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according Lo the DEIR itself, the present size of the Institute parcel is only 26.30 acres
(DEIR, page 5-1.3), which means that the Institute is 0.50 acre smaller than when the
Cemmunity Ptan density was assigned. Therefore, the development intensity should be
reduced proportionally to 489,211 square feet total, a proportionate reduction of 10,789
feet - nearly the size of the residential component (12,000 square feet) or the daycare
facilities (12,000 square feet). The difference of | 1211 square feet could easily be

accommodated elsewhere on the property.

These items, taken together, would reduce the total potential area for new development
constderably below the 210,200 listed in the DEIR. (DEIR, Table 3-1, page 3-4).

-

Coatrary to assertions by the Inslitute at recent public meetings, parking is not

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

presently leases 150 spaces offsite from UCSD because it has insufficient onsite parking.
Salk has provided no parking for prior and proposed underground facilities, thereby
worsening the problem. Moreover, the 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 that there would be
no adverse land use impacts is unsubstantiated (DEIR, page 5.1-22), including those

related to the Parking Impact Overlay Zone for beach or campus parking (DEIR, page
5.1-23), '

Land Use. The inconsistencies of the proposed master plan with the Kahn/Salk Master
Plan are also significant and cannot be mitigated.

Failure 1o comply with mitigation requiged for prior projects. The Institute was supposed

to remove several lemporary buikii.ngs a5 a condition of project approval in 1991, Sixteen
years later they remain. {DEIR, page 5.1-24). Also, vernsl poo] management, fencing and
interpretation was supposed to be performed by the Institute as a condition of prier north
mesa developraent. Similar Lo the situation with the temporary buildings, these past

mitigation measures have not been implemented to date, Please indicate why the City
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N4l
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The existing facility is required to provide parking at a ratio of 2.0 spaces per 1,000 sf
building area in accordance with its existing permits; it provides appraximately 24 mos.
spaces than is currently required. All future buildings would be parked ar the higher ratio
of 2.5 spaces for every 1,000 sf constructed as required by current parking regulations (see
Table 5.5-17 in the EIR}. In addicion, 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 that are 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 [nstitute on an as-needed basis. Employees are not permitted to
use the overflow parking area. If UCSD wete to develop the area norch of Torrey Pines
Scenic Drive where the [nstitute currently leases parking prior to implemencacion of the
proposed project, the Institute would pursue other avenues to accommodate overflow
parking.

In accordance with the land use significance criteria stated in the EIR (pages 5.1-20 and 21},
the proposed uses are consistent with the University Community Plan and other applicable
planning documents and would not result in a significant and unmirigable impace. Anr-7
inconsistencies with the 1961 Master Plan do not create a significant impact because ic
not a policy document of the City of San Diego. See response to comment N12.

Removal of the temporary buildings was not a mitigation measure of the current permirs,
but rather a condition of approval. This pase condition of approval has no bearing on the
curtent application of the conclusions reached in the EIR. The applicant has complied wieh
all environmental mitigation measures required of them in the past and has evidence to
show compliance on file with the Cicy; the Cicy will enforce the mitigation monitoring and
reporting program adopted with this project as applicable building permits are requested
for the site in the future.
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mitigalion and monitoring program has allowed this nonconformance o persist and
indicate why the Institute can now be relied upon to implement the mitigation promised
by itin this DEIR,

There are at least four authorities reyuiring the consideration and minimization of impacts

on adjacent residential neighbors: 1) Because the parcel is zoned RS-1-7 residential, a
CUP is required (DEIR, page ES-5). As part of the CUP, consistency with adjacent uses
must be analyzed and mitigated. The daycare facility is not permitted by right in this
zone. (DEIR, page 5.1-20). The DEIR fails to analyze any of the required CUP findings,
yet cancludes there will be no impact; 2) The City's General Plan and the UC
Community Plan both encourage the devejopment of industrial land uses that are
compalible with adjacent non-industrial uses; 3) The purpose of RS zones is to promote
neighborhood quality, chalracter and livability (DEIR, page 5. 1-15); and 4) Master PDP
criteria include that the design should demonstrate the relationships of the proposed
development onsite with existing development offsite. (DEIR, page 5.1-19). Therefore,

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

new south mesa developments.

Accordingly, what provisions will be made to safeguard the residential neighbor's
propertics when the 250-f90t long relaining wall is installed along Salk Institute Road?
How will this affect the operation of neighbor's gales, the condition of their plantings,
fencing, walls, or soil stability? The DEIR is silent on these issues even though we
requested that this issue be studied in scoping comments. (Tech, App. A NOP, Scoping
Letter and Responses, Couriney Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004, page 7). Further,
would the 250-foot retaining wall be visible from public views from the north, east, and '
west, or from the Kahn laboratory buildings, or from new construction on the parcel?

Please provide visual simulations from those areas.
W .. -
Daycare/Fitness/Administrative/Events impacts to residential neighbors were not

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

structural development on the south mesa (DEIR, page 5.7-9). The backyards of the

17

N42

N42

N44

282000

Under Ciry standards and consistent with the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is not required
to analyze specific findings, However, the EIR did evaluate potential projece impacts to the
adjacent residential uses related 1o visual quality/aeighborhood characrer, ait quality and noise.
As such, the EIR concludes that the proposed scientific research uses would be compatib!~

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 facility and temporary housing quarcers are no longer proposed

by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR) and che remainder of this comment is not

applicable to che Refined Project Design.

The retaining wall mentioned in this comment is no longer proposed by the applicant
under the 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 are not applicable to the Refined Project Design,

The EIR concludes there is the potentinl for significant temporary noise impaces during
construction {see pages 5.7-9 1o 5.7-10). Despite the elimination of the daycare facilicy and
housing uses, construction on site would still have the porential to cause significant noise
impacrts to nearby residences and the Draft EIR conclusion is applicable tp the Refined
Project 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.
Thertefore, 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 construction noise
must comply with the City noise regulations at che time of construction.
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residences face (he Institute, which means that outdoor patios and recreational areas wil]
have to face construction and operational impacts. Yet no specific mitigation for
construction (such as nuise, staging areas, lighting, night work, efc.} or eperational
impacts (such as for deliveries, noise, lighting, events, night uses, etc.} on adjacent homes
has been proposed, even though 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 panticular uses of these
facilities: How many special events will occur at the daycare facility? How many fitness
events? What are the proposed times and days for operation of the daycare facility?
Without disclosing such operational detail, it is not possible to analyze the level of noise
or other impacts 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 at 2.1 and 1.9 deci?c’ls.

Noise ix.npacts: The Institute is classified as a non-conforming scientific research facility
in a residential zone and is classified as a cormercial use for purposes of the City's Noise
Ordinance. (DEIR, page 5.7.2). The DEIR shows that for single-family residential areas,
the daytime, evening, and nighttime sound level limits are 50, 45, and 40 decibels,
(DEIR, Table 5.7-1). Yet the project is proposing limits in excess of each 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 the south because the underlying zone districts are the same—
not different. Nor does the DEIR provide a breakdown of what noise can be expected
from the construction and operation of the residences or the daycare facilities. This

information is relevant to the determination of an environmentally-preferred alternative.

The enly such impact even alluded to is construction noise. The DEIR concluded that
construction equipment sound levels would range between 68 dBA and an astonishing 98
dBA, admitting that playground and residences may be exposed 1o unacceptable noise
levels. {DEIR, page 5.7-9), Yet even there the proposed mitigation is merely general

N4$
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£8€000

The applicable sound level limit at property lines is a function of the land uses (and not
zoning) and che time of day. The sound level limits listed in Table 5.7-1 apply when the
area surtounding 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 of the Noise Technical Appendix)
pet Section 59.5.0401(a) of the SDMC. Therefore, along the southern boundary noise
level where commercial (Salk Institute) and residential limits apply, the arithmetic mean
is sec 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 sive; in the case of proposed
prajece, the existing mechanical tower would be the only stationary source on site since the
Refined Project Design eliminates the daycare facility, as described in the Preface to the
Final EIR. The Refined Project Design would aiso 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 cannor be estimated at thi ™
time but would be mitigated prior to construction begins.

The EIR concludes that tempaorary construction noise has the potential to cause significans
and mitigable impacts to residences. Implementation of noise mitigation measures listed
on pages 3.7-10 and 5.7-11 would reduce the impacts to less than significant levels as
stated on page 5.7-10 of the EIR. The phrase “to the extent feasible” refers to operational
changes that would reduce construction noise. It may not be feasible to implement certain
operational changes (e.g., moving construction equipment away from the 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 bacriers 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
- 11; MMRP, page 19}, leaving open the possibility that adverse construction noise
impacts to residences along Saik Institule Road may not be fully mitigable. Even with the
mitigation measures listed, the DEIR fails to draw a conclusion as to whether
construction noise impacts would remain significant.

Moreover, the DEIR ¢laimns that construction activities would oecur between 7:00 am to
7:00 pm Monday to Saturday. (DEIR, page 5.7-4). We believe a more approprialc time
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 of the homeowner's
parcels. Vel thege simulations do not appeat in the DEIR, even though the DEIR assests
conclusions regarding their significance at page 5.2-4. The Institute must prepare
updated visual simulations of its project's impact 1o residential neighbors and include
them in the DEIR, as was specifically requested in scoping comments. (Tech. App. A
NOQOP, Scoping Letter and Responses, Courtney Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004,
page 6).

Short term residential uses: The DEIR fails to explain how the research and visiting
fellows are presently being accommodated, what is/is not warking and a justification for
the number of residential units. Also, there are no project conditions to prevent "mini-
dorm" abuses which have become a concern in Ei Cetrito, Pacific Beach, Linda Vista

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

12 See, Attachment 10, La Jolla Village News anticle, Mayor searches for end to mini-dorms around
volleges, Apsil 19, 2007 stating it is & particular concern around UCSDY; The March 7, 2007 City of San
Diego Land Use & Housing Conunittee meeting heard recommendations for stricter enforcement of current
regulations that cover mini-dorms and nuisance renta) properties, as well as some other new ideas. This was
a follow-up meeting fo the November 29, 2006 Cormittee mecting in which tbe Committee asked for more
detailed methods of enforcing current policies as well as other means to eddress problems essociated with
mini-dorms #nd nuisance rental properties located in single-family home neighborhoods.

Recommendatiens focused on areas including enhanciog parking restrictions to prevent multiple bedroom
additions in caisting structures, enforcing the Community Assisted Party Plan (CAPP) program,
implementing the Police Department Administrative Cilation pilot program, and encouraging preater
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Construction would be conducted in accordance wich the hours stated in the EIR and
specified in Section 59.5.04040 of the SDMC.

Yisual simulacions are not provided in the EIR from the private residences S.Out.h of thg
property because the City significance criteria address potential impa‘cts 1o public v1ewsl‘.lcd5
only and proposed development does not resute in a significant impact to such veiws.
Views from those homes are not designated view corridors that are publicly accessible,

The applicant currencly Jeases housing offsite to accommodate visiting and new reseaschers
and will continue to do so under the Refined Project Design; the remainder of tl?ese
comments are not applicable o the Refine Project Design (see the Preface to the Fera!
EIR) or are speculative, not relevant to the adequacy of the EIR analysis and do not raise
significant environmental issues.
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Type of vehicles? Will they be funished? Frequency of and parking for moving trucks?
We asked that these issues be discussed in the DElR._(chh. App. A NOP, Scoping Leiter
and Responses, Courtney Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004, page 8). How does Salk
currently handle temporary housing? Wouldr't it be more cost-effective for the Institute

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

street) or some other nearby attractive facility?

Insufficient Mitigation Measures: The DEIR states that, “Table ES-1 includes al}
mitigation 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 part of the project by the applicant in recent public
forums are not found within Table ES-1 or the DEIR and its Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program. These include supplementing the eucalyptus grove and providing
public interpretation panels at and around the vernal pob]s". Please clarify whether these

items are indeed mitigation measures for the project and/or will be made conditions of
project approval.

‘There are alse inconsistencies 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.” (DEI.R, page 3-9). Please describe what is meant

by this; will the daycare roof be vegetated?

community and stakehalder discussions. (Jim Madaffer newsletter, March 20, 2007). The same public
relations firm that is handling the Salk Master Plan has been hired to handle the SDSU master plan, in
which the mini-dorm issue was of great concern, so this issuc should be no surprisc to it or its clients. (See,
SDUT, #0-story dortns in expansion propasal, April 18, 2007). ’

Y The only potential reference we found in the documents is the placement of one permanent
“informational sign” to be placed adjacent to the vernal pools barrier stating, "Sensitive Environmental
Resources; Disturbance Beyond this Point is Restricted by Easement.” (Tech. App. B, Habitat Management
Plan, page 12). An informational sign is not an interpretative panel. Similatly, the HMP states that signa
will be pasted anly during the fisst year of implementation of the HMP advising visitors nol to remove
plants, animals, rocks, minerals or other natural resources. Why iy it not a requirement to make such

signage permanent? Without continuing signage, the public may believe that the restrictions have somehow
been lifted once the sigos are removed.
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Project design features described by the applicant in presentations are not required to
be contained in the EIR mitigation table if they are not CEQA mitigation measures,
Supplementing the eucalyptus grove is part of the proposed landscape pi%ln. llnstalling
interpretive panel(s} near the vernal pool area is part of the design guidelines. Tt
informational signage required in the Habitat Management Plan (HMP) would be
permanently installed on the barrier along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive (see page I2 of Fl]c
HMP). They are project design features listed in the permit drawings, and not mitigadion
ot conditions of approval,

One type of sustainable roofing system that has been discusse.d by tl?e project design
team is a green (or landscaped) roof. The vegerated roof is a projece desu?;n feature o‘fthe
north mesa parking garage and not a mitigation measure. There are no significant ?[fects
associated with green roof construction; in face, they are more environmentally-friendly
than traditional roofing systems.

G§€099
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The "General” section must
also reference that archaeological and tribal monitors are to attend pre-cobnstruction

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

Landscaping: The DEIR states that "several exisling trees on the north lawn would be
relocated to make room for the porth lawn core facility.” {DEIR, page 3-12). How many

trees? What size and type are they? Where will they be replanted? And how will they be
stored before replanting?

Water Quality: Why does the DEIR refer to 2 "Preliminary” Drainage Study and Wz;,ter
Quality technical repori? (DEIR, pages 3-1_3. 5.8-1). When will the study be "finaj?""*
What are the specific construction and post-construction Best Management Practices
(BMPs) for the project versus general reliance on outside permits and plans? (see DEIR,
page 3-18, 5.8-15). Moreover, the bulk of the materials in the Drainage Study Technical
Appendix are merely attached general reports of documents; there is litile, if any, project-
re']atcd analysis or application. 1t is also unclear what aspects of these general reports the
Institute is proposing 1o integrate here. That the development of a final plan may need 1o
await construction planning serves only to hfgh[ighl_ that this DEIR should be a
programmatic, not project, EIR. The DEIR must state that the Institute will be responsible

for the maintenance of drainage swales, energy dissipaters and related [zcilities, not just
drains. (DEIR, pages 3-10, 5.8-19)." )

14 .
Technical Appendix G, Drainage Study, and Technical A i ; i
1 . 8 ppendix H, Water Quality Technical Report,
state that final pramngc and Water Quatity Studies shall be prepared for appiroval by the City alongcsvilh
necessary grading and Improvement Plans and permits. (Tech. App. G, page |; Tech. App. H, page 10},

] : . . .
| Technical .o_\ppcudux H, Water’ Quaht]:' Techrical Report, states that the Institule will be responsible for
ong term maintenance of the private drives, private storm drain facilities, open space areas and

amenity/common areas ('Fech, App. 11, page B), but this may not fully answer the qucstion.
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Reference to a Native American monitor has been added to the General Items in the
introduction of the MMRP in acknowledgement of a Native American monitor being
required for certain mitigation measures.

