 

The project would feature support facilities in the form of new greenhouses and the north lawn core 

facility built in a basemenc configuracion. These faciliries would provide supporc co exiscing and fucure 

research programs, and include an underground mechanical room and equipmenc shop co house 

research and shared equipment space. 

The norch lawn core facilicy, mechanical room and equipmenc shops are proposed co be built in a 

basemenc configuracion in che north lawn area between the original laboratory building and Torrey 

Pines Scenic Drive (Figure 3-1). Constructed entirely below grade, similar to che existing facility 

beneath the south lawn, the single-level facility would house research and shared equipmenc space, 

equipment shops and a mechanical room to serve both areas. The rooftop of the facility would be 

planted with curf co mimic exiscing condicions on che norrh lawn, and lighc wells would be inscalled 

along the existing pathway south of che lawn to bring in nacural lighc co the lower level. Exterior 

stairwells would be installed in two of che lighc wells co provide ingress/egress co che facility. The 

north lawn would continue to be used as an informal recreation field by Institute employees. Figure 

3-4, Project ElevationslSections for Refined Project Design — Core Facility, contains sections of the north lawn 

core facility. 

Three new, one-story greenhouses are planned in an area souch of che south wing ofthe existing Ease 

Building (refer co Figure 3-1)- As described in che proposed design guidelines, che archiceccural 

characrer and macerialicy of che greenhouses would march che exiscing greenhouses (which would be 

removed from cheir current locacion on che norch mesa). 

3.2.4.4 Daycare Facility 

The private daycare facility is proposed-on undeveloped land-in-the "southwest portion of-the property 

(Figure 3-1).—The daycare facility is-proposcd in a location that offers a natural-setting-to-aHew 

opportunities for outdoor education and ensures child safety -away-from publicly accessible roadways. 
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The daycare facility would providc-for the care-and cducation-ef children of Salk employees., reception 

and administration space, support space and a-multi-purpose room (Figure 3-3, Daycare Facility). East 

of the daycare facility-building, a-10,000 sf, semi-circular playground would be installed in a recessed 

fashion into the existing terrain. A 12-foot high circular, planted and tiered retaining wall would form 

the outer enclosure of-the playground.—Thc-massing of-the administrative and multi-purpose space 

would descend toward the west to minimize its profile: 

The rooftop o f the daycare group rooms would rise approximately—12 feet above the-finishetd-gradc to 

approximately 367 feet a m s ^ a t or slightly above the clcvation-of the -southern property-boundary in 

the vicinicy of the facility (Figure 3-6, Projtct-ElevatimsfStctwns—Daycare Facility). The western portion 

of the multi-purpose room rooftop would feature an exterior terrace "to be accessed from the west side 

ef-che facility administration spacer-A plaza/turn around would bc provided near the entrance to the 

facility for fire truck access. A drop-off area and single-loaded row of surface parking spaces would be 

provided along the western extension of the privatc-drivcway-cxtcnsion -of Salk- Inst i tute Road. 

Approximately 76 children, from infants through pre-schoolage, could be enrolled at t h e facility, 

which would bc-designed to conform to applicable regulations in the SDMC and all state licensing 

requirements. 

The structure would bc constructed wich architectural concrete; wood trellises, wood doors, retractable 

canvas awnings, glass doors and clear glass-wmdows. The structure would maintain a low profile -by 

featuring a flat roof, which^would feature a sustainable roofing system. A retraccablej canvas shading 

device would-extend from the-classroom building eastward toward the playground area and ^westward 

from the-muki-purposc room-en the lower level. 

3.2.4.5 T e m p o r a r y Hous ing Quarcers 

The temporary housing-quarters would be an accessory use to the-scientific research facility, as 

pci'micccd by the proposed Master PDP (refer to Section 143.0403(a)(2) of the SDMC), and would 

consist ef—1-2-units (each •1;000 sf in size) constructed on undeveloped land -west-of che proposed 

daycare facility (Figure 3"1).—The quarters-would-provide-faculty, researchers and staff temporary 

housing until permanent arrangements can-be-madc off site.—Mid-tetm stays at the units would also 

bc anticipated for researchers who would not scck permanent housing in the arear-The-ptopescd units 

would bc arranged in a-singte-building arranged horigontally in a-staggercd pattern (see Figures 3-1 

and 3"6).—Twelve surface parking spaces would bc provided afong-thc driveway south of the units. 

Access-would bc via-the "western extension o f t h e private driveway (Salk Insticute-fioad) beyond the 

daycare facility. 

The-buildings would bc two to three levels above grade and step down toward the west with thes i t e^ 

topography.—The maximum -building-height—would- be—30 feet above grade, pursuant—te—the 

development regulations in the RS-l-?—zone and the Coascal Height Limit Ovcriay Zone . The 
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i buildings would bc designed and the site landscaped consistent-wich the proposed design guidelines. 

A SCR application for the proposed housing-quarters would-be submitted—for-approval prior to 

issuance of a-grading and building permit. 

3.2.4.6—4 Open Space and Habitat Management Plan 

The projecc applicanc is proposing approximately 5T57.8 acres of undeveloped land and approval ofa 

3.221.27-acre open- spaccconservaeion easemenc on che north mesa (co be concained in MHPA) co 

preserve che sice's mosc sensicive resources, including nacive habicacs and'steep-hillsides surrounding 

off-site MHPA (see Figure ^1-3.3-3). A 7.1-acre conservacion easemenc is proposed on che souch 

mesa which would encompass, boch undeveloped and developed lands. The MHPA dedicacion area 

corresponds co all native habitats on the north mesa of the site thac would noc be affecced by exiscing 

and fucure Zone 1 brush managemenc, including a porcion of an exiscing open space easemenc granced 

co the City as micigacion for prior habicac impaccs from the parking loc expansion project associated 

with the East Building (City of San Diego 1990). Management ofthe proposed MHPA area would be 

the responsibility ofthe project applicanc as described below. Refer co Section 5.3, Biological Resources, 

of this EIR for a detailed discussion of the proposed MHPA boundary line adjustment. To prevent 

encroachment into the proposed MHPA, the Salk Community Center Building design would feature a 

rock-lined, vegetaced drainage swale ac che interface with che MHPA. An Exotic Vegecacion Removal 

Plan is included as an appendix co the project Biological Technical Report (see Appendix B co chis 

reporc). . Removal of all non-nacive plane species on sice is noc required; therefore, the Exocic 

Vegetacion Removal Pian addresses che one-time targeted removal of four exotic, invasive species (i.e., 

tamarisk [Tamarix sp.], pampas grass [Cortaderia sp.}, myoporum [Myoporum laetum], and hotrentoc 

fig/iceplanc [Carpobrodus edulis}) chac were eicher introduced to the-site from previous landscaping or 

thac are highly invasive. The targeted removal of rhese four species would begin concurrent wich 

. conscruccion of che firsc building (i.e., ac che oucsec of project implementation). 

Upon completion of project conscruccion, the project applicant would be responsible for implementing 

a Habitac Management Plan (HMP) for che proposed MHPA on sice (see Figure •3-1-5.3-3 0^ this EIR). 

The HMP has been prepared to meet U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS), California Department of Fish 

and Game (CDFG), and City requiremencs for che preservacion and long-term management of 

environmentally sensicive areas on sire proposed for addicion co che Cicy's MHPA. The HMP 

describes che biological resources in che Insricuce's open space areas; idencifies land scewardship and 

incerprecive opportunities; describes habitat management and vernal pool monitoring casks; proposes 

a funding mechanism for che managemenc; and idencifies a habicac manager for che sice. The HMP is 

a cechnical appendix co chis EIR (see Appendix B co chis reporc). 
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3.2.4.'?—5 Landscap ing a n d Lighting f \ 

Landscaping for the Institute campus would be governed by details in the proposed landscape 

drawings for the daycare facility, north lawn core facility and Torrey Ease Building, and landscape 

concepes described in che proposed design guideiines. The need co respecc and enhance exiscing view 

corridors has been caken inco consideracion in the establishment of proposed landscape improvements 

and is reflected in che design guidelines. The landscape design for che sice would use a mix of local 

(i.e., nacive and ornamental) species of grasses, groundcovers, shrubs and rrees chat are currently found 

on the Insticuce campus and wichin che canyon rim (see Figure 3-^5., Conceptual Landscape Plan for 

Refined Project Design). Landscaping is proposed around the perimecer of the facility. Native plancings 

would be seeded and planted in all discurbed areas outside of the buildings. Non-invasive, native 

species would be seeded and planted adjacent to the proposed MHPA. Coastal sage scrub species 

would be installed for revegetation and erosion control using hydroseed and/or container stock on 

manufactured slopes adjacent to proposed open space and in the areas proposed for restoration and a 

vegetated swale on the north mesa where a parking loc and buildings currendy exist. Where required, 

planting areas would be irrigated using an automated sprinkler sysrem. Temporary irrigation would 

be inscalled on the manufactured slopes around the •perimeter of the daycare facility and housing 

quarters and in the north mesa restoration area. The plant macerials and irrigarion system would be 

installed and maincained in accordance wich the requiremencs concained in the Landscape Technical 

Manual and Chapcer 14, Arcicle 2, Division 4 of the SDMC. Repealed bv City Ordinance 19413 in 

September 2003 . Chapter 5. Article 5. Division 92 of che SDMC remains applicable for land wichin 

che Coascal Zone (including che proiect sire) uncil (and unless) che California Coascal Commission 

(CCC) approves rhe relaced code change. LCP Amendmenc No. 1-07 (Brush Managemenc 

Regulacions). Uncil chen. Bbrush managemenc accivities, including vegecacion clearing and chinning, 

would be conducted on site pursuant co Chapcer 5, Article 5, Division 92 of the SDMC. Zone 1 

(vegetative clearing) would be escablished wichin 30 feec of proposed structures, while Zone 2 

(vegecacive thinning) would be maintained for 20 feet beyond Zone 1, pursuant co the brush 

managemenc regularions currendy in place for propercies in che coascal zone. If che pending LCP 

Amendmenc increasing brush managemenc requiremenrs ac che incerface of developmenc with open 

space is approved by the CCC. however, Zone 1 would increase co 35 feec and Zone 2 would increase 

co 65 feec. for a rotal brush management zone of 100 feet. 