Pursuant to Section 15123 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of a summary in
an EIR is to provide a brief summary of the propesed project and its consequences. Table
ES-1 in the EIR summarizes the impacts and mitigation measures required of the proposed
project. Deviations and/for findings thereto are not appropriate topics for the summary
table. The height deviation is, however, mentioned in the text of the 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 permic findings in CEQA
documents, as findings relate to project permitting and not the environmental impacts
of a project. .

The trees to be removed are landscaped trees and the level of detail requested in this
comment is not relevant to the adequacy of the CEQA document. If the commenter
wants to determine the number and lecation of trees to be relocated, she can compare the
existing base topography, which shows all existing trees, wich the proposed design features
that are shown on the project drawings on file with the City. The logistics of their removal
is not known at this time 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.

As outlined in the conclusion of the project Drainage Study (page 4), the report is labeled
“preliminary” because it estimates the quantity of peak runoff ancicipated 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 Study will be prepared
as required under Section 3, Grading Permit, of the City’s Land Development Manual.
Delaying che finalization of a drainage scudy until final engineering does not mean thar the

EIR should be programmatic; on the conerary, it is standard practice for a'project of this ’
scale to include a preliminary Drainage Study and Water Quality Technical Report at the

EIR stage and to prepare final studies ar the time of final engineering. Refer to response
to comment N2 regarding the appropriateness of a Project-level EIR for this project.

As noted in response to comments L3, L4 and L7 from San Diego Coastkeeper regarding
sutface runoff and short-term construction, descriptions of construction and post-
construction best management practices (BMPs) are provided on Pages 5.8-14 through
5.8-19 of the EIR, as well as on pages 8 and 9 of the project Water Quality Technical Report.
Pursuant to the referenced discussions, the implementation of identified construction and
post-construction measures would avoid or reduce all project-related hydrology and water
qualicy impacts to below a level of significance,

9§€0990
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Please note that the bulk of the materials in the Drainage Study Technical Appendices are
not "attached general reports of documents” as the commenter suggests, and these materials
do i fact include project-specific analyses and applications. Specifically, Appendices A and &
B comprise existing hydrology/hydraulic calculations and developed hydrology/hydraulic y
caleulations, respectively, for the Salk Institute site. Appendix C includes a County of Ty,
San Diego rainfall hydrograph and City of San Diego standard design guide pages for .
calculating curb inlee capacities. Such standard City and County sheets are included in

the appendix because they 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 Water -
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 che project 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). Sheet flows over the slopes on the south mesa.
(DEIR, page 5.3-26) And runoff from the western, central, and southern portions of the
site flows generally to the west, entering an adjacent series of unnamed canyons west of
the site. {DEIR, page and Figure 35.8-2). Moreover, overall site runofT levels would

increase at several of the individual discharge points in spite of a decrease in impetvious
surfacc area (DEIR, page 5.1-24).

The Technical Appendix, but not the DEIR text, meilions the possibility that some of the
existing public facilities currently operate in "surcharge condition.” (Tech. App. G,
Drainage Sudy, page 1), Please discuss in the DEIR what this condition means and how
its resolution might affect how the Institute handles its water runoff, including the
necessity for additional detemion basins and the sufficiency of proposed project

... mitigation: As stated in our seoping ietter, the LCP states that remedial action for existing
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 pians in Technical Appendices H (Walter Quality Technical
Repert), | {Geology Repoit), and J (Slope Stability Evaluation and Fault Hazard Study)
that the consultants were given the prior Institute propased master plan and not the
updated site plan with the current project configuration. The DEIR does not analyze
whether these Technical Reports remain valid despite the project revisions. This is
particuiarly relevant where the Geotechnical Technical Report Attachments specifically
say that no one - not even the entity commissioning the report - should apply ihe repont

to any project except the one originally contemplated..

The DEIR notes that while ho known water quality data are avaitable for the site or
vicinity, local surface water is expected to be generally moderate to poor (DEIR, page
5.8-3). Moreover, the most recent (2004} annual NPDES report notes that urban rinoff,

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

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

Comment noted. As indicated in this comment, the project Drainage Study notes “{t)
he possibility that some of the existing public facilities currencly operate .in a surcharge
condition.” The study goes on to state, however, thac "[flor any respective segment of
public storm drain whete it has been determined the pipe is in a surcharged condition, no
local runoff increase tesulting from proposed development will be allowed to enter this
respective segment of public storm drain.” The EIR discussion on Pages 5.8-11 o 3.8-13
incorporates this conclusion into the assessment of potential impacts refated o mcr.eafed
impervious sutfaces and runoff, and notes that the majority (7 out of 10} of the exlsu.ng
drainage cutlet 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 CO:!S(kEL‘p-Er),
the EIR concludes that no associated significant impacts would occur as a result of project
implementation.

The LCP reference in chis comment appatently refers to the discussion under che heading
of LCP Specific Language on Page 198 of that document, which states ™ Runoffanc.l erosion
control, including remedial action for existing developments, should be accomplished by
such means as on-site catcchment basins, desilcing basins, subsutface storm drains and energy
dissipating measures at the terminus of the subsurface storm drains.” f‘l‘s dc?’scribed in the
project Drainage Study and Section 5.8 of the EIR, the proposed design incorporates a
number of measures to address potential concerns related to runoff and erosion conrrol,
including an overall reduction in on-site imperviocus surface cover (which would reduce
runoff generation and provide infileration capacity), routing on-site flows through. swales
and landscaped areas priot to off-site discharge (which would provide both filtration and
infileracion of flows, thereby serving to regulate and erear runoff prior to discharge), a'nd
use of energy dissipation structures to disseminate and reduce the velocity of flows prior
1o offsite discharge {thereby reducing downstream erpsion potentizl). Based on these
considerations, the EIR notes on Pages 5.8-11 w 5.8-13 thac the overall increase in post-
development runoff from che project site would be limited to approximately one percent,
and thar all associated post-development effects related to runoff volumes, velocmes-and
erosion potential would be avoided or reduced below a level of significance by the described
measutes. Additionally, as noted above in this response, no project-relaced ﬂqws would
be discharged into segments of the public storm drain system that are determined to be
in a surcharged cendition,

‘The site plan in the Drainage Study and Water Qualicy Technical report has been updated
and 1o changes to the conclusions reached in those scudies or the EIR are wzfrramed. A
supplemental review of the site plan was conducted by Kleinfelder to determine whether
the existing geotechnical report recommendations would change. No changes were
deemed necessary and no changes o the conclusions reached in the EIR are warranted.
These updates are provided in the Final EIR technical repotts.
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No known water quality testing related ta impairmenc liscings has been conducted
along local beaches, although (as described in respunse to comment L8 from 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
idenrified contaminants limited to bacterial indicators). Children's Pool Beach, located 2
approximately 3 miles south of the 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 ro seal activity

at that beach and not human sources of contamination.

68000

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

The EIR does not . ..allow for disposal of extracted groundwater into open-space areas...”.
As described on Page 5.8-18 of the 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 consulration
with the RW/ QCB to determine the appropriate means of disposal and to identify associated
mitigarion requirements.

The marine portion of the Scripps Coastal Reserve is located a minimum of approximately
1.1 miles souch of the project site, adjacent to and offshore of the Scripps Institurion of
Oceznography. Due to the project’s incorporation of numerous site design, source control
and treatment control BMPs (as noted above), runoff from the proposed development (boch
construction-related and operational) would contain fewer contaminants than current site
runoff and would not have a significant cumulative effect on coastal hydrology or water
quality in Scripps Coastal Reserve, Furchermore, 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 reachin-
the Scripps Coastal Reserve. Based on the described conditions, no significant direct
cumulative hydrology/water quality impacts to che referenced reserve are anticipated from
implementation of the proposed project.

As described in the project Water Quality Technical Report (and referenced on Pages 5.8-18
and 5.8-19 of the EIR), the “Priority Project” designation is based on the inclusion of one
or more specific developmen categories in the project design. The proposed project is
designated as a Priority Project based on the inclusion of 10 or more attached residential
umnits, 100,000 or mote square feet of commercial development, project discharging to
receiving waters within Water Quality Sensitive Areas, more than 3,000 square feer of
parking, more than 5,000 square feet of roadways, and more than 5,000 square feet of
redevelopment {refer also to response to comment NGO below). The Priority Project
designation requires conformance with the “Prliority Project Permanent Storm Water

RFC-96



—

COMMENTS

RESPONSES '

N5 cone.

BMP Requirements” cantained in the City Storm Water Standards Manual. The Priority
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
project-related hydrology and water quality impacts would be avoided or reduced below

a level of significance through the proposed project design and che implementation of
identified BMPs.

_ Please refer to response to comment L10 from San Diego Coastkeeper for information on
the EIR evatuation of cumulative hydrology and water quality impacts.
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No6l

N62

RunofTinto the ¢canyon from the south and northwest portion of the site appears to d'rain
directly into the beach area that is fed by the Ho Chi Minh {Southwest) Trail, a major surl
area. Has the 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
biolegical habitats of special significance; for rare, threatened, or endangered species
(MHPAY); and recreational areas {surf area, beach)? Where is the Scripps Coastal Reserve
relative to the site, and will runoff curnulatively 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 the DEIR text the significance of the project being
designated as a "High Priority Project” based on City storm water criteria. (DEIR, page
5.8-18). Without more specific information, it cannot be concluded that the increase in

Tunof{ to these areas is insignificant. Further, the significance criteria stated in the DEIR
leave cumulative water impacts unaddressed.

Please explain why the section in the Technical Appendix to determine priority project
permit storm water BMP requirements circled six of ten priority project categories, but
the subsequent application of the Land Development Code Project & Priority project
storm water BLM requirements hightights anly two of the ei Bht categories (Tech. App.
H, Water Quality Technical Report; Compare pages 11 to pages 13-14).

Finally, please explain whether the water quality conforms to the recent (2007) Regional

Water Quality Control Board new regulations. See, Attachment 4, SDUT article, Staze:
Clean up coastal waters, local governments told to curb bacterial paliution, April 26,
2007. Unlike the RWQCRB’s previous petmits to 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 the new plan?

Histonic Preservation: The Design Guidelines were not circulated with Lhe DEIR but are

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

and consistency with Kahn design, etc. Substantial problems remain with the DEIR
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N61

NG62

As indicared in this comment, Section | of the Storm Wacer Requirements Applicability
Checklist contained in the project Water Quality Technical Report identifies che following
six categories for determining “priority projects” that apply to the proposed project:
(1) actached residential development of 1} or more units; (2) commercial development
greater than 100,000 square feet; (3} discharge o receiving waters within Water Quality
Sensitive Areas; (4) parking lots greater than 3,000 square feer; (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 | (Standard Development Project &
Priority Project Storm Water BMP Requirements Matrix} in the Water Quality 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 dues not include categories for discharge o Water Quality Sensitive
Areas or redevelopment). Specifically, while this comment is correct in asserting that the
atrached residential and streetfroadways categories in the noted Table 1 could have been
specifically matked in che project Water Quality Technical Report, all BMP requiremencs
associated 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 inler filters for all roadways, including private roads as specified on the
referenced Table 1).

Comment noted; please refer to response ta comment L8 from San Diego Coastkeeper,

The Design Guidelines have been on file with the Cicy since befote the EIR was released
for public review, as discussed in response to comment N8. As detailed in response ro
comment N75, CEQA analyses and conclusions are whaolly independent of the SB 18
consultation process. Refer to responses to comments NG3 through N86 for additional
discussion on the topics.of historical resources and 3B-18 consultation.

165000
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Cont.

N63

N64

analysis, the Page & Turnbull conclusions regarding application of the Secretary of
Interior Standards, and the Kyle archaeological report and recommendations, which are a

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

Architecture: The DEIR correctly states that the entire Salk parcel has been determined

. eligible for listing on the National Register of Historie Places (NRHP) (DEIR, page 5.4-
B) and that the City 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 important aspects of the National Register nomination and historical
review processes.

First, rearding the nomination, the DEIR incorrectly states that neighbors of the Institute
were the preparers of the nomination. (DEIR, pages 5.4-8, 5.4-10). In fact, the
nomination was prepared by Professor Jeffrey Shom and Cuitural Laﬁdscape Specialist
Vonn Marte May (both former members of the City's Historic Sites Board when the prior
Salk expansion project came before it around 1991). The nemination was submitted on
behalf of the Coalition to Preserve Salk Coastal Canyon, consisting of a number of
diverse stakeholders, including environmental, landscape architecture and neighborhood
interests. (See in general, Nomination cover sheet and letter t6 Office of Historic
Preservation). Moreover, the nomination nowhere categorizes the property as an historic

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

Sccond, the DEIR correctly observes that processing of the project has involved

extensive review by the Historical Resources Board (HRB) and its committees (DELR,
page 5.4-11). However, the DEIR misstates the intention and motion of the HRB, The
HRB had not approved of the master plan or its components ~ including the landscape

plan or the Torrey East Building with atrjum. (See, Attachment S, Section of September

" 28,2006 HRE Transcript.'®)

** 1t is unfortunate that the ta i i i i issi
I8 ua pes of this hearing provided by the City were missing large sections of the
mecting, including extensive Board debate on this item, *
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The National Register nomination may have been prepared by the individuals listed in this N9

comment, however, the applicant understands that the neighbors hired those persons o
prepare and submit it on their and others behalf. The EIR does not state on the referenced
page that the National Register nomination was the source for categorizing the site as
a historic district. [n conerase, the historic district scatement is taken directly from ar
observation made by the historical consultant in the historical landscape analysis, a.
indicated by the parenthetical reference to the historical Jandscape analysis technical report.
See response to comment N85, below, for discussion of the historic district issue. Moreover,
no response is needed because the comment does 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 5.4-11 that "processing of the proposed project ha

involved extensive review of the design by HRB and its Design Assistance Subcommictee
(DAS)” and on page 5.4-14 that "the HRB determined thac elements of the proposed
project would not be consistent with two of the Rehabilitation Standards due to impacts to
historic landscaping and spatial relationships” and thus a Site Development Permit would
be required. The single page of the transcript provided as an attachment to this comment
is an incomplete representation of all that was discussed at the HRB hearing in September
2006. However, the entire transcript is on file at che City of S8an Diega and available for
review by interested parties. Any recommendations by the HRB to Planning Commission

. and City Council would occur in a subsequent hearing(s) on the project.