Vehicular driveways would be enhanced with textured colored paving (i.e., red brick) and landscape 

materials, consistent with the established hardscape materials on site. Architectural concrete and/or 

brick pavers would be used for courtyards, walkways and che proposed recaining walls. Screening 

vegecacion would be placed adjacenc co che loading area screening wall on che south side of che Torrey 

East Building-and adjacent to the retaining-wall near-the-privatc-driveway extension to the proposed 

daycare facility and temporary housing. Several existing trees on che norch lawn would be relocared co 

make room for che north lawn core facility. Oucdoor searing areas would be provided with both fixed (' •) 

and moveable furnishings (e.g., benches). 
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( ; New exterior lighting would provide security and safety for all pedestrian walks and parking areas, 

and accent lighting would be provided ac cncries. The exiscing overhead surface parking Jot lighting 

would be removed and replaced wich new lighcing for che buildings and walkways as each phase of che 

project is implemenced. The design guidelines scace chat all project lighting must be specifically 

placed to fall only on the premises and shielded and directed away from all natural habitacs, adjacenc 

propercies and che MHPA. 

3.2.4.6-6 Utilities and Publ ic Services 

Utility Connections 

Primary utility service co che porcions of the sice proposed for developmenc would be accommodaced 

chrough connecrions wich exiscing services on or near che propercy or srand-alone dedicared mechanical 

, unics. The utility connections would be constructed as the need arises in conjunction with the 

implementation of each component of the project. Currently, eleccricicy, nacural gas and wacer are, and 

would concinue co be, supplied from oucside sources; che on-sice cencral plant does noc provide power 

services. Sewer and wacer conneccions would be inscalled in associacion wich each componenc of che 

proposed projecc and all on-sice improvemencs would be privace. The privace on-sice water improvements 

would utilize the existing water meter locaced ac North Torrey Pines Road and Salk Inscitute Road. 
; Specifically, sewer and water connections for the Torrey East Building would be installed from rhe Salk 

Insticuce Road/Norrh Torrey Pines Road incerseccion. The daycare factlity^weuld bc serviced from a new 

water main in the private extension of Salk Insricute Road and sewer laterals'would feed into the newly 

compleced gravity sewer main that drains to Pump Station No. 45. Sewer service for the north lawn core 

facility and Salk Communicy Center Building on the northern side of the property could be accomplished 

through one of cwo means: conscrucrion of a Temporary sewer pump scacion near che wesc end of che 

proposed norch lawn core facility and/or construction of a permanent sewer pump scacion ac che norchwesc 

end of che exiscing parking lot adjacent to the proposed Salk Community Center Building. In either case, 

a privace force main would be conscrucced on sice co convey che wascewacer from che pump scacion co che 

exiscing gravity sewer main in the private driveway chac excends from Salk Insticuce Road. Water for che 

norchern facilicies would come from a new-water mainbe provided by che conscruccion of cwo parallel 12-

inch wacer mains ro be conscrucced wichin Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. 

The proposed projecr also includes che vacarion of cwo ucility easements on site. First, the proposed 

project would vacate a 10-foot wide public utility easement previously granted to the City in 1961; 

che easemenc crosses the eastern porcion of che sice parallel ro che eascern edge of che exiscing surface 

parking loc on sice. N o ucilicy lines exisc wichin this easement. A second easement to the City would 

be vacated near the soucheasc corner of the propercy. This easemenc currendy concains a number of 

ucilicies, including sewer Pump Scacion No. 28, which are scheduled for removal by che Cicy in 

( 1 conjunccion wich che sewer Pump Scacion No. 45 projecc. 
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A Preliminary Drainage Srudy and Wacer Qualiry Technical Report have been prepared for the f 

proposed project (see Appendices H and I co chis reporc), pursuanc co associated National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and City Storm Water Standard/Standard Urban Stormwacer 

Micigacion Pian (SUSMP) requirements. As described in Secrion 5.8, Hydrology/Water Quality, of rhis 

EIR, NPDES and Cicy requiremencs include che provision of conscruccion and posc-construccion Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) to avoid/reduce impacts co receiving waters from land development 

activicies co the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP). 

Public Services 

Fire Protection 

The project site is developed and currendy is serviced by the Cicy of San Diego Fire-Rescue 

Department. The nearest fire sration, Scacion 35, is located approximacely chree miles ease of the 

project site at 4285 Eastgate Mall. Scacion 35 is che baeealion headquarcers for che 5th Bactalion, 

which encompasses che norch portion of the City (UCSD 2004b). The station operates a fire engine, 

aerial truck apparatus, chemical unit, light and air vehicle and battalion chief vehicle. The response 

time of chis scacion co che Inscicuce sice is approximately 5.1 minutes (T. Hall, personal 

communication [pers. comm.} 2005c). Scation 9 is sicuated 2.8 miles souch of che projecc site at 7870 

Ardath Lane (near the cross street of Torrey Pines Road). That station operates a fire engine and 

medic rescue unit. Station 9 has a response time of approximately 6.1 minutes to che projecc site (T. 