RTC-99



COMMENTS

RESPONSES

N65

N66

Third, the DEIR refers to 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 parce itself; the State Historical Resources Board also did not recognize a limited
boundary, instead recognizing the entire parcel. in the mid-1990s, staff intervention
created a 100-foot buffer in the mitigated negative declaration for the Torrey East
buiidings, which by its very terms was for the sole purpose of constructing those
buildings localec.i to the east of the Kahn laboratories. Tt was never a boundary around the
entire Kahn laboratory structure. The Institute must stop trying to perpetuate something
that never existed and that has been repeatedly discredited.

L__Each of the above corrections must be made to the DEIR,

[ The Historical Resources Technical Appendix likewise makes several erroncous
statemenis. We will highlight ohly a few here that are not repetitive of the comments
made above, although those corrections should also be made.!’ First, the controversial
1981 East Building was not opposed by neighbors, (Tech. App. C, Historic Resources
Technical Report, pages 5, 45}, In fact, that addition was oppesed by national and
international design professionals, Kahn family members, former New York Times
architectural critic Paul Goldberger, and others for its poor siting and

mediocre architecture. The East buildings remain controversial today. Second, the reports
assert that property owners to the south have removed trees, "presumably to improve
views.” (Report, page 67). The consultant does not know if trees were removed or
trimmed, whether they were dead and posed a fire or pest hazard, whether the Institute
failed to maintain its sprinkler systems in this remoie arca causing trees to fail, or whether
4 treg varicty inappropriate for the growing condittons was ;-)la.nled. A technical report
shouid be devoid of innuendo and conjecture.

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

"" This includes Tevising the following erronecus staternents: that a neighborhood coahtion submitted the
National Register nomination (page 7); that the land exchange between the City and Salk in 1985 was an
equivalent land cxchange (pages 19, 44); that alt the new buildings will be placed on sites that Kahn
originally selected (page 51); and that 500,000 square feet it the allowable maxitrmm (page 51}.
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NG5

NG6E

The 100-ft buffer noted in the Alternative Salk Community Cencer Building Layout -
(FiguAre 8-1) was shown on the original application and has been remove:i from all
subsequent applications by the applicant at City staff's request (refer to [‘lgu.re 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) impacts to historical
resources,

No response is required because the comment does not address significant environm‘en(ni
issues or the adequacy of the EIR. The requested changes to the technical appendu'c are
not substantive and would not affect the conclusions reached in the analysis. The applicant
has documentation from one of the neighbors admitting (o removing the trees from the
[nstitute property. The documentation has been provided to the City for .its records.
Therefore, no changes to the technical appendix will be made in response to chis comment
because they would ner affect the CEQA adequacy of the EIR.
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N68

N69

i

We are also concerned that Page & Tumnbull's review of the Secretary of Interior
Standards is incomplete and contains errors, as we discuss below, An evaluation of the
new master plan against the Standards is not just about structures and footprints, but also
about Kahn’s original design intent, site plan and orientation, components of the designed
and natural landscaping and what they have achieved over time. It is our view that the

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

Rehabilitation Standard 1: 4 property will be used as it was historically or be given a new

use that requires minimal change 1o its distinctive material, features, spaces and spatial
relationships.

South mesa: The Historic Resources Technical Report erroneously states that
daycare uses were anticipated in Kahn's master plan. {Tech. App. C, Historic
Resources Technical Report, page 55). No evidence has been produced at any
time that the Kahn Pian had daycare buildings or uses. This new use, in its
cuirently pro;;oscd location on the south tmesa, violates the Kahn Plan design,
which showed residential uses separated from ali other campus uses, If the
daycare facilities were moved elsewhere on campus, the residential units could be
returned to move of the Kahn rambling siting and design with a rustic, villa
feeling. Moreover, the nature of this use and its siting will change both the ounsite
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 within
the laboratory courtyard.

Given these substantial concerns and inadequacies, SOT Rehabilitation Standard |
has not been met.

Rehabilitation Standard 2: The historic character of a property will be retained and
preserved. The removal of distinctive materigls or alternation of features, spaces and

spatial relationships that characrerize the property will be avoided.
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N69

It is the opinion of the applicant’s historical consultant and the City’s HRB staﬂ’. that the

propused project is not consistent with Rehabilitation Standards 2 and 9. It lsApmpv.:rO
for the HRB to rely on the opinions of experrs such as Page & Turnbull, who assisted in €0
preparation of the EIR, rather than conclusory and speculative comments made by the 'Q
commenter (Greenbaum v. City of Los Angeler {1984 153 CA3d 391). City staff does not 449
agree that the project is inconsistent with any other of the standards, as described in L&)
response to comments NGS chrough N8S. —

See response to comment NG7. Please note that the statement on page $.4-15 of the
EIR which includes the daycare facility as one of the uses anticipated by Kahn has been
revised in the Final EIR accordingly; because the daycare facilicy 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 E(R.

See above responses to comments N66G and N67. The comment about reserving the eas't
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, presenced to Jonas
Salk in July of that year) has been added to the Final EIR (see Figure 51-1a); 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 clomment N'li
and responses to comments F3 and FO from the National Trust for Historic Preservation,
for further discussion of this matter. The EIR states chat development on the east mesa
is not consistent with Rehabilication Standard 2 wich regard to spatial retationships and

- historic landscaping. The compatibility of the structure wich the historic site combined

with the atrium design of the Torrey East Building minimizes significanc impacts.to
spatial relationships caused by the removal of the east parking lot. Althoush separating
the Tortey East Building into two wings could accomplish the same result.,.lt would lead
to operational inefficiencies, would not provide asecure enceance w the facility and woul.d
reduce the amount of scientific research space on site, which would conflice with the basic
project objectives. A two-wing building configuration is discussed in che Alternatives
section (Section 8.0) of che EIR and was rejected as infeasible. See responses ta commt:ms
N15 and F$ for further discussion of the atrium component of the propoased Torrey East
Building. Although mentioned in the Historic Resources Technical Report, no sculpturai

element is proposed as part of the project.
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N71

East mesa: The Historic Resources Technical Report emoneously states that
development in the East parking lol is reserved for fisture development in Kahn's
Master Plan. (Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, page 56). No
evidence has been produced to support this contention. Moreover, the Torrey East
Building has no'separation, unlike the Kahn and Eagt building. Therefore, the
spatial relationships of the laboratory buildings and even the East Buildings will
be altered. The preference among the preservation communities appears to 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 apposed
. tothe currently proposed closed-atrium concept. Moreover, concemn has been
cxpressed about the placement of a sculptural element, offered to make a
"significant artistic statement” at the building's western entrance. (Tech. App. C,
Historic Resources Technical Report, page 52). Our concem is that any art
components not overwhelm or detract from the historic and iconic architecture. It
should also be noted that the sculptural component is not otherwise a part of the
environmental document. What public review process is envisioned for any

sculptural element?

removal of the Kaln-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 impacis are significant and cannot be mitigated. Infilling of the
historic eucalyptus grove should be listed in this section as a mitigation measure,

as well as the date when it will occur. Given thege substantial concemns and

| I inadequacies, SO Rehabilitation Standard 2 has not heen met.

Rehabililation Standard §: Archaeological resources wili be protected ard preserved in

Place. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken,
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Further, the mitigation proposed for impacts related to spatial relationship and the .

N70

N71

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

The Rehabilitation Standard discussion in the Page & Turnbull technical report was base'
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 of the south mesa could be 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 is the firsc mitigacion 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 Califsrnia Archacology v. Caunty of Buste (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, the Page & Turnbull report offers no qualifications to analyze impacts
refated Lo prehistoric archaeological survey, impacts, or mitigation. Second, the
report emroneously asserts that only a "limited amount” of excavation will be on
lands previously undeveioped, (Tech. App. €, Historic Resources Technical
Report, page 58). Third, there are scrious concems related to the Kyle
archaeological survey of 2005, tribal entities have requested that the survey be
redone hecause Kyle did not survey the entire parcel, particularly the site’s many
sl'oped areas. (DEIR, page 5.4-6). In many places in San Diego County, culiwral
resources are found in stashes, including those on slopes and near

drainages/canyons. '*

There is no indicatien that Kyle surveyed for the sites mentioned in our scoping
letter; the Local Coastal Plan for the area indicates a site on the west end of the
south mesa, and the Torrey Pines City Park Master Plan references a hearth site
near the northwest mesa. (Tech. App. A NQP, Scoping Letter and Responses,
Courtney Coyle letter dated December 7, 2004, page 4). Yet her report concludes

that no cultural resources were identified by the “literature review.” (Tech. App.

C, Archaeology Study, page ii).

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

" (DEIR, page 5.4-6). The DEIR states that the Native American Heritage
Comumission (NAHC) stated 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 standard letter from the NAHC, which atso advised that; "The absénce of
specific site information in the Sacred Lands File does not indicate the absence of

cullural resources in any project area. Other sources of cultural resources should

" Far exatmple, the DEIR appears to imply that the recorded five prehistoric sitcs within a quarter mile
radius of the Institutc are somehow nol significant as they are only lithic scatters and "middens.” {DEIR,
Page 5.4-17). Midden scil is an important component of tribal sites and czn be an indicator of intensive
human hebitation and use, including villages and burials. The DEIR is therefore deficient in concluding that
if such resources are found onsite that impacts would be mitigated to below significance and would pose no
cumulative impacts (DEIR, page 7-6), particularly given the recent desecration of burial and ather sites
within La Jolla at Spindrift (bath private and public projects} and during uhdergrounding projects at
Spindrift and La Rinconada {public projects).
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The sites mentioned in the scoping letter and this comment were not identified in the
recotds search conducted for che project and, if present, likely occur off site. Furthermore,
the project archaeclogist complied with Stare CEQA Guidelines Section 15201.3 and the
City's Historic Resources Regulations in completing the surveys of the project area.
There is no CEQA requirement to conduct every survey suggested in a scoping letter or
in comments submitted in response w a project NOP.

It is not standard City procedure at this time to have a Native American moniwr.prese.nt
during an archaeological survey. The City subsequently initiated 2n SB18 consultation Wl.th
the Native American tribes due to the praposed MHPA boandary adjustment and a site
visit was conducted, as described in the comment lecter from Carmen Lucas. No spec_iﬁc
sacred sites were identified, although a request for a follow-u p survey and possible testing )
was received. As noted above in response to comment N72, it is not necessary to perform
every survey suggested. The commenter raises speculative issues in this comment and

has failed to provide data or references to support the basis for this comment, as required

by Stare CEQA Guidelines Section 13064 ()(5). Refer to response to comment H4 from
the Kwaaymii, Laguna Band of Indians regarding the adequacy of the survey.
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also be contacted Ior 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 other
areas of Iribal concerns might have been better uncovered. But because Kyle
didn' ask, she didn't find any.

Tribal entities have also requested archaeological testing, which was not done as
part of the DEIR. ' Without testing, one cannot assess impacts or determine
whether mitigation is sufficient, Tribes want testing upfront to determine possible
impacts and mitigation measures, particularly in light of the insufficiency of the
City's standard archacological mitigation measures at the nearby Spindrifl site in

La Jolla, where ancestral burials were desecrated by bulldozer.

Other Current Native American concems: SB 18 consultation was required

because of the MHPA line adjustinent. (DEIR, page 5.4-9). By law, this
consuitation should have been initiated by the City prior to the DEIR and any
CEQA process. (Stale of California, Tribal Consultation Guidelines: Supplement
to General Plan Guidelines, November 14, 2005, page 12). The City was aware
of this based on testimony provided to it al the September, 2006 HRB meeting
and the DEIR's referencing of two SB 18-related documents in the References
section. (DEIR, page 9-2). We also understand that in January 2007, the NAHC
spoke with the City Attorney’s office to offer help in developing consultation

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

activities did niot, however, occur.

The DEIR references a provision bf the City that allows up (o 25 percent

encroachment into any important archaeological site. (DEIR, page 5.1-8). Please

L P -

T_ht_s Historical Resources Technical Report mistakenly staics that because the north mess is paved, the
feasibility of testing is Yimited. (T'ech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, page 64). It nlso‘
emmcousiy refers to “surface testing." (Report, page 66). It is our understanding from the Kyle report that
only a partial surface survey was conducted and that no testing was performed. .
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See above responses to comments N71 through N73. Testing is only conducted if an
archaeological site is discovered during survey(s). Testing cannot be arbitratily conducted
on a property when no sites or site boundaries are known o exist, parcicularly when there
is sensitive biological habirar and steep stopes, as is the case with the subject property. To
date, the project site 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 the past during grading operations for the East
Building and parking lot expansion (RECON 1993) and during the grading operations
for the City's Pump Station 45 (RECON 2003). No sites or pre-historic artifaces wer
discovered in any of these surveys and menitoring efforts. Although no sites have bee.
observed, the City conservatively assumed that unknown resources could be uncovered
duting grading operations and included monitoring by an archaeologist and Native
American monitor as mitigation measures in the EIR (see page 5.4-29).

The 5B 18 Tribal Consulration for this project was initiated by che City in November 2006,
prior to the release of the EIR. Preliminary results of the consultation are described in the
EIR. It must be noted, however, that SB 18 consultation is an entirely separate process
from CEQA. The only mention of CEQA in the Triba! Consultation Guidelines highlights
the fact that CEQA is a separate process (see page |1 of the Guidelines, noting that CEQA
review “continues” during $B 18 consulration). Moreover, the legislative history of 5B
18 clearly demonstrates the desire and intent of the California legistature to separate the
SB 18 process from CEQA. Earlier attempts to link the SB 18 process to CEQA caused
“considerable controversy” during discussion of the bill. An earlier version of SB 18 had
created a procedure in CEQA to be followed by the Native American Heritage Commission
{(NAHC)—hawever, after a total of six incarnations, and in order to pass the bill, “all
references 1o CEQA {were] eliminated.” (Senate Rules Committee, B 18 Bill Analysis as
Amended Jul. 1, 2004, August 9, 2004, page 8.} As a resule, chere is no mention of any
timing requirements vis-i-vis the CEQA process in the current 8B 18 statute, and <k

City has complied and will continue to comply with all applicable timing requirements.

Page 5.1-8 of the EIR does not contain any reference to a City provision regatrding impacts
to archaeological resources. Page 5.1-18 of the EIR, however, does mention the 25
percent encroachment allowed under the Historic Resource Regulations (SDMC Section

" 143.0201 et seq.). Because no “important archacological sites™ are known to accur on

site, this provision of the City regulations would not apply to the proposed project and
no violation of local, state or federal laws would occur.
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N76
Cont.

N77

N78

N79

N8O

provide the authority for this provision, which on its face appears to violale state
and federal law.

The DEIR is inconsistent as to whether both archaeological and tribal monitors
will be required during ground-disturbing work. Table ES-1 requires full-time
Native American monitors (given the large scale of most of the project's
comporents, 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” he
present on site prior 1o and during grading, {DEIR, page 5.4-20). The DEIR text
must be modified to match the Table summary.

N

Curation: Table ES-37, 54, the DEIR iext, and MMRP must clearly state that the
applicant is responsible for the costs of curation for both historic and prehistoric
artifacts and collections, Table ES-41 must state that the records search afso

includes a search of the Native American Heritage Commission’s sacred lands
files.

Discovery of ancestral human remains. Please verify that Table ES-1, ES-48 -
ES.-40, and the DEIR are consistent with 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, 2®

i

While tribal entities appreciate the statement in the DEIR that the City will
continue consultation in an effort to reach mutual agréement, at minimum, the

FEIR will be delayed or the DEIR will need 1o be recirculated to incorporate

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

® Eor example, 1) » landowner must now *confer” with the most likely descendants regarding the
preservation of any ancestral humar remains discovered: 2) the landowaet must ensure that the remains are
not damaged of disturbed; 3) the landowner must confer with descendants on all reasonable optiona
regarding the descendant’s preferences for treatment of human remains and grave goods; and 4) the parties
may mutually agree to extend discussions to determine approprizte treatment measures, taking into account
the possibility that additional or multiple ancestral buman remains may be located in the project area.

30

N77

N78

N79.

N80

Identical mitigation language is used in Table ES-1 (pages ES-39 through ES-35), on
pages 5.4-26 through 5.4-33 of the Historical Resources section of the EIR, and on
pages 10 through 24 of the MMRP The reference to “should” is only used in the impace
discussion.

Curacion is always conducted by the project 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 of the Public Resources Code, the already existing process private landowners must
fallow after discavering Native Amecican human remains. As such, Seccion 3G97.98 of
the Public Resources Code is applicable only if human remains are found and determined
to be Native American. [f this occurs, the following procedures should be followed: 1)
the landowner must ensure that the remains are noc damaged; 2) the NAHC must notify
the most likely descendants; 3) the landowner should grant the most likely descendants
access to the site; 4) the most likely descendants have 48 houts from the time they are
granted access to inspect the remains and recommend to the owner means for treatment
or disposition; 3) the landowner and the most likely descendants must confer regarding
the descendants’ preferences for treatment; and 6) the parties may mutually agree to
extend discussions to determine appropriate trearment measures, taking into account
the possibility that additional or muleiple ancestral human remains may be.locatcd in the
project area. The mitigation language in EIR (and MMRP) has been revised to ensure
that it is in conform with cthe foregoing procedutes; see mitigation measure 5.4-11 in the
Final EIR. .

As noted above in response to comment N75, the 8B 18 Tribal Consultation is ilnd'epen‘df':nr
by law from the CEQA process and a new survey is not warranted. [t is the City's opinion
that the proposed project is consistent with Rehabilitation Standard 8; n‘onethele:ss,
monitoring is required ro ensure thar unkpown resources are not disturbed during grading
operations.
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N8O
Cont.

N81

N82

N383

censultation and the measures outlined above can it he determined whether 2

traditional cultural property exists or whether ancestral burial will be impacted,

Given these substantial concerns and inadequacies, SOI Rehabilitation Standard §

has not been met.

Rehabilitation Standard 9: New additions, exterior alterations. or related new

construction will not destroy historic materials, Seatures, and spatial relationships that
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and will be

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

fo protect the integrity of the property and its environment,
See, generally our discussion under Rehabilitation Standard 2 above.

East mesa: Contrary to the report, exisling public views of the Kahn buildings will
be almost entirely obstructed 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 of the new building will differ from
the Kahn laboratory: the Kahn buildings are vertical to Torrey Pincs Road where

. the new building would be horizontal, funning its length. Moreover, the new

building has no separation, unlike the Kahn buildings.

South mesa: The Page & Tumbull report has oifered no qualifications to analyze
impacts related to biological site condition, impacs, or mitigation, Thus, its
assertion that the South mesa is "far from pristine” should be disregarded,
particularly given its high biological value as stated elsewhere in the DEIR.
(Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, page 61). Further, the

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

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

31

N8Il

N§2

N83

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

As shown in Figures 5.2-24 through 26 and stated on page 5.2-8 of the 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 brief glimpse of the norch elevation/fagade that may be
gained by scuthbound travelers on North Torrey Pines Road. See response to comment F5
from the National Truse for Historic Preservation for a detailed discussion of chis issue.

The applicant’s historic consultant and City seaff concur that development of the east 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 potencial view blockage, massing or orienration of
the building. Rehabilitation Standard 9 calls for the new work to be “differentiated fram
the old and.. .comparible with the historic materials, feacures, size, scale and proportion,
and massing..." The City agrees that the massing and orientation of the Torrey East
Building would differ from that of the otiginal laboratory building; however, the intention
of the proposed development 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 compatible
with and a reflection of those chosen and implemented by Kahn. Thetefore, the Torrey
East Building would not and should not be identical to the originat 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 che Final EIR.

The statement made in the Page & Turnbull report is simply an observation and not meant
to be an assessment of biological resources, but merely reflects the fact that portions of ¢
south mesa were disturbed after 1928, as discussed in Appendix B to the EIR, Biologicat
Technical Repore (page 1), and response 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 & Turnbull repot is, therefore, accurate {as confirmed by the project biological
consultant, HELIX Environmental Planning]. Asshown in Figure 5,2-23a in the EIR and
Figure 5.2-23b (which has been added ro 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 City staff do not concur that impacts to views from the courtyard and
east from trails in Torrey Pines 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 Project Design,
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Ng4

N85

Given these substantial concerns and inadequacies, SO Rehabilitation Standard 9
has not been met. '

Rehabilitation Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction will
be undertaken in such a manner that, if removed in the Juture, the essential form and

integrity of the historic 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 be largely irreversible: large amounts of dirt
will be graded (11.2 acres) and excavated, land forms will be allered, and natural
. and designed landscaping will be removed, and conditions possib]); impaired. 1f
we make a mistake here, or the development proceeds in an incompatible manner,

it will be difficult 1o restore the property's form and integrity.

| Given these facts, it is clear that SOI Standard 10 has not been met.

Finally, the Historical Landscape Repon 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.”' We also believe that the report's review of
The Secretary of imterior's Standards Jor the Treatment of Historic Properties with
Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes fails 1o adequately address the
interrelationships of designed and natural landscape components on the property to each
other and to the built environment; instead, it simply repeats aspects of the prior
Technical Report. The property meets the National Park Service definition of "a
geographic area (includitig both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or
domestic animals therein) associated with a historic evenl, activily, or person or

exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values.” (Tech, App. C, Landscape Analysis, page
2).

i - .
TRere is no requirement for eligibility or listing to the National Register that all possi
T t all possib
significance be included in a nomnation. £ te aspects of
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N84

N85

0%000

This comment assumes the integrity of the historic property and its environment would be o
impaired by the proposed development. As discussed on EIR page 5.4-19, it is unlikely that

the Instirute would remove any of the proposed buildings in the near future; however, in

the event chat such buildings were removed, the integrity of the property would be restored

to its approximate present appearance due to the placement of such buildings telacive to

the Kahn-designed portions of the campus. Therefore, it is the opinion of the applicant’s
historic consultant and City staff that the project is consistent wich Rehabilitation Scandard

10.

A general reading of the National Park Service definition of a cultural landscape is not
sufficient for chis 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 horticulturalist
according to design principles...” The majority of the Kahn-designed areas of the Salk
Institure comprise a “historic designed landscape;” however, some of the grounds of the
Salk campus are not designed landscapes. In particular, the eucalyprus grove is a historic
vernacular landscape that pre-dates the Institure. 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 eucalyprus grove, which was a remnant of a much =
larger grove at the time the Institute was designed and constructed. Farms or man-made
landforms such as paths, roads, or groves of trees planted for a utilitartan purpose are other
examples of historic vernacular landscapes.

It is the opinion of the projecr historical consultant that the Salk [nstitute is berrer defined
as a historic district, because the landscape elements within the campus primarily-act in
a supportive rele to the architecture, In fact, the most defining element of the site—the
central, iconic court—is, in essence, architecture, Defined by Mexican landscape architect
Luis Barragan (who Kahn hand picked to consulr with him on the landscape for the cenveal
court; see page 41 of the Historic Resources Technical Report) as a "fagade chac rises to
the sky,” the landscape-free central court is paved in hardscape and acts as a sculpeural
element uniting the two laboratory buildings to the natural landscape and ocean to the
west, Those areas on the campus that are landscaped are essentially subservient to the
buildings, acting as “settings” to the "jewels” of the central court and original laboratory
building.
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N&6 In our view, because of the many ways in which the project does not currently comply N86 Comment noted., howew?r, the hi_storic.:al consultant and-City staff do not concur with this
with five of the ten SOI Standards or the Cultral Landscape Rehabilitai o comment. As discussed in the Historical Resources section of the EIR and in responses to
the analvsi . o _ ape Rehabilitaion Guidelines, comments NG2 chrough N85 above, the proposed project is consiscent with all but two if che
\ analysis of CEQA project-specific impacts is greater than that analyzed by DEIR and : Secretary of the Intetior’s Standards {and the Culeural Landscape Rehabilitation Guidelines] €3

 1ts supporting documents. and, therefore, the conclusions reached in the EIR are appropriate and adequate. oo
‘ ' o)

N8&7 Biological: The Biological Technical Appendix states that the last biological survey was N&7 The Biological Technical Report was prepared in accordance with the requitements of the oy
performed in 2005, (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Report, page 3), Why was no City of San DtegodBlologzcal Report Guldt‘:hnes and B.lology Regulations. A gnatcatcher
survey—particularly a gnaicatche - donc o survey was not conducted of the property or its surroundings for two reasons: first, the project

T survey—done in 2006/2007, given that several site is located outside the City's MHPA and any take of individual birds is accounted for in
gnatcatcher pairs have heen repeatedly documented both on- and oﬂ' site? What analysis the take authorization issued under the City's Implementing Agreement; and second, the
has bcen done, or what literature supports the contention that the exlstmg gnatcateher and biological report assumes there are gnatcatchers present on and off site based on informal
other habitats will not be negatively affected by the "pincher” movement of intensified observations and hlsto'nc surveys, aqd impacts are analyzec! as such in the EIR. .An updated
development on both sides of th survey would not provide additional information nor would it change the conclusions reache
. sides of the finger canyon between the two mesas? Exptain how this in the EIR. If construction would occur during the gnatcatcher breeding season, no clearing
ts not a form of habitat insularization. (Technical Appendix B, Biological Technical - ot grubbing would occur within 500 feet of the MHPA and a pre-construction survey of
Report, page 25). the MHPA would be conducted as required by mitigation measure 5.3-7 (refer ro pages

. 5.3-30 to 5.3-32 of the EIR). Preservation of the south mesa in a conservation ¢asement,
T There is n0 analyeis in th . as proposed under the Refined Project Design, would address the “pincher movement”
N8S .a ysis in the DEIR of whether the project can be approved in light of the concerns raised in this comment. The undeveloped habitat on site would not be isolaced
federal lawsuit that found the City's Vemal Pool Management Plan insufficient. (See from u larger block of habitar off site because they are adjacent. For these reasons, impacts
generally, Southwest Center for Biological Diversity, et al. v. Jim Barlel Anne Badale from habirar insularization would be less than significant as discussed on page 5.3-25 of
and Gale Norton et al, U.S. District Court, Southern District of California, Case NO, 98- the EIR. -
CV-2234- - N
. 2234-BUMA) October 13, 2006, Decision and Injunction; See also, Attachment 6, N88 On Aptil 17, 2008, the Court in Sonthwen Center for Biological Diversity, et al v. Jim Bartel,
Voice of San Diego, Once a National Model, Habitat Plan Faces Uncertain Future: The Anne Badgley and Gale Norton et af, 1S, District Court, Southern Districe of California (Case
promises of San Diego's landmark habitat plan remain unfilfifled 10 years later, and a No, 98-CV-2234-B(JMA), issved an Order Granting.Unopposed Joint Motion for Salk
; . ! Insticute To Obtain Exemption From Injunction and Order Granting Unopposed Joint
Judge demands answers, April 15, 2007). joi ; p ) g PP
o P }- The court enjoined any and all pending Motion For Salk Institure To Iatervene To Seek An Exemption from Injunction. As such,
applications for development of land containing vernal pool habitat and was uniable to Salk’s applicartion for development is no longer enjoined.
approve the Incidental Take Permit as to the seven vernal pool species; further, the Court
ordered the reinitiation of consultation with the federal agencies, N89 The City notes chat in Sonthwest Center for Biological Diversity, et al v, Jim Bartel, Anne Badgle
and Gale Notton et al, the Coutt requires a discussion about how a project’s Incidental Take
™ . Permit (“ITP”) with its Habitat Management Plan ("HMP) coneributes to ar is consistent
"Ng&9 (?reovcr, it appears the Vernat Pool Recovery Plan is not even referenced in the DEIR with the goals and standards of the FWS" Vernal Pool Species Recovery Plan (per the
or 1ts Appendices. It is inappropriate to have brush-management zones within the vernat Injunction at pages 23 to 23). However, because the applicant’s project does not require
pool complex. (DEIR, Figure $.3-3). The court decision cited above also mak an ITP and is not subject to the injunction as described above in respense to comment N88,
. so takes reference there is no need for the EIR to reference the Vernal Poal Recovery Plan. Neverrheless, the
City believes the project would be consistent with the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan because
it enhances the quality of an existing artificial vernal pool and provides an endowment to
1 maineain it even though the vernal pool is not subjece to Army Corps or City regulation,
Changes to the Salk Community Center as part of the Refined Project Design have eliminated
the need for brush management in the vernal pool area; see revisions to Figures 5.3-2 and
5.3-3 in the Final EIR and ro Figures % and 6 in the Biological Technical Report. Sece che
Preface ro the Final EIR for additional details.
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N9l

lo fragmentation, edge-effects, and the degradation of associated watersheds, which are

Further, the USFWS concluded relative to San Diego, that even if a project avoids all
direct impacts lo vernal pools, it may still canse significant indirect impacts that will
degrade an threaten the long-lerm viability of preserved pools, See, Attachment 7,
USFWS letter to City of San Diego Development Services, January 4, 2005, The
pro‘poscd master plan violates the principles detailed in the letter including brust
management in pools, edge effects and effects to associated watersheds. The réquired

vernal pool buffer must be enlarged or these deviations will be a significant impact that
cannot be mitigated.

*

The DEIR mentions thal the cartyon bottom/drainage in the southwesiern portion of the
site, including the mapped areas of southern willow scrub habitat, may be Army Corps
(ACOE) and CDFG jurisdictional waters of the United States/streambed or wetlands,
(DEIR, page $.3-6). Yet, the DEIR does not indicate whether a proper wetlands
delineation has been completed or whether these agencies or the Regional Water Quality
Contro] Board approve of the project. In fact, (he Techmicai Appendix states that
jurisdictional delineations were nor conducted during the surveys or otherwise by the
Institute. (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Report, page 8). Why then does the
Technical Appendix later assume that the vernal povls are Corps/DFG/RWQCRB
nonjurisdictional, concluding that they are therefore nol City jurisdictional and not
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 Technicat Appendix simply lacks logic.

Moreover, it appears inconsistent with the Court’s holding in Southwest Cenier for

Biological Diversity. et al., v. Jim Bartel, Anng Badgley and Gale Noron ef al, that it is

arbitrary 1o distinguish between vernal pools within or outside the ACOE's jurisdiction as

u Tie project proposes only o thirty-foot buffer for the vernal pool camplex where a 100-foot buffer
nunimum is required for those poals in the coastal zene folling under the ESL. Moreover, this is nat an
absolute buffer, but rather, the buffer from the edge of the mcarest pool to structural development; there will
als0 be drainage swale within that 30-foot area and brush mansgement. (DEIR, page 5.3-21).