Hail, pers. comm. 2005c). The 12 new temporary housing quarters arc proposed within an urban 

area. The project applicanc would be required co implemenc brush managemenc (or alrernacive 

compliance measures approved by che Fire Deparcmenc, such as fire-resistant walls and sprinklers into 

the building) around che proposed scruccures co reduce che potential fire risk associated with being 

adjacenc co open space. Fire hydrants are proposed throughout the site and Salk Institute Road would 

be-hnproved out to the western end ofthe property for access. 

Police Protection 

Units from the UCSD Police Department and the San Diego Police Department patrol the projecc 

area. The primary responder co incidencs off che UCSD campus is the San Diego Police Deparcment. 

The nearesc Cicy police subscacion (Norchern Division) is located approximately three miles east ofthe 

project sice ac 4285 Eascgace Mall. Response rimes from chis scacion depend upon che cype of 

sicuacion responded co. Generally speaking, for che highesc prioriry (emergency) call ("E"), the 

response time co che project site is approximately 8.65 minutes (C. Haley, pers. comm. 2005d). 
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Libraries 

The General Plan provides specific guidelines and scandards for public library design and conscruccion 

wichin the City. These standards are as follows; 

• Population - The service area should concain ac lease 18,000 co 20,000 residents before a 

permanenc library facility is warranced; ancicipaced growch should reach approximacely 30,000 

residencs wichin a period of 20 years after the branch is opened. 

• Branch Size - The maximum service area is a two-mile radius. The site should be accessible by foot 

and auco. Since che aucomobile is che prime source of ccansporcacion, ic is imporranc co locace che 

facilicy in the vicinity of major streets; access co public cransporcation, however, should also be a 

significanc consideracion. 

• Book Capacity and Use - The branch should house 2.7 volumes per sf on opening and an evenrual 

capacity of 4.4 volumes or more. Additional consideracions chac are noc scandards but are, 

nonetheless, important when evaluating a contemporary, comprehensive library system are: 

- Library location should be in response to population distribution, not because a community 

desires one. 

- Library service and locacion should be flexible over rime. Demands of residencs can change as 

che social characceriscics change. As for inscance, a shift from a family-dominaced communicy 

co one occupied mainly by senior cicizens. 

- Library locacion should be in an area of incense people acrivity and where the crip can be 

combined wich ocher shopping chores. 

- The facilicy should have che flexibilicy of conversion ro ocher uses when and if che need arises. 

In this respect, leasing or initially constructing a building that can be easily converted to 

commercial or office use warrants consideration. 

Currently, the University communiry planning area population is over 52,000 residents. T h e closest 

public library to the projecc sice is che Universicy Community Branch Library (a City branch), which is 

located approximarely 4.4 miles to che soucheasc at 4155 Governor Drive within che Universicy 

communicy planning area. Opened in 1978, chis library is approximacely 10,000 sf and currendy 

houses 79,990 volumes, which is roughly 8 books per square fooc (Lien Dao, pers. comm. 2O05e). An 

approximace 5,000 square foot expansion is scheduled for completion in Fall 2008. After 

construction, this library will house approximarely 90,000 volumes, which is roughly 6 books per 

square foot (L. Dao, pers. comm. 2005e). In addicion, a new library faciliry is expecced ro opened in 

earh^Sepcember 2007 feiHn che University community planning area. The North University 

Community Branch Library facility will bcis located ac che incersection of Nobel and Judicial Drives, 

overlooking the City-owned Nobel Achlecic Park. The new Cicy branch will beis approximarely 
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16,000 square feet and wrH-houses roughly 60,000 volumes, which is abouc 4 books per square fooc. 

The La Jolla Public Library is locaced approximacely five miles from che projecc sice ac 75 55 Draper 

Avenue, which is oucside che Universicy community planning area. Opened in 1989, construction of 

an expansion to this facility began in October 2002 and was completed in March 2004. As currently 

constructed, this library is nearly 25,000 square feet and houses roughly 120,000 volumes, which 

equares ro approximately 4.8 books per square fooc. In addicion, che Inscicuce maincains ies own 

research libraries on sice and UCSD houses six differenc libraries on irs campus chac are available eo 

individuals associaced wich che Inscicuce. 

Parks 

Six local parks are locaced wichin chree miles of che projecc sice. Table 3-2, Local Parks In The Vicinity 

of the Salk Institute, lists each park and ies approximace distance and direccion from che projecc site. 