34

impacts that certainly occur with incompiete buffers and brush management within them,

N90

N91

A wetland delineation was not compleied since the proposed project avoids impacts to the
potential jurisdictional areas of the Corps and the City on site and wetland pcfmits.are not
being sought by the applicant. The decision not to complete a wetlands delmea('lon was
reached logically because the EIR properly assessed whether the vernal pools were isolaced
wetlands. As stated on page 5.3-6 of the EIR, the vernal pools are isolaLed? :.'nan.;-mad.e
and not likely regulated by the Corps because of the U.S. Supreme Court decision in Solid
Waste Agency of Northern Coof Connty (SWANCC) v. Corps. The recent l.l{_npgnus gu;dancﬁ
to Corps field staff further clarifies that isolated waters do not have “significant nexus
to regulated waters of the US. (http:ﬂwww.usaCE.army.miUCWIiCE.CWOfI'ngCW:!_guuitf/
rapanos_qa_06-05-07.pdf). The vernal pools are not City jurisdicrional becaust.r of the
definition of wetlands in the ESL regulacions and Biology Guidelines. As n.otec.i in fhosc
regulations, the City does not intend to regulate artificially created wetlands in historically
non-wetland areas, ‘

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 rake authonzatmfl for
vernal pool habitat or species. On April 21, 2008, che court released the Salk Institute
project from the injunction.
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N92

No3

N94

a basis for providing different levels of protection for the endangered species that may
inhabit or rely upon those bodies of water,

The DEIR merely proposes an open-space casement for the 3.22 acres to be conveyed to
the MHPA, (DEIR, page 3-10). Please describe the nature/history of the existing 0.45-
acre open-space easement along the south edge of the north mesa. (Tech. App. B,
Biological Technical Report, page 23). That the project is proposing to conduct Zone 2
brush management in an existing easement onsite calls into question how well merely
applying a new open-space easement to the MHPA-added lands will work. It should be
nated that the majority of this acreage (approximately 2.8 acres) is steep slopes (DEIR,
page 5.2-6, DEIR Figure 5.2-20) - not buildable and typically distavored breeding areas
for gnatcatchers. Is there a project alternative that avoids MHPA land removals, apart
| from the No Project Altemative?

We request that the proposed open-space easement immediately vest and be dedicated
and irrevocable to ensure that this miti gation remains in place over time.”? 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 not sell the remaining 1.50 acres, as the conveyance of the 3.22 acre

easement is mitigation for the master plan project.

The DEIR offers some discussion of what will happen if the California Coastal
Commission adopts the City-proposed brush-management regulatiops. (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 impacts as proposed here in the
Coastal Zone are significant and require avoidance by project redesign or mitigation as

part of this DEIR. Moreover, the DEIR does not fully respond to the requests of the

Department of Fish & Game 1o include a copy of the Fire-Rescue Department's written

no.
It is important to remember that what is now the Institute ca i ity i
i i mpuas was designated by the City in 1899 ag
;II':l))]rsrl:g Pines ;’.’;ryzi’n;k. (D:ZiI}:, page 5.4-2). Moreover, City volers gave the campus to the Institute in 1960
» PREE 5.4-2). It would be only fitting for the Institute to take immediate and a iat
safeguard the public interest in these sensitive lands. PPl metsmes (0
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N92

N93

N9

No Zone | (i.e., complere vegetation removal) brush management activity would occur
in the propased 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 MSCP
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
to species in the MHPA during brush management activities as discussed in response to
comment N89, Prior to EIR circulation, the 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 of the 1.32
acres of habitat being placed in-the MHPA far outweighs the 0.05-acre removal, a
dermnonstrated in the analysis contained in the Biological Technical Report appendix t.
the EIR. Gnatcatchers have been observed in the MHPA addition (as shown on Figure
5.3-3)

A conservation easement will be recorded for the property prior to any impacts to native
habitat occurring on site, as required by mitigation measutes 5.3-2, 5.3-3 and 5.3-4. The
applicant will be conditioned to place the entire 1.27-acre MHPA on site into a conservation
easement.

Coastal Commission staff was asked by the City to review the applicant’s proposal on
numerous oceasions and they have not offered any comments to date. The Fire and Rescue
Department 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 effects of the applicable brush management regulation, not the adequacy of effores to
describe the effects of future regulations, which may be subject to further changes.

Nevertheless, it is the City’s understanding that the Coastal Commissioners support
avoiding Zone 2 brush management within environmentally sensitive habirar arcas and
favor using alternative compliance techniques to adjust the width of the brush managemenc
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 EIR determined

that Zone 2 brush management was impact neutral and the statute of limirations 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 Implementing Agreement, The Coastal Act
requires the Coastal Commission to defer to the CDFG regarding the establishment and
control of wildlife management programs and prohibits the Commission from imposing any
controls chat duplicate or exceed the CDFG's regulatory controls. (PRC section 3041 Ha)).
At this time, the City Council has not taken any further action on the recommendations
it has received from the Coastal Commission to amend the City's post-Cedar Fire brush
management regulations.

Furthermote, an EIR need only address "applicable™ plans, which is a plan that has been
adopted and iegally applies to a proposed project. Draft plans need not be evaluated, as
directed by the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15125(d)) and case law (Chaparral Green:
v. City of Chula Vista {1996} 50 CA4dch 1134, 1145, 58 CR2d 152).
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N94 approval of the proposed brush-management zones (Tech. App. A NOP, Scoping Lelléf
Cont. and Responses, DIFG letter, daled December 7, 2004). Please provide graphics in the
DEIR which ¢learly show the difference in impacts between the two brush-management
regimes.™*
NOs The DEIR states that no development would be within the 100-foot required wetland

buffer around the two areas of southern willow scrub habitat on the south mesa. (DEIR,
Ppage 5.3-30; DEIR Figure 5.3-2), However, Figure 5.3-2 clearly shows that the prior
development at the Institute (Kahn laboratory buildings and south core facilities and

“parking) is within the buffer, How will thesc impacts be mitigated?
O -

L

_ Contrary to the DEIR's assertion, the addition of 3.22 new acres into the MHPA will not
N%6 in itself improve opportunities for protected nesling, foraging, and movement of wildlife
species. {(DEIR, page 5.3-18). Rather, an administrative designation of tands would occur,
accompanied by a net loss of occupied gnatcaicher habitat caused by the project and
interferences with nesting, foraging, and movement. Where would the displaced
gnatchatchers go during construction without interfering with another nesting coastal
| pair's temritory?

NO97 The DEIR states that losses of sensitive maritime succulent serub (DIER, page 5.3-21)
and Diegan coastal sage scrub (DEIR, page 5.3-22) will be accommodated offsite within
the MHPA. Where will such locations within the coastal MHPA be found? A net and
cumulative loss of these habitats will occur because of the project. (DEIR, page 5.3-25).

NIOR Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan: We question the sufficiency of a one-time targeted
removal of four exotic, invasive species (tamarisk, pampas grass, myoporum and
hottentol figficeplant). (DEIR, page 3-10). Oftentimes, it takes a recurrent removal effort

to successfully remove these stubborn species. Why i3 il assumed that a one-time effort

* Please E:]‘nnfy what is shown in the Biological Technical Appendix at Figures 4 and 5. Both figures show
unaceep bn‘uh gement Zone | and 2 into the vernal pool complex. Figure 5, Alternative Brush
Ma:?ag:mcnl (City-preferred) showa excessive Zone 2 incursions into pmuch of the complex, as well 8 into
of_fmc MHPA. Why is the City-preferred graphic not shown in the DEIR and in other grophica? This
misleads someone who reads only the DEIR to underestimate the level of impact posed by the project.
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The ESL regulations only apply to proposed development. No mitigation is warranted
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.

Q0%000

All of the Salk Institute property, with the exception of a (0.3 2-acre area partly occupied by
the existing parking lot, is located outside the MHPA. The EIR acknowledges (on page
$.3-16) thar project construction would permanently impacr a portion of one gnaccatcher
territory situated outside the City's MHPA. However, the 1.32-acre MHPA addition would
permanently pratect habicar for wildlife species, such as the gnatcatcher indirectly affected
by the project. 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
ot 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.

The Refined Projecc Design would reduce direct project impacts to maricime succulent
scrub and D'iegan coasral sage scrub to less than significant levels (i.e., less than 0.1 acre);
thus, eliminating the project’s need for habitat mitigation (as described in che Preface 1o the
Final EIR and Section 5.3 of the Final EIR). Maritime succulent scrub and Diegan coastal
sage scrub habitat would be preserved within che. on-site MHPA and the conservation
easement on the south mesa. As discussed in Section 7.0 of the 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).

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 of the HMP).
The length of the 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 effores based
on those observations.
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will be successiui?*® And why are there no success criteria associated with the removal of
invasive species from this propenty? (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Repont, App.F,
Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan, page 8). Withoat any criteria, how will the City and
other entities measure the success of this program and its expected improvement o

| environmental quality? . Because excavation for the removal of some species, such as
tamarisk, may have to go as deep as six feet, consultations should be undertaken with
qualified Native Americans to determine if an archaeologist and/or Native monitor
should be present for deep or other removals, (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical
Report, App. F, Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan, page 4),

Habitat Management Plan (HMP): Please describe how the funds to meet the HMP
endowment were determined (344,500 to spin off annual costs cétimated at just
§1,900.00) and whether this amount is sufficient to fund long-term HMP
implementation.® Also, please explain how the Exotic Removal Plan a.nd.lhe Habitat
Management Plan may interface - i.c., 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 Management Plan, page 4).
Particularly where it is assumed that the Plan will Jast in perpetuity? HMP Table 2, Long-
Tenm Management Tasks, refers 10 "Cantrol of Exqtic animal species;” Yel this activity
is nol described in the text, Please explain. Finally, is trash removal by qualified
individuals part of the activity to be performed as baseline inventory, monitoring, or other

efforts to improve the environmental quality of these pools?

* The Plan refers to a 25-month period for removal and mainterance (Tech. App. B, Biologicat Technical
Report, App. F, Exotic Vegetation Removal Plan, page 2); is this the duration of the management period
refetred to at Plan, page 57 If so, how was this iength of time selected and what sssures its success?
Moreover, the Pian acknowledges that "continued maintenance” will be required 1o keep iceplant from

growing back into open space. (Plan, page 5). How does Salk intend formi i i
for ki et o ine? page 5) end on performing this maintenance and

¥ The HMP on its facc states that the Institute, USFWS, DFG, the City and the habitat manager will NOT
be 1esponsible for any management costs ir excess of the annual budget plan or the contingency fund other
than those di_mcl]y caused by the intentional acts [sic] in violation of the requirements of this HIMP. (Tech.
App. B, Habitat Management Plan, page 6), Please clarify and expand on this limitation and ils potential
mpact 1o successiul implementation of the HHMP. .
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Tarnatisk plants on site are relatively small, as described on page 3 of the Exotic Yegetarion
Removal Plan. Tamarisk removal would be accomplished using chemical herbicides
applied directly to the plants that would not harm the native habitat or species that may
surround the individuals. No deep excavations would be needed.

The endowment fee was calculated based ovn the annual costs c'ompuuncicd ihto the
future. The 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 che Institute, USFWS, CODFG or the City. Any such event
would have no affect on the Institute’s ability to implement the HMP since it would be
the responsibility of others to fix any potential damage to the resources. The relationship
between the Exoric Vegetation Removal Plan and the HMP is described in Section 5.2 of
the HMP The Habitat 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 HMP and its associated management
activities, including ice plant removal, would be implemented in perpetuity (see page 1 of
the HMP and refer to response to comment D7 from the State Departraent of Parks and
Recreation for more informacion), Exortic animal species control would be conducted on an
as-needed basis and the type of control would depend on the type of animal discovered in
the MHPA. Trash removal would be conducted in the MHPA (including the vernal pool
complex) every other month (see page 12 of the HMP). -

RFC-113



COMMENTS

RESPONSES

N101

N102

N103

N104

N105

N106

The DEIR states that surveys were done in January 2002, May 2004, and April 2005.
(DEIR, page 5.3-1). Figure 5.3.1 itself even notes that site conditions may change. Then
why wererrt more recent surveys performed? Additionally, the DEIR mentions that
gnatcatchers were "confirmed” during the most recent fieldwork and that individuals
were "scen 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, but 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
soughcm California? 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 quality MHPA fands and Torrey Pines Cily- Park, ,

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

Because of the adjacency of the MHPA, there should be a mitigation measure that
residents or guests in the temporary housing units be prohibited from having pets,
particularly dogs and cats that may cause impacts to sensitive species within the MHPA,
| (DEIR, 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 to the Institute by the City relative to prior
__t'icvclopmcnt éclivities on the campus and the remediation required, if any.

The DER states that for fire protection, the Institute wonld 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 of the MHPA quality
|__open space, we would prefer implementation of alternative compliance measures,

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

landscaping shall use the same "palette” of species as that identified on the 1965
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Nothing has changed on site to trigger the need for additional biological surveys. The
incidencal gnatcatcher chservations wete not noted on the figure becanse chey were aot
associated with a protocol survey. The biologists who surveyed the site did not observe
foxes. Furthermore, none of the seven sensitive fox species found in southern California
have a likelihood of accurring on the project site or in La Jolla in general.

o

<
The area referred to on page 5.3-13 of the EIR is the existing MHPA which is 0,32 acre P”
in size and not a large block of habitat. The proposed MHPA boundary adjustment
would add 1.27 acres of habitat to the City’s preserve system, which is geographicall -
connected to the existing MHPA, comprising a large block of MHPA habitar to the wesy
The expanded MHPA would maintain existing habitar linkages as described on page 24
of the Biological Technical Report.

The housing guarters are no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface o the Final
EIR) and these comments are not applicable to the Refined Project Design.

As stated in the EIR, there was a requirement to revegetate the area for erosion concrol
burt 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.

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 it with the City Fire Marshall at an appropriate time in the future, All
available alternative compliance means can be confirmed once final design of the building,
is complete,

Since the original landscape palette was developed, the City has adopted environmental
regulations, such as the MSCP, that reserict 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 tegulations,
as directed in Biological Resources Mirigation Measure 5.3-4 in the Final EIR.
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Landscape Plan “to the extent practicable given existing City regulations”? (DEIR, page
ES-31). What conflicts are envisioned, and by what process will they be resolved? Will

the HRB or Development Services staff be involved in such determinations?

- Finally, the Technical Appendix text {Tech, App. B, Biological Technical Report, page 1)
and its Attachment 1 (aerial photos) conflict. For example, the text states that in the 1928
photograph, the mesa tops onsite appear lo have been leveled and cleared of native
vegetation for agricultural use, while an examination of the photo itself shows the south
mesa's nalive vegetation intact. Such conflicts show the bias of the environmental

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 reflect inflation and rising construction costs
until the time(s) it is fully paid? (DER, ES-56, page 5.5-19). Without escalation
increases, the rate of $1,000 per trip after 30 years will not significantly contribute to the
needed roadway improvements. (Corpare 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 percent for capital costs compounded anrually to
construction year; Tech. App. D, Transportation Analysis, Appendix N). In any case, is
the fee in addition to any FBA trafiic contrtbution, and if so, what’is that amount, when
|____will it be paid, and will it be adjusted upward until such time(s) it is paid?

[ 1 appears thal the existing average daily traffic volumes used are figures from 2003 and
May 2004 — four and three years ago. (DEIR, Figure 5.5-2}. Are there no more recent
traffic figures? Why wasn't Salk required to perforin updated traffic counts, particularly
where residents have observed the progressive woarsening of traffic and increased length
of time to make local trips? Notes to the Transportation Technical Appendix itself state
that, “This repont is site and time specific and is intended for a one-time use for this
intended project . . . Any changes or delay in implementation may require re-analysis and
re-consideration by the public agency granting approvals.” (Tech. App. D, T ransportation
Analysis, page 13-1), The Lustitute may be trying to rely on an impermissible plan-to-

39

N107

N108

N102

0%090

Comment noted. Review of the 1928 photograph does indicate that the majority of the
south mesa had not yet been leveled or disturbed, However, disturbances are cleacly
evident in subsequent phetographs.

v

The mitigation fees for traffic are not escalated and are collected by the City at 3 time
permits are issued and che impacts would occur. Due to the length of M?.stn?r Plan bn..uldout.
programmed improvements at the 1-3/Genesee Avenue interchange w1ll.hke.ly be in p!ace
before all traffic mitigacion fees are collected. Nonetheless, the applicant will seill be l'Equlll'f.td
to pay their fair share based on the MMRP. [n contrast, FBA fees are escalatcd. and paid in
“roday’s” dollars at the time building permits are issued that would cause an impact.

The traffic counts in the technical appendix provide an adequate description of existing
traffic conditions near the projece 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 project impacts ]:ﬂ the near-term
with and without che project using computer model forecasts as its basis. For example,
Table 5.5-8 is 2 summary of the Near-Term street segment analysis and shows‘ that the
impact is based on a comparison of the "with” and "Witl'lUI-.It project” conditions. Therefore,
updated counts are not warranred and the EIR analysis is adequate.
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plan analysis by not assessing actual near-term traffic counts. Without actual and updated
data, il cannot be concluded that all but one aspect of the project’s traffic impacts are
instgnificant.

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 state, ameng other things, that the daycare facility would generate no new trips
because it wouid be utilized by employees already on the Institute campus. But what
about the day care providers? What shout the irips parents will make from their work
parking on the north or ¢ast mesas to drop off and pick up their children? What about the
trips to the muiti-purpose room? Or for other events? Will spouses of employees be
dropping off and picking up children? Attending fitness or other classes or events at the
new south mesa facilities? Won't at least some of these additional trips be made during
peak hours? Factoring in these trips would increase the overall trip number, worsen
impacts and might thereby trigger additional master fee fair share contributions or other

mitigation,

Existing onsite parking is insufficient: The DEIR is misleading when it 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 existing parking needs onsite — and the answer is; It cannot, According to the
applicant, the Institute currently rents and uses 150 additional offsile parking spaces from
UCSD. (UCPG, April 11, 2007). The revised DEIR must also analyze all the Institute's
existing and pianned parking needs, including events, not Just what they provide onsite.
Without such information, it is not possible to conclude that the pmjeci will not have
significant impacts to the availability of public parking or the accessibility of public
facilities such as the nearby public park and bc:.aches. Please explain why approximately
onec-half of the development intensity of the 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
be no parking deficiency?
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The daycare facility is no longer proposed by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final
EIR} and these comments are not applicable ta the Refined Project Design.

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 CFTQA.
Proposed parking to meet the needs of the future project would be cunsm.xctcd at a higher
parking ratio than the carrent permits require, therefore, all future parking needs would
be sacisfied by the proposed parking structures and lots.  Refer to response to comment
N39 for additional discussion on the topic of parking.
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’-—— Traffic and classification of use: The traffic fi Bures appear o assume thal the project uses
will be "Scientific Research.” (i.e., DEIR, Table 5.5-7). Please explair; what the allowable
uses are for scientific research and how the figures might differ if the uses are broken
down into administrative/events/research/etc., which more accurately describe the
planned activities for the campus.”

Near Tetm Scenario assumptions are outdated because they refer to year 2005-2066
aclivities and conditicns. Since the DEIR was published in 2007, shouldn't the DEIR
analyze, at least, the 2006-2007 or 2007-2008 schoal year instead? Also tn addition to the
2004 UCSD Long Range Development Plan, other proposed or approved projects, 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, with the project, the street segments between La Jolla Shores Drive
and North Torrey Pines Road and their intersection in the near term would drop from
level C to D, and by 2030 would be further compromised at level E for the sireet segment
operations. (DEIR, Tables 5.5-8 and 5.5-12). The street segments by I-5 by 2030 would
deleriorate to D, F and E (DEIR, Table 5.5-14), with net changes .from the project greater
than the maximum allowable change in seconds. (DEIR, page 5.5-16). These are impacis
that members of both the La Jolla and University City Planning Groups might find '

| significant. Yet, no mitigation is required or proposed.

_'Plbli,c_\v’iﬁs_:There are many insufficiencies regarding public views, a key issue. First,
the DEIR does not include visual simulations of identified views in the La Jolla
Community Flan from La Jolla Farms/Blackgold Road looking north and west over
private properties to the Pacific Ocean as described at DEIR, page 5.1-2. (Compare DEIR
Figute 5.2-22 to Potential View Location Graphic at DEIR, Figure 5.2-1). Merely stating

that someone drove the road and had no views is insufficient. Nor does it inciude a visual

simulation taken hetween Photos Locations 14 and 15, where the Kahn structure is visible

1

'I‘I:_e DEIR statcs that no new Iaboratory hoods are prapased as part of the preject nor is the amount of
chemicals used_ in the existing hoods expected 1o increase. (DEIR, page 5.6-12). Flease 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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Table 2-1 in the traffic technical report shows trip generation broken down by the various
uses proposed on site and by the maximum trip generation rate contained in the City's Trip
Generation Manual. The analysis used the lawter trip generation rate which is 128 daily

trips higher, and thus more conservative, than the average daily teip volume if each use were
calculated separately. Given thac the proposed uses are already broken down, the request for

3

an explanation of the allowable uses for scientific research is not applicable. No specific plans @
for the Torrey East Building have been developed at this time, however, no new fume hoads 2%

are anticipated. The number of fume hoods in use at the Institute has significantly decreased

hoods are not expected to increase substantially with implementation of the proposed project
(as scated on E[R page 5.6-12). In the event that new hoods would be needed in the future,
the amount of hazardous materials stored on site would remain below the threshold planning..
levels and would not produce significant impacts, as discussed in tesponse o commene N 12
below, )

The Near Term traffic analysis used the 2003-06 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 2003-06 school year; therefore, the
cumularive analysis is conservative without 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 it would be operational this year due to
pending lawsuits. Otherwise, che cumulative impact analysis and the resulting cumulative
traffic calculations include all current and proposed development and transporcation projects
in the western portion of the University Community Plan area, which represents an adequate
analysis for CEQA purposes, as furcher 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 of the EIR.

Based on the City's significance criteria [isted in Table 5.5-G in the EIR, changes in traffic
associated with the project would not be significant. The significance criteria are not exceeded
as shown in Tables 5.5-8, 5.5-9, 5.5-12 and 5.5-13 in the EIR and the project’s potent”
impacts ate 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 Norih Torrey
Pines Road/La Jolla Shores Drive would be 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 1 withourt project traffic. Mitigation is not required where
impacts are not significant.

Page 5.i-2 in the EIR does not discuss views. The scope of the visual analysis is sufficient
for the purposes of disclosing project impacts and does not warrant additional simulations;
however, two more simulations have been added to the Final EIR to further illustrate the
conclusions reached in the EIR. Relevanrt policies in the Community Plan, LCP and SDMC
protect designated scenic vistas and views of the ocean, not of the historic buildings such as
the Kahn laboratory structute. The face chat drivers can briefly catch a parrially obsiructed
glimpse of the northern edge of the Kahn building from one point along North Torrey Pines
Road has no bearing on the visual impact analysis.
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by vehicies heading southbound. (See photo taken from southbound vehicle, Attachment
g).

Second, most identified views do not have comresponding 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 to be 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 requested to be
simulated during DEIR scoping),

Additienally, the DEIR states that City staff say that they completed a Tormrey Pines City
Park Plan (in the 1980s) but that it was not adopted by the City Council. (DEIR, page 5.2-
9). Regerdless of whether it was formally adopted, the Plan exists, is comnplete, and is the
only plan for the area, The views identified within in it are relevant and must be analyzed
inthe DEIR. There should be an accompanying visual simulation from each of ihc
identified public view locations described above,
Third, some of the provided simulations are inadequate. For example, Photo Location 13
{courtyard view} is taken from the most easter| y peint; to be meaningful, photo
simulation should include one from the westerly edge of the courtyard, which was
identified as significant in the Nalional Register nomination™. Photo Location 8 {from
top of public trail) does not appear 1o show Community Center development and in any

case, it introduces buildings itito 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, the line of the ocean and visual access will be

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

n .
Th_c Institute does have some additional courtyard view impact grapkics that it has shown in public
meetings; however, they are curiously excluded from the DEIR.
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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 ¢y
and dominated by the ocean. As stated on page $.2-14, the Pacific Ocean is the "primary ¢=3
public resource” recognized in the policy language of the Geaeral Plan, Utban Design ¢
Elemenc of the Communicy Plan, the North City LCP and the Coastal Overlay Zone. o
Furthermore, visual simulations are not required by CEQA, but are generally used as an jush
aid to assist in che evaluation of possible project-related visual impacts. For these reasons,
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 E[R.

Because the Torrey Pines City Park Plan was never adopted, its draft policies are not
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 law, 2 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 Vista [1996} 50 CA4ch
1134, 1145, 38 CR2d 132)) As such, compliance of the project with the draft Torrey
Pines City Patk Plan need not be evaluated in the EIR. See response to comment N1 16
regarding visual simulations.

The visual simulations in the EfR are considered adequate by City staff because they provide
a computer-generated portrayal of the proposed project from vatious publicly accessible
locations. To further demonstrate che project’s visibility from the west end of che historic
courtyard, Figure 5.2-23b has been added to the Final EIR. Only the upper floor of the
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 of a “rustic
beach and surfing access view area” is not a significant impact under the City's CEQA
significance criteria or the Coastal Act.

The visual simulation contained in Figure 5.2-27 provides an adequate portrayal of the
project site from the perspective of motorists and pedestrians using Torrey Pines Scenic
Drive. The simularion shows the proposed buildings, walls and landscaping associared
with the proposed project. The MHPA barrier along che road would not be visible from
this location. Walls and fencing would be consistent with the Design Guidelines, and
would be partially screened from view. Therefore, additional visual simulations are not

appropriate or neccssary.
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Cont.

N120

NI121

N122

N123

Ni24

the sidewalk, and a 220-foot long, 4-foot high barrier between the vernal pools and the
sidewalk (Tech. App. B, Biological Technical Repont, page 28).”° Please provide visual

simulations rurning the length of the total visual impact of these measures on pedestnian
and car travel.

Finally, views from scientists' studies in the Kahp taboratory buildings are an important

aspect of the design of those buildings and were part of the National Register

- - kli} . il - .
nomination.™ Please provide representative visual simulations of current and proposed

views from the scientists' studies.

Without the simulations identified above, the DEIR's conclusions regarding significance

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

| mitigated to insignificance cannot be supported,

Neighborhood Character: The DFIR should be updated to reflect that the City's
construction of the subterranean Pump Station 45 is completed (DEIR, page 5.2-5),
thereby restoring much of the natural character of the area on the south mesa.

Because the Residential and Community Center components are 5o conceptual at this
time, there is no substantial evidence in the recod to support whether the project will

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

Please provide a detsiled 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

» .

The document is i_mcl:ar 23 1o the fence materials, i.e., concrete wall, brick walls, or split rail fence.
(Tech. App. B, Habital Mal_mgcmem Plan, page 12). The selected material must not diminish visual
resources of naturai aesihetics. Please provide a visual tendering of the proposed fencing and its ocation.

* The Historical R Techni i
<al Resources Technical report admits that the daycare rooftop and playground will be visible

from the “upper flours” of the Laboratory complex. {Tech. A istori i
: . . App. C, Historic Resources T,
page 61). From which floors would this new development bcpvisibll:'? e<huical Repar,

43

N120

N121

N122

N123

N124

D

'

¥

Views from the scientists’ studies are not publicly accessible locations. Simulations from
those privarte 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® .3

the Preface to the Final EIR) and chese comments are not applicable to the Refined Project
Design.

The Ciry EIR Guidelines do not require the use of visual simulations and those provided
are approptiate as discussed in response to comments N115 through N120. Making
the determination of a significant impact on visual quality is subjective. The City has
adopted significance chresholds to assist in the determination of potential impacts, and
those chresholds were used in che EIR analysis. As che project does not exceed the City's
significance thresholds, and private views are not recognized in the City’s EIR significance
thresholds, the EIR concludes that impacts to views would be less than significant, noc
significant as suggested by the commenter (see page 5.2-17).

The EIR acknowledges that once the pump station 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 areas disturbed by construction to be restored to their natural
character.

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

An analysis of lighting impacts was provided on pages 3.2-21 and 5.2-22 of the EIR. An
absolute change in lighting is only significant if a subscancial amaunt of lighe is shed onto
adjacent light-sensitive properties {per the City's significance criteria listed in Table 5.2-2
of the EIR). Lighting would be consistent with the SDMC outdoor lighting regulations
and project Design Guidelines (Sections 5 and 6 of the document) on file with the 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.

RTC-119
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Cont.

Ni125[

N126

NI27

N128

N129

light overall than exists on the entire sile today, it is relevant to show the absclute 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 determine the
level of change or significance.

Please add a graphic indicating the existing and proposed setbacks for the entire parcel.

|

[ The DEIR merely states that, "Construction staging would occur on the subject property
and would be located as far away as possible from existing residences and biologically

sensitive aras.” (DEIR, page 3-18). Please identify the specific staging needs/sizes and
_!he poiential areas proposed for each phase of development.

How successful are the existing campus public transportation, ride-sharing and bikeshare
programs, and the Transportation Demand Management Plan (DEIR, page ES-9 and
Tech. App. D, Transpontation 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 niot reach any conclusions of
__signiﬁcance.

-__Air Quality: The model used in the DEIR to gauge fugitive dust emissions assumes
walering of active grade surfaces twice daily. (DEIR, page 5.6-7). This conditio.n should
appear in the mitigation summary table and MMRP. How might the prevailing winds
(westerly to northwesterly, DEIR, page 5.6-1) affect residences to the south and

southwest of the project in spite of watering?