Neighborhood parks and facilities are intended to serve a population of between 3,500 and 5,000 

within a 0.5-mile radius, while community parks and recreation centers are planned to serve 

approximarely 18,000 to 25,000 residents within a 1.5-mile radius (Ciry of San Diego 2005b). In 

addition to local parks, che Torrey Pines Golf Course is located north of the project site, the entrance 

to Torrey Pines State Reserve is situated nearly four miles north of che projecc sice, che Torrey Pines 

Gliderporc (Gliderporc) wichin Torrey Pines City Park is Iocared adjacent co che project site, and 

UCSD has recrearion facilicies chac non-campus residenrs can use for a fee. Hiking crails co che beach 

are siruaced wesc of che projecc sice. The regional open spaces of Los Penasquitos Canyon Preserve, 

Rose Canyon and Marian Bear Memorial Park are locaced wichin five miles of che projecr sice. In 

addition, Inscicute employees informally use che norch lawn of che Institute properry for recreation 

purposes. 

Table 3-2 
LOCAL PARKS IN THE VICINITY OF THE INSTITUTE 

Park 

Torrey Pines City Park, Stace Reserve and Beach 

La Jolla Achlecic Area 
Cliffridge Park 
Mandell Weiss Eascgace Cicy Park 
Villa La Jolla Park 
Kellogg Park 

Approximace Distance 
From Project Site 

(mile) 

< 1 mile (to 4 miles) 

1.5 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.8 

Approximate 
Direction From 

Project Site 
Wesc and 
norchwesc 

Souch 
South 
East 

Southeast 
Southwest 
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3.2.4.7 Ci rcu la t ion /Park ing 

The proposed project would enhance the existing vehicular and pedescrian circulation patcerns on and 

around the Salk campus to access the new strucrures. An approximately 7SO-lincar-feot westerly 

extension-of the private access road west of the terminus of Salk Institute Road would be conscrucced 

co provide access to the proposed daycare facilicy and ccmpoiary housing quarters.—The access road 

extension would involve grading and installation of pavement, curb and gutter improvements, a 

retaining wall and perimeter landscaping:—Reconstructed and/or new driveways would be inscalled 

along Salk Inscicute Road and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive to access che proposed Torrey East Building 

and Salk Community Cencer Building, respeccively, and cheir associaced underground parking areas. 

A new pedestrian walkway would be installed between the daycare facility and the main-buildings. In 

additton-,-aA new 5-foot wide sidewalk excension is proposed wichin che right-of-way for Torrey Pines 

Scenic Drive co che wescern propercy boundary. Informal pedescrian walkways would be locaced 

chroughouc che sice, wich linkages co exiscing facilicies. 

The Inscicute currenrly implemenrs an extensive public ccansporcacion and ride-sharing program for 

che purpose of minimizing employee trips to/from rhe sice. This program consiscs of providing 

employees commurer ccansporcacion informacion, including carpooling match lists, access to vanpools 

and a free Coaster shuttle, and encouraging bicycle commuting, public transit use and telecommuting. 

Additionally, employees can place alternacive ccansporcacion expenses inco a transporcacion spending 

accounc on a pre-rax basis. The Inscitute also maincains a bikeshare program becween ies campus and 

UCSD, wherein employees can check ouc bikes and helmecs when craveling becween che cwo 

campuses. These programs, among ochers, would concinue as che Inscicuce builds che various projecc 

components described herein. 

The project design includes che conscruccion of cwo, multi-level, underground parking structures-and 

limited surface parking areas. Specifically, a rwo-levei garage would be constructed beneath the 

Torrey East Building and a three-level parking garage is proposed on the north mesa, east of the Salk 

Communicy Cencer Building. Surface parking would bc constructed'adjacent to the temporary 

housing units and-the daycare facility as described above.—See Figure 3-1 for an illustrationthe 

locations of these parking facilities. Upon faciliry buildout, the parking supply on che Salk Inscicuce 

campus would exceed che minimum of 1,1201,046 spaces required by Cicy regularions. 

3'.2.4.40-8 Division of Proper ty 

The project applicanc is proposing a VTM co subdivide che 26.3-acre sice inco four parcels to assise in 

obtaining conscruccion financing for che various facilicies. Loc 1 of che property would encompass the 

3.1 acres ease of che exiscing East Building chac would generally be occupied by the proposed Torrey 

East Building and its underground parking scruccure. Lot 2 would consist of the 10.1-acre area chac is 

currendy occupied by che exiscing buildings and where che norch lawn core facilicy and greenhouses 

3-17 



CG055i 
Salk Institute Master Plan Seaion 3-0 
FinalEIR (SCH No. 2004111049; ProjectNo. 44675) Projeci Descriplion 

are proposed. Loc 3 would encompass the undeveloped 7.1-acre souch mesa wesc of Loc 2 and would 

remain in ies currenc undeveloped scace where "the daycare facility and cemporary housing are 

proposed. Lot 4 would be siruaced wesc of Loc 2 and norch of Loc 3 and include the 6.0-acre north 

mesa, currently developed with temporary buildings and surface parking, where the Salk Community 

Center Building and underground parking structure are proposed. Figure 3-66, Proposed Vesting 

Tentative Map, contains the VTM. 