" The DEIR states that finat building plans for development adjacent to open-space arcas would depict the
shielded light fixtures or other mechanisms. (DEIR, page 5.3.27), Because of the many pemits and
findings required for this project, including those respecting neighborhood quality of life, we request that a
schematic of the placement of the lightiog be provided durmg the EIR, which is supposed ta be a project
level enviropmental document. We previously requested this in our NOP scoping comments. (Tech. App. A
NOP, Secping Letier and Responses, Courmey Coyle tetter dated Deeember 7, 2004, page 3).

residences.”’ While it may be true that the proposed project would produce less ambient .

N1z5

N176

NI1z27

N1z8§

N1z9

Setbacks can be seen in Figure 3-1. A scale has been added ro the graphic for the Final
EIR.

Staging area(s) cannct be defined ar this time because each component of the project
would require a different staging area, the location(s) of which would depend on b

sequence of construction of the various project components, which the applicant has no.
yet determined.

The applicant does not measure the success of its TDM program quantitatively, nor is it
required to, but is aware that employees do take advantage of its various programs.

The libraty and park/recreation discussion in the Project Description is provided for
background only. An analysis of these issues is provided in Section 6.0 of the E{R under
Effects Found Not to be Significant. In both cases, the project would not have significant
impacts on these public services.

Watering is assumed part of the project construction since thae is scandard pracrice in
the construction industry; however, if warering were not conducted, total construction
emissions would still be below the $an Diego Air Pollution Control Discrice (SDAPCD)
significance criteria as shown in EIR Table 3.6-4. No fugitive dust mirigation is necessar
because the impacts would not be significant.

£1V0C0
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NI133

The DEIR lists the types and quantity of hazardous materials stored at the Institute,
(DEIR, Table 5.6-8). Yet there is no analysis of San Dicgo Municipal Cede section
141.0606(c) (1) {A), which states that childcare facilities are not permitted within 1,000
feet of any knewn business that 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?™ Does the Institute handle any regulated
substances? Are those substances above the threshold quantity? What does it mean that it
is "unlikely" that the proposed project would expose sensitive receptars, such as daycare
and residences, to "substantial" emissions of hazardous contaminants? (Tech. App. E, Air
Quality Technical Repont, page 15). Without more specific information, the DEIR cannot
|_conclude that there will be no significant itpacts to health and safety. (DEIR, page 6-3).

™ The DEIR dismisses the diesel exhaust particulate matter that will occur eight 1o ten
hours a day, six days a week, because it will only oceur in the "short term" and not for 70
years. (DEIR, page 6.5-8). Given the close proximity of the residences fo development on
the south mesa and the proposed daycare's close proxitnity to future proposed residential
development, what analysis has been done for codor or illness that might be caused by the
diese! operations? What literature review has been done for short-term impacts of diesel

exposure on residential uses and children? Does the Environmental 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 impact fees in relation to the twelve residences it proposes.
(DEIR, page 6-5).

Why is there no estimate of the size of the demolition debris expected? (DEIR, paée 6-6).

What steps will the Institute take to minimize the amount of debris heading to the

landfill?

12 - .
The [fistorical Resources Technical Report states that the da ilitics wi ximal J
; yeare facilitics will be approximately 400
from the Kahn Laboratories. (Tech. App. C, Historic Resources Technical Report, pagep(]iJ 1). d
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N130

N131

N132

N133

The quantity of hazardous macerials currently stored on site and anticipated on site as a
result of the proposed project is below the threshold planning levels and does not require
a permit from the County Hazardous Marerials Division. As such, several of the questions

accidental release occur, the emissions would not be substantial or result in an unhealthful
condition; therefore, the statement referenced in Technical Appendix E is correct.

contained in this comment are not applicable. The quantities are so small that should an A
b

An analysis of diesel exhaust is provided on page 5.6-8 of the EIR. No illnesses are predicred
from short-term diesel exhaust because it would not result in a chronic lifetime exposure.
As mentioned by the commenter in comment N 129, 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-G through 5.6-8 show that the project’s impacts
are below the thresholds set by the SDAPCD's significance criteria and the City of San
Diego's Significance Threshold Guidelines for short-term air quality impacts, including
with respect to diesel particulate matrer. 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 che EIR).

Payment of mandatory school fees for industrial development is noted on page 6-3 of the
EIR. No otherpublic facility impact fees are assessed to the proposed project. Alchough.
no significant impacts to libraries or recreation facilities are identified in the EIR, tlx

project would pay approximately $2,000,000 into the City’s Facilities Benefir Assessment
(FBA).

Quantifying the amount of demolition debris would not change the conclusions reached
in the EIR. The applicant will work with the contractor during the building permit phase
of the project to minimize the amount of construction and demelition debris destined for
the landfill. Each contractor would be required to comply wich any rules or regulations
regarding the disposal of construction and demolition debris.
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N134

N135

‘N136

NI137

Why is the UCSD proposed development of University House not listed within
Cumulative Impacts Fable 7-17 [s it included within the UCSD Long Range
Development Plan (LRDP)? The DEIR doc_s not explain the rationale behind how it
defined the cumulative impacts study area for each impact or how it determined which

projects would be inctuded in the cumulative analysis.

Is the Pavilion still part of the development proposed for the south mesa and if so, why
was it not discussed in the DEIR?"

Based on the foregoing, it is clear that the DEIR's brief two paragraph Arca of

| Controversy Section is incomplete. (DEIS, ES-19).

In summary, it is ciear that all the permit findings cannot be made, impact and
significance conclusions have not been substantiated, important information is missing
from the DEIR, and internal inconsistencies must be corrected. Based on the expected
evolution of traffic, water quality, and energy regulations, among others, as well as the
tack of construction and design detail for several campus components, the EIR approach
should have been programmatic — not project, We believe that all of these deficiencies

cannol be satisfied in an FEIR alone and that the DEIR must be recirculated with new and

revised information in it.

Please provide my office with any supplemental, additional, or final documents in this

matter.

(signature page and cc’s on following page)

" See, Urban Systerms Associates’ scoping letter, dated May 18, 2004, in the Transportation Analysis
Appendix, which refers 10 a Pavilion (a 1,250 foot gathering area for employees and staff on campus).
Please atate whether this is still a project component; if zot, then any revision to include it should be
considered a significant project change warranting additional environmental and public review, including
traffic analysis.

46
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N134

N125

N116

N137

The University House project is a component of the Long Range Development Plan
(LRDP) for the UCSD campus, the firse camulative project listed in Teble 7-1; University
House does not, therefore, warrane its own listing. The cumulacive impacts study area
was defined by the City based on che scope of the impacts anticipated for the proposed
project. CEQA Guidelines Section 13130 provides detailed guidance for selection of
projects, which the City complied with. As noted on page 7-3 of the EIR, the analysis of
cumulative impacts associated with regional issues is based on regional plans and policies.
Orherwise, the cumulative impact analysis and the resulting cumulative traffic calculations
inctude all current and proposed development and transportation projects in the western
porcion of the 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. Ser
East Bay Mun, Utsl. Dist. v. Department of Favestry & Fire Protection (1996) 43 CAdth 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 Ebbeits Pass Forest Watch v. Department of Forestry & Five Protection (2004) 123
CAdch 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 che 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.”

The daycare facility analyzed in the Draft EIR did not contain a pavilion and is no longer
propased by the applicant (see the Preface to the Final EIR); this comment is not applicable

1o the Refined Project Design.

The Areas of Controversy section in the Executive Summary is sufficient because it is
intended as a summary of the issues known to the City at the time the EIR was circulated
for public review (in accordance with Section 15123 of the State CEQA Guidelines).

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 mitigation measures have been
identified and the EiR is fundamencally adequate as a project-tevel information document
for the public and decision-makers. As specifically detailed above in responses to comments
N2 and N3, the City determined that a Project EIR approach was appropriate for this
project, rather than a Program EIR. Therefore, there is no evidence in the administrative
recard that wauld trigger recirculation of the EIR before certification of the Final EIR (per

Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines).
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| DSDEAS DSDEAS - Project No. 44875 - Salk institute Master Pian

From: "Gary Fogel® <gfogel @natural-selection.com>
To: <DSDEAS @ sandiego.gov>

Date:; Mon, May 7, 2007 3:59 PM

Subject: Project No. 44675 - Salk Institute Master Plan
P.O. Box 12339

La Jolta, CA 92029

May 7, 2007

Dear Mrs, Sherwood,

| appreciate the opportunity to review the Salk Institute Master Plan
(Project No. 44675, SCH No. 2004111049). | also appreciated the
opportunity to discuss this master plan during the praparation process
with Salk Institute staff and those in charge of developing the master
plan, especially regarding the histeric Torrey Pines Gliderport located
adjacent o the Salk institute property.

| would like to take this time to bring to your attention some impaortant
shertcomings of this document.

The Torrey Pines Gliderport has two property owners. The City owns the
westarn half of the gliderport (Torrey Pines Gity Park), and the Regants
of the University of Califomia own the sastern half of the gliderport

(the vacant araa and glider runway situated directly north of the Salk
Institute, acroas Torrey Pines Scenic Drive). The Master Plan continually
refers to the Torrey Pines Gliderport as being only the City-owned portion
but this is not the case. Indeed the entire gliderpont (both the City and
UCSD portions) are currentty listed In the Natlonal and California
Registers of Historic Places. So for instance on page 2-4 when the
document refers to the City Park “encompassas the Torrey Pines Gliderport”
it is actually the gliderport that encompasses both the Clty Park and the
UCSD glidarport parcal 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 (Glidarport) within Torrey Plnes Clty Park..." It is
actually the Torrey Pines City Park thal is a portion of the Torrey Pines
Gliderport. The rernalning portion of the gliderport that is directly
adjacent 1o the Salk Institute on the northem sida of Torray Pines Scenic
Drive and controlted by UCSD Is forgotten as it 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 to the
gliderpor and were not mentioned at all within the Master Plan. |
encourage you 1o contact Kurt Haukohl (916) 854-5284 at the CalTrans
Department of Asronautics 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 |s approximatety 450
feat northwest of the project site. Indead while thia is the main office

for the gliderport, the entire gliderport propenty is not located 450 feet
northwast of the Salk Institute. Hali of the glidarpart {the UCSD portion)
is located directly across the strest to the north. The Master Plan
mentions this as “a runway associated with tha Glidarport™ but does not
include it as part of the "Torrey Pines Glidarpert” by name. No mentlon is

01

02

The City agrees that the western portion of the Torrey Pines Gliderport is City property,

L31%000

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 Ciry also acknowledges that, while
the Gliderport does encompass a pottion of Torrey Pines City Park, the pack also extends
south of both the Gliderport and the Salk Instirute campus and thus che Gliderport doe-
not encompass the entirecy of Torrey Pines Civy Patk (please refer o Figure 5.2-22 of .

EIR, which illustrates the southern extent of the park in relaticn to che Salk Institute).

In response to this comment, the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics was contacted by the
applicant to review the site plan and landscape plan for the proposed Salk Institute Maszer
Plan. According to the Caltrans Aviation Safety Officer review, none of the proposed
Mascer Plan construction or landscaping pose any immediate concern to the Gliderport
with respect to Federal Aviation Regulacion (FAR) Part 77 (Caltrans Division of Aeronautics
2007). Specifically, the Salk Institute is located far enough south of the Gliderpore 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 talt enough or close enough to the Gliderport
runway to warrane further review, neither was found to potentially penecrate the FAR
Part 77 transitional surface of the Gliderport assuming they rise 30 {eet above ground
level. Although portions of the Salk Community Center Building would be taller than
30 feet, the rooftop of the facility would be level and only rise 30 feet above the eastern
grade of the parking lot, closest to the Gliderpore property. The trees proposed for the
lawn above the North Lawn Core Facility (i.e., Torrey Pines and eucalyptus varieties) have
the potential to grow tall enough to eventually penetrace the FAR Parc 77 transition
surface; however, Caltrans Division of Aeronautics is not presently concerned about the
teees and will monitor their heighe over time. The leccer from Calerans documenting its
review of the proposed project is on file wich the City.

The runway located on the UCSD pottion 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 Glideport. Furthermore, while the
main Gliderport office is approximately 430 feet norchwest of the project site, other
portions {i.e., the UCSD-controlled portion) are nearer to the project site.
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made of the northwast-southeas! diagonal runway which still exists on the
border of the City and UCSD properties. The gliderport is used for
motorless flight as mentioned on pg 5.1-15, hawever, the listed activities
(nang gliding, paragliding, radio-controlled acale models) do not include

02 the primary historic activity of taunching/landing manned sailplanes from
the UCSD portion of the glidarport, which doas require the use of defined
Cont. approach and departure surfaces under strict reguiation and annual

inspection by Calfrans. Thesa surfaces do require the use of a runway
surface area and haight restrictions on naighboring property, including

the go#f course and Salk Institute. While it is encouraging that the

project will not generate a structure higher than 200 feet in altitude,

and white I applaud the use of underground parking to as much a dagree as
possible, the runway surface area does require a height restriction, as

nated in prior documents of the UCSD Real Estate Development Office and by
CalTrans. | tried to make this point clear to the folks at Salk during the
development of the Master Plan and I recall having a discussion with them
about the maximum height for sireet lights, irees, and other buildings on

the south side of Torrey Pines Scanic Drive. Untartunately, lew of these
comments mads it into the current Master Plan, so | ask for your review of
these important FAA and CalTrang testrictions 2s they may Impinge upon the
very historic nature of the gliderport situated next door. | am happy to

assist you in finding the correct connections at CalTrans.

Appendix pg 31 describes the Torrey Pines Gliderport. While it is true
that Chatles Lindbargh first utilized the it at Torrey Plnes, he did so
on a soaring flight from Mt. Soledad to Del Mar in Fabruary of 1930, not
in the mid-1920s as suggested. Additionally, students from San Diego High
Schaol used auto-tows along the beach near what is now Torrey Pines State
Par to launch and land gliders in 1930-1935, soaring in the Iift of the
clifts betwaen the Scripps Institution and Det Mar_ The establishment of
the Torrey Pines Gliderport property occurrad in the mid-19305 and was
formally dedicated to tha youth of California by then San Diego Gity Mayor
P.J. Benbough on Jan 1, 1939. The gliderport property encompassed portions
of what is now both the Salk Institute property and southern and of the
03 Torrey Pines Golf Course. Initially the gliderport consisted of threa
runways: ong aast-west runway, one diagonal runway to the northwest and a
third runway running north-south. Picturas and maps of these runways are
available and ware published in Soaring magazine as early as 1837 and are
reprinted in Fogel, G.B. (2001) Wind and Wings: the Hislory of Soaring in
San Diego. Manned sailplane operations continued at Torrey Pines since
that time, with the exception of a nlatus for the time of oparation of
- Camp Callan. The earbest record of radio-controlled modal gliding
aclivity at the Torrey Pines Glidarport was in 1950. The sarllest record
of hang gliding activity at Ihe Torrey Pines Gliderport was in 1969.
Paragliding started at Torrey Pines in 1888. The Tomay Pines Gliderport
was listed in the State and National Register of Historic Places primarily
for the contributions to aviation made by enthusiasis of four tlight
disciplines; sailplanas, radio-controlled sallplanes, hang gliders, and
paraghiders. 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 Perl, Bob Fronius, Paut MacCready
and others who used Torray Pines as an outdoor wind tunnel for the
advancement of stient lkight. The entire gliderport property (including
both the City and UCSD portions) is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places and on the California Register. The entire gliderport is
also considarad to be a National Soaring Landmark of the Soaring Society

Q3

Comment noted.