3.3 PHASING, GRADING AND CONSTRUCTION 

The proposed projecc would involve che phased development of approximacely Tl.39-0 acres of rhe 

26.3-acre sice. Phasing and ciming of che developmenc would generally be dependent on the demands 

placed on the Insticuce due to new and evolving scientific research programs, advances in technologies, 

availability of parking and availability of capital funding. The possible sequence of construction 

currently being considered by the project applicant is as follows. This sequence does not dictate a 

specific order of priority and could change; project implementation would occur over a period of 

several decades. 

1. Norrh Lawn Core Facility, Equipment Shops and Mechanical Room/Storage 

2. Greenhouse Reconstruction 

3.Daycarc Facility, 

473-North Peninsula Underground Parking Scructure 

5T4.Salk Community Center Building 

6T5.Torrey East Underground Parking Structure 

Tr&Torrey Ease Building 

8.Temporary Housing Quarters 

Overall site grading is anticipated to require approximately 30.00020,000 cubic yards (cy) of cut, 

5,0002.300 cy of fill and 200,000 cy of basement/garage excavation for a cocal exporc of 

225.000217.700 cy over che buildouc of che proposed projecc. Each developmenc phase of the projecc 

would require some export of material, which would be properly disposed of at an approved disposal 

Ibcation(s). Slopes generally would be conscrucced ac a maximum grade of 2:1 (horizonral co vercical), 

resulcing in maximum cue and fill slopes up co 12 and 15cight feec tall, rcspcciimly. None of rhe 

existing narural slopes over 25 percenc grade (i.e., sceep hillsides) would be impacced by che proposed 

grading. A 250-foet long-retaining wall averaging five feet in height would bc installed parallel to the 

private extension of Salk-Institutc Road along the southern- property boundary (aAIl ethei^re tain ing 

walls would be structural in nature and used to support building foundations). All appiicabie 

recommendations from che projecc geocechnical reporc would be implemenced during projecr grading 

accivicies. In addicion, proposed design and consrruccion would incorporate applicable standard 

measures, such as the Cicy of San Diego Grading Ordinance and Seismic Safecy Scudy, and che 

Incemacional Conference of Building Officials Uniform Building Code (UBC) and California Building 

3-18 



l:U;is\S*SAL-OI Sn11>\Ma|iiEimFig3-(l_VeMiiiKTM.pmJ -JP 

Proposed Vesting Tentative Map 
SALKINSTITUTE 

Figure 3-6 



n r n tr c o 
u • J 0 o 0 o 

5^/^ Institute Masier Plan Seaion 3-0 

Final EIR (SCH No. 2 0 0 4 1 1 1 0 4 9 : Project No. 44675) Project Description 

Code amendmencs. Grading, conscruccion and building plans would also be reviewed by che Cicy 

Engineer prior ro developmenc. 

Conscruccion accivicies would occur from 7:00 a.m. co 7:00 p.m. Monday chrough Saturday, excluding 

public holidays, except in case of emergency (per SDMC Section 59-5.0404). Construction staging 

would occur on the subject propercy and would be located as far away as possible from existing 

residences and biologically sensitive areas. To minimize che amount of solid waste genecated during 

and after conscruccion, che projecc applicanc would be required by rhe Cicy Environmencal Services 

Deparcmenc co prepare a waste managemenc plan prior co issuance of any permic for demolicion or 

grading. The plan would idencify how much wasce would be generaced, che cype of wasce thac would 

be generared, how macerials would be re-used onsire, che wasce disposal/recycling locacion for unused 

debris and mechods for reducing conscruccion and demolicion debris. Measures co minimize air and 

wacer pollucion during conscruccion have been idencified as eicher projecc design feacures or micigacion 

measures. A number of BMPs would be employed to avoid/reduce temporary conscruccion impacts to 

receiving waters from land development accivicies, including (buc noc limited co) measures such as: 

recencion of open space wherever feasible; use of a phased conscruccion schedule; and use of erosion 

prevention and sediment control efforts including silt fencing, gravel bags, soil binders (e.g., bonded 

fiber macrix), mulching, and secured (scaked) fiber rolls. Short-cerm (as described) and long-cerm 

(e.g., landscaping and screec sweeping) erosion concrol measures would be included and maintained as 

part of the project in order to protect exposed areas during and after conscruccion. In addicion, 

conscruccion and scorage/staging areas would be designed and managed to pcevent che contamination 

of stormwacer. Finally, concraccors and appropriace conscruccion workers would be educaced abouc 

proteccive measures in the handling and disposal of potential pollutants in writing and through 

pre-conscruccion and pre-grading meecings. 

3-4 DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS 

This EIR is incended co provide documentacion pursuanc co CEQA co cover all local, regional, scace 

and federal permics and/or approvals which may be needed to conscrucc or implemenc che proposed 

projecc, whecher or noc each approval is explicidy lisced below or elsewhere in chis EIR. The permics 

and amendmencs co existing permics lisced below are required to construct all new proposed buildings 

on the campus, in addition co allowing for ocher proiecc componencs. as described below. 

3.4.1 Amendment to Conditional Use Permit No. 3841 

Amend che existing CUP co include che proposed daycare facilitynew buildings. 

3-4.2 Amendmenc co Coastal Development Permit/Hillside Review Permit/CUP No. 90-1140 

Amend the existing permit to include che proposed daycare facilitynew buildings. 
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3.4.3 Master Planned Development Permit f 

A Master PDP is necessary for the proposed project to allow expansion of previously conforming uses 

in conformance with the land use designation in che University Community Plan, pursuanc to SDMC 

143.0403; to permit the construction of temporary housing quarters as an accessory usc pursuanc to 

SDMC l43-0402(a)(2); and to allow for a deviacion from the development regularions of the 

underlying zone related to maximum structure height. 

3.4.4 Site Development Permit 

A SDP is required for the project as proposed in accordance wich the City's Environmentally Sensitive 

Lands (ESL) regulations, as the project would result in limited encroachment inco sensirive upland 

habitats. Under che ESL porrion of che SDP, the applicant would be provided authorization fot 

impacts co 0.040.03 acre of Tier I habiracr and 1.540.05 acre of Tier II habicac and 0.25 acre of Tier 

III habitat and ro covered species under che Mulciple Species Conservacion Program (MSCP), via che 

Implemenring Agreement encered inco by che City, UWSFS and CDFG. As direct impacts to native 

habitat cocal 0.08 acre, which is less chan 0.1 acre and thus below the City's significance chreshold. no 

habitat mitigation would be required. All other direct and indirecc impacts co biological resources 

would be micigaced co below a level of significance in conformance wich che ESL regulations. A SDP 

is also required in accordance with the Historical Resources Regulations for the proposed project 

because the Salk Inscicuce was designaced as Historic Site No. 304 in 1991 and said regulations 

require a SDP for development on sites where historical resources (defined as such under rhe SDMC) 

are located. 

3.4.5 Coastal Development Permit 

A CDP is. needed because the project site is located in che California Coascal Zone and wichin che 

Coascal Overlay Zone for the City. Cicy approval of che proposed CDP is appealable to the California 

Coastal Commission pursuant to Seccion 126.0710 ofthe SDMC. 

3.4.6 Vesting Tentative Map 

A VTM is required to subdivide the property into four legal parcels ro allow construction financing for 

different scages of the proposed project. The VTM would also vesc certain project approvals to 

facilitate development of proposed facilities over the length ofthe project build-out period (i.e., several 

decades). 
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3-4.7 MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment 

The project applicant is proposing an MHPA boundary line adjuscmenc which would add 3.221.27 

nee acres to the City's MHPA; the City ceceived concurrence from che USFWS regarding che proposed 

boundary line adjuscmenc in November 20Q6May 2008. Concurrence from che CDFG was also 

received in January 2007May 2008. 

3-4.8 Easement Vacation 

The proposed project would vacate righc-of-way associaced wich exiscing ucilicy easemencs as described 

in Seccion 3-2.4.7, Utilities and Public Services, above. Any eleccrical easemenc vacacion would require 

concurrence from San Diego Gas and Eleccric (SDG&E). 

3.5 OTHER APPROVALS/PERMITS 

Subsequent ministerial and/or discretionary actions and necessary approvals from the Cicy of San 
Diego and others may include the following: 

3.5.1 Cityof San Diego 

The projecc applicanc would seek miniscerial approval via che SCR Process of Grading Permic(s), 

Building Permics, Scormwater Infrastructure, Wacer Infrascruccure and Sewer Infrastructure. An 

encroachment permit would be sought for construction of. the various roadway/circulation 

improvemencs. 

3.5.2 State/Regional Water Oualitv Control Board 

The project applicant would need to comply with the Scate Wacer Resource Concrol Board's NPDES 

general conscrucrion accivicy permic for stormwater/erosion concrol and wich che NPDES municipal 

stormwacer permic because more chan five acrcsone acre of grading would occur. In addition, if 

shallow groundwacer were encouncered, a NPDES dewacering NPDES-permic also would be required. 

3-5.3 Consistencv Determination from San Diego Countv Regional Airport Authority 

The project applicant may seek a decerminacion from the San Diego Councy Regional Airporc 

Authority chat the proposed project is consiscenc wich che currenc and/or proposed airport land use 

plan for Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Miramar. 
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4.0 HISTORY OF PROJECT CHANGES 

The original design of the Salk Institute Master Plan was submicced by che projecc applicanc in lace 

2005. In terms of scale and overall site layout, the 2005 projecc design was similar to che currendy 

proposed design, with proposed development taking place on the north, souch and ease mesas of che 

Inscicuce campus. The projecc componencs were idencical to those of che proposed projecc in use, 

locacion, size and layouc, excepc for che layouc of che Salk Communicy Cencer Building, and 

configuracion and/or precise locacion of the Torrey East Building, "daycare facility and cemporary 

housing quarcers. The original linear design of che Salk Communicy Cencer Building, composed of 

cwo incernally connecced, cwo-scory seccions, occupied nearly the encire norch mesa. This layouc was 

decermined co be not ideally suited for the locacion along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive following che 

inicial pcojecc submittal, however, given the effects it would have on views to the ocean and sensitive 

coastal areas from the public roadway, and other land use adjacency issues. The 2005 design also 

included construction of a two-level underground parking structure beneath each pair of the Salk 

Community Center Building sections, wich vehicular access provided through Torrey Pines Scenic 

Drive via rwo driveways. 

Under rhe firsc project design, the Torrey East Building was proposed to be a smaller structufe, 

conscrucced as cwo wings separaced by an incernal courcyard open ro che ease and wesc. The daycare 

faciliry was originally planned co be slighdy larger and, although siced on che souch mesa, ic was co be 

locaced slighdy to the ease of the currenrly proposed location. The temporary housing quarters were 

also siced slightly co che east, and configured in a two-story, north-south pattern. 

In April 2006, the project applicant submitted a revised project design, which modified the location 

and layout of buildings and the underground parking garage on the north mesa ofthe sice. No design 

changes were made eo che other componencs of che proposed projecc. The projecc change was noc 

made in response co environmenral concerns expressed by Ciry of San Diego scaff during cheir review 

ofthe proposed project, but rather was proposed by the project applicanc co more cruly respond ro the 

original design (i.e., tri-partite) scheme developed for the Salk Insticuce (Inscicuce) campus by Louis 

Kahn and Jonas Salk in che early 1960s. The projecc change was also developed by che projecc 

applicanc eo respecc, racher chan obserucc, public views of che ocean and scenic coascal areas offered 

from Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. 

The revised projecc design eliminaces che four supporc buildings proposed parallel co Torrey Pines 

Scenic Drive and replaces chem wich the Salk Community Center Building that possibly could be built 

in phases, as described in Section 3.0; Project Description. The Salk Community Center Building would 

be locaced ae the far west end of the existing surface parking loc on che norch mesa. The Salk 

Communicy Center Building would be built in five phases and would house administrative areas, 

meecing rooms, dining facilicies and an audicorium. A chree-level underground parking garage 

proposed immediacely ease of and separace from che Salk Communicy Center Building has replaced the 
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cwo-level parking garage formerly proposed beneach che supporc buildings. The reconfigured parking 

scruccure would feacure archiceccural walls and lawn on ies roofcop, caeher chan che buildings, 

walkways and eerrace space chat was formerly locaced chere. One encry drive inco che scruccure would 

be conscrucced along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, racher chan the conscruccion of cwo encry drives as 

originally proposed. 

No changes in building square foocage, phasing or discrecionary permics are proposed. The Salk 

Communiry Cencer Building would concain approximacely che same quanciey of scienrific research 

space (i.e., 117,000 square feec {sf}) as che former supporc buildings. The modified project design 

would allow for the conscruccion of 210,200 sf of new sciencific research space on che Inscicuce 

campus, for a total of 500,000 sf on sice. 

The original projecc design is analyzed in comparison co che proposed projecc in Seccion 8.0, 

Alternatives, under che Alcernative Salk Communicy Cencer Building Layout (see subsection 8.3-1 of 

this reporc). 

In September 2006, rhe projecc applicant presented revised architecture for che Torrey Ease Building 

co the Cicy in response co concerns expressed by the Historic Resources Board's Design Assiscance 

Subcommiccee (DAS) thac views co che hiscoric courcyard from che adjacenc public righc-of-way 

(ROW) along Norch Torrey Pines Road would be obstrucced by che proposed laboracory buiiding. In 

response co chose DAS concerns, che projecc applicant redesigned rhe scruccure co include a cwo-scory 

glass-enclosed acrium on che wesc and ease elevacions of che building aligned wich che center axis of 

che courryard for rhe original laboracory building. The acrium would preserve views co che wesc 

coward che courryard while maximizing che relationship between indoor and ourdoor spaces. In 

addition, glass railings were incorporaced inco che second-floor incernal foot bridge to ensure views 

would be preserved. A description of the Torrey Easr Building is provided in Seccion 3,0, Project 

Description, while a rendering of che acrium and che view rhrough ic is provided in a figure in 

subseccion 5.2, Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character, of chis reporc. The projecc application was 

formally modified co reflecc che acrium archiceccure in January 2007. 

Following che public circularion of che Draft EIR. which analyzed che design referred co herein as the 

"proposed project." che applicanc made furcher refinemencs co che projecc design. As explained in che 

Preface co chis Final EIR and in Seccion 3.0. Project Description, the applicant has eliminated the 

daycare faciliry and temporary housing quarters from the Salk Institute Master Plan, and has 

consolidated the footprint of che Salk Communicy Cencer Building co reduce che amounc of brush 

managemenc required on che norch mesa. This new design, referred to as the Refined Projecr Design, 

would allow for che conscruccion of 186,200 sf of new sciencific research space^ for a cocal of 476.000 

sf of gross floor area on sice. The project applicacion was formally modified co reflecc che new design 

in April 2008, and che Refined Projecc Design is the project now being proposed by the applicanc for 

approval bv Cicy decision-makers. 
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