81%099
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of Amarica and a Mods| Aviation Landmark of the Academy of Model
Agronautics. Only the City-owned Torray Pines Clty Park portion of the
gliderport Is listed as a San Diego City Historig Site.

The postwar developmaent section of the Appendix regarding Camp Callan
further omits that the City of San Diego leased the gliderport back to the
Associated Glider Clubs of Southern Callfornia In 1948, immediately after
the close of Camp Callan for the purpose of renswed gliding oparations,
which continue to the present, daspite having portions of the gliderport
later deedad or a golf course, the Salk Institule, and UCSD. It is of
intarast to note that the historical ariifacts found on the gliderport

property were considered to also be part of the National Register of
Historic Places documentation, whereas similar ltems on Salk property are
thought to be less imporiant.

In closing | would like to state that | am amazed at the amount of detall
contained in the Master Plan and the leval of work that must hava gone
into generating such a document. | was also encouraged by the interast of
the Salk community on working together with the gliderport users through
the Torray Pinas Soaring Council to determine any land use issues and |
hopa that this letter serves 1o further assist in this process and

generates additional benefit for both Salk and the Gliderport for years to
coma.

Respectiully submitted,

Gary B. Fogel, Ph.D.

ce: <gfogel @natural-selection.com>

04

The City notes that historical artifacts associated with Camp Callan found on the
Gliderport propetty may have been considered in the Gliderport’s NRHP nominacion.
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 concribution to the broad patterns of our history and 2) associated wich the

15000

* life of a person significant in our past {i.e., the 1930 Charles Lindbergh soaring flighe

Del Mar); and the Salk Insticute’s NRHP nomination, which is based not on che physica,
history of the site or activities associated with it, but instead is based on its architecture,
which represents the “work of a master” {i.e., Louis Kahn). Please see pages 3.4-6 and
5.4-7 of the EIR for discussion.
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>lan-
>Thank you for your comments. With this reply I am forwarding your
>comments lo Allison Sherwood, the Environmental Analyst on my staff who
>is working on the project. You state that these are "preliminary” so
>piease let Allison know if you don't want these submitted as comments
>on the EiR {In case you want to submit more or revise these). Any
>future comments should be addressed to her.
>
>Regards,
>RBob
>
>Robert Manis
>Deputy Director
>Entitlements Division/ Development Services City of San Diego
>619-446-5354
>mmanis@sandiego.gov
>
>>>> “jantrowbridge" <chris70@cox.net> 4/25/2007 4:58 PM >>>
>DearBob:
>
>These are my initial comments on the EIR submitted as a preliminary
>before application by the Salk Institute for approval of a new Master
>plan for their campus.
-
>1. The Salk Institute is a working scientific institution and this
>should be weighed against 2 desire to maintain the lastitute as an
>architectural icon designed by Luis Kahn. Nevertheless the Institute
>is subject to the same rules as any developer. All their plans impact
>the Kahn vision.

>2. The Institute asserts it needs to expand to maintain its role as a
>leading biomedical institution with o worldwide reputation for

| >scientific excellence. There is no evidence to support that contention.
>

>3, The Institute leans heavily on the 1960's concept of Jonas'
>vision of the Institute and Kahn's original plans. Salk's vision ol an
>Institute of the 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

L__>example, the Fellows' study roots are attractive bul unnecessary.

>4. The Institute talks about a phasing plan but gives no details. At
>each phase wiil a sufficient increase in parking precede addilion of

|_>stafl?

>

>5. The Institute has failed in the past to honor its commitments to
>the public, The tempaorary buildings should have been removed last
>year based on a letter by then President Francis Crick in 1995. The
>Institute has never provided sufficient parking or other traffic
|__>techniques to reduce the impact on traffic in the area.
= ‘
>6. The EIR lists alernatives as required by CEQA bat the Salk
>administration failed to. consider real alternatives. UCSF outgrew

Pl

P2

P3

P4

P}

P6

0¢c%009

The proposed Master Plan was developed to accomplish both goals. It respects che historic
on-site architecture and implements a portion of the tri-partite design scheme proposed
by Kahn while expanding its scientific facilities needed to satisfy its growth as a research
institution.

The project applicant asserts in the project objectives that it needs to expand its facilities
to temain competitive with other biomedical research institutions in the nation (see page
3-2 of the 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.

Comment noted. The applicant has indicated that Kahn's visian for the property is still
relevant.

Phasing is described on page 3-17 of cthe EIR; parking would be implemented in phases
as stated on page 5.5-20 of the EIR. ’

Removal of the temporary buildings is discussed on page 5.1-3 of the EIR. Their removal
is pending resolution of the current application. With regard to parking, the facility
currently has 24 more spaces than is required under its existing permits with the City (see
page 5.5-6 of the EIR}. The Insticute cusrencly implements a Transportation Demand
Management Plan (contained in Appendix Q of the Transportation Analysis), which is
focused on decreasing vehicles trips during the peak commute periods of the day, The
transportation program includes a transportation spending account providing pre-tax
benefits to employees who take public transportation; free shuctle service to che Sorrento
Valley Coaster station; a bike share program with UCSD and other incentives, The Institute
would continue the program in the future.

The EIR sets forth five different alternatives, two that analyzed the project with no
development 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
alternacive locations for the project. This wide-ranging analysis is more than sufficienc
to satisfy the alrernatives standard under CEQA as described in response to comment
N34 from Courtney Coyle. The applicant’s reasons for gathering all its funceions on ene
site are described on page 8-3 of the EIR, under Altetnative Location. ‘The applicant has
subsequently decided to eliminace daycare and housing uses from the site and pursue off-
site options for chese fatility needs, as described in cthe Preface o the Final EIR.
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>their campus in the 1990's and are a model the Salk Institute should:

>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
>0n one site, .

>

>7. Given these comments , I reserve the right to challenge details of
>the EIR in the future.
>

>Sincerely,
>

> Jan

Ea

1
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>S50 Allison: Let me teply incrementally.

7. THE MOST IMPORTANT REQUEST JN 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 1S TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE FOR THE SALK INSTITUTE BASED
" ON TS HISTORICAL AND SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE.

Add this to the list.

fan

> lan - please take a look ot the public notice of the Draft EIR, ALL
>comments have to be received by 5:00 p.m. on May 7, 2007. Once public
>review is closed, he Cily will prepare responses 1a the comments.
=>Allison

>

>>>> “iantrowbridge” <chrisT0({@cox.nel> 4/26/2007 |:34 PM >>>
>=Allison: 7

>

>

>Bab misundersiood me. | want these comments included in the response
>to the EIR. | have other comments that will probably be complete
>before the public comment period expires. However, 1 siill reserve the
>right to expand on my broad criticisis of the EIR after the public
>comment period expites, That is because the Salk Institute needs to
>respond before 1 complete my commens.

- .

>lan Trowbridge

P?

Comment noted; Process Two is an application review procedure that is permitted under
the City's Land Development Code. Please refer to response 1o comment EG from the
University Community Planning Group for additional discussion on the topic of Substantial
Conformance Review (SCR).

RTC-129
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___>>> "iantrowbridge” <chris70@cox.net> 4/26/2007 3:14 PM >>>

>8. Every imporiant project these days ide 3-D RENDERINGS OF THE . . . . .
P8 >PROPC%E[$PROJ€C'\!. Why 5hou%lld 5;:‘;3; Institute be the exception when P8 Comment noted; the visual simulations provided in the EIR are computer-generated
>the Salk is such an icon? thtee-dimensional renderings.
— -
PO | o The legal entitlements of the Salk are incompatible with are incompatible with current development laws. P9 Comment noted; however, the City recognizes as valid the legal entitlements on site. <3
— . 3
P10 | 0. Thetentative vesting map is unacceptable for a 50 year project. . ’
_ P10 Comment noted; the tencative map is a valid inserument for dividing the ptoperty into NS
Pll V1. The traffic studies are flawed. The idea of 6 am to begin studics may work for LA not San Diego. discrete units for construction financing purposes. ' %)

P12 12. More details need 10 be provided about the " temporary housing .
|_anad a written commitment from the applicant to adhere to their commitments in this regard, PH Comment noted; the methodology used to deﬁr[e peak hour was based on the City of San
. Diego Traffic [mpact Study Manual.

P13 | !3 Givenoverhead requirements and major funding from NIH, T just don't believe the [nstitute can add the

_ﬂdings they ask for with an increase of only 115 employees. P12 Comment noted; the applicant has eliminated the housing use from the projece as describe
tan Trowbridge in the Preface 1o the Final EIR.
P13 Comment noted; the number of employees was provided by the applicant.

>3S0 Allison: Let me reply incrementally.

Pl4 7. THE MOST IMPORTANT REQUEST IN THIS EIR FOR A-PROJECT FIVE DECADES LONG IS THAT P14 Comment noted; Process Two is an application review procedure that is permitted under
AFTER THIS DECISION ALL OTHER DEVELOPMENT PLANS WILL BE SUBJECT TQ A PROCESS the City’s Land Development Code. Please refer to response to comment EG from the

TWO DETERMINATION. THAT IS TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE FOR THE SALK INSTITUTE BASED

University Community Planning Group.
{LONITS I:HSTORJCAL AND SCIENTIFIC SIGNIFICANCE.

Add 1his to the list.

lan

— . ~ RTC-130
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
ES-1 INTRODUCTION

'This Braft—Environmental Impact Report (EIR) addresses the proposed Salk Institute Master Plan
project (proposed project) located in the northwestern portion of the City of San Diego (City) wichin
the northwestern University Community Planning area, and immediately north of the La Jolla
Community Planning Area. Situated on a mesa immediately east of the bluffs overlooking the Pacifi¢
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 propdsed project involves
entitlements for the expansion of the existing Salk Institute for Biological Studies (Institute), which
would réquire the approval of a Site Development Permit (SDP), Coastal Development Permit (CDP),
Master Planned Development Permit (Master PDP), Vesting Tentative Map (VITM), design guidelines
and amendments to Conditional 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 225215,200 square feet (sf) of new
scientific research space, includi 1g NEW scientific research b UL.LUU.I.E\.‘.\}, an adluuuauauv::,rauppufl.
building; ar y aycare—facihity a1y g—qua and _greenhouses;—and-—surface
parking. Also included in the proposed project but, due to thelr location below grade, not included in

the additional square foorage, 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 emplovee daycare facility and temporary housing quarters from the proposed

Salk Institute Master Plan. Alcthough the daycare and housing uses are no longer a part of the
proposed project (now referred to as the Refined Project Design), the environmental analvses of cthese
components remain for informational purposes since their removal from che pfoject has little bearing
on significance conclusions reached in the EIR, with the exception of biological resources where

impacrts are significantly improved. References to these uses have, however, been scruck from the

overall description of the proposed project contained in this Executive Summary, the Project
Description contained in Sectuion 3.0 of the EIR, and the History of Project Changes contained in

Section 4.0. In addicion, che biological resources analysis has been substanrtially revised in Section

of the EIR. All other sections of the EIR remain unchanged since the conclusions would not ‘be

affected by 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 of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects,
and describe reasonable alternatives to the project (State California Environmental Quality Act
{CEQA] Guidelines Section 15121). This EIR is an informational document for use by the City of San

ES-1
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Diego (the lead agency), decision-makers and members of the general public to evaluate the
environmental effects of the proposed Salk Institute Master Plan project.

This EIR contains a project-specific analysis of the proposed project and serves as a Project EIR
pursuant to Section 15161 of the State CEQA Guidelines. It has been prepared in accordance with
the guidelines for the preparation of EIRs issued by the City of San Diego (2002¢) 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 wich 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 art the Salk Insticute 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 discributed 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.
Comments on the NOP were received from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California Department
of Fish and Game, U.8. Marine Corps, California Departmené of Transportation (Caltrans), Native
American Heritage Commission, San Diego County Archaeological Society, Sierra Club, Friends of
Rose Canyon, Friends of Salk Coastal 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 this section of

the EIR under Areas of Controversy/lssues to be Resolved.
ES-2  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project site is partially developed with scientific research and support facilities, including two
main research buildings constructed in 1965 (original laboratory 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 of the site on land leased from UCSD. An approximately eight-
acre undeveloped area occurs on site to the west and northwest of the original laboratory building;
these undeveloped areas surround an off-site coastal 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 Register 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 Stare-

Historical Resources Commission to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Resources, and was placed on the California Register of Historic Resources.

ES-2
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The property is flanked by a number of public roads, including North Torrey Pines Road, Torrey
Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Insticute Road. Vehicular access to the project site is gained from private
driveways connecting to Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Institute Road, wich traffic signals
situated at the intersections of each of these roads with North Torrey Pines Road. Pedestrian access to
and within the site is available along sidewalks within the adjacent public rights-of-way and internal,

private walkways through the campus.

The project site is surrounded by urban development to the east and south, including housing and
parking facilities associated with the UCSD campus, a commercial conference center, single-family
residential homes and City Pump Station No. 45. To the north is the eastern end of the Torrey Pines
Gliderport (Gliderport) and undeveloped land owned by UCSD. Facilities and parking for the
Gliderport are situated northwest of the Institute 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 approximarely five miles east of the Institute site along Miramar
Road.

The majority of the site (i.e., approximately 18.4 acres) is developed with approximately 260,800 sf of
scientific research-based facilities, temporary, ancillary scructures and surface parking facilities. The
existing Institute operates 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 the north mesa to a low of approximately 230 feet amsl in the western
portion of the site. Approximatcely 8.0 acres of the site, largely on the south mesa, are undeveloped
and conrtain native habitat, including Diegan coastal sage scrub, southern mixed chaparral, maritime
succulent scrub, southern willow scrub and vernal pools. A small amount (i.e., 0.32 acre) of MHPA
native habitat occurs on site, with additional MHPA acreage occurring immediately west of the
Instituce property boundaries. Drainage from the project site flows north, south and west into two

unnamed off-sice coastal canyons and inro the Pacific Ocean.

The site is subject to the planning guidelines and policies of the City of San Diego Progress Guide and
General Plan, including the University Community Plan (Community Plan), the North City Local Coastal
Program Land Use Plan (LCP) and the SDMC.

ES-3  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Salk Insticute Master Plan project is the proposed expansion of a private, non-profit scientific
research institution that was originally constructed in the City of San Diego in the early-to-mid 1960s,

opened in 1965, and has undergone previous permanent expansions in 1991 and 1995 through the

ES-3
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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—demegraphics—and-—needs—of—the—instirute—setenists—and
employees;—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;
administrative and support space, dining facilities, and an auditorium, to serve the Institute
community; construction of an underground core facility, equipmént shops and mechanical room to
house research space and shared equipment space; and development of three new greenhouses to

replace those existing on site. The proposed project also inclades—construction-ef-a-new-on-sitedayeare

provide more on-site parking through-the construction of two new underground parking garages near

the locations of the existing on-site surface lotsyand-minimal-new-surfaceparking-at-key-areason-the
eampus. The basic objectives include developing a project that:

e - Is comparible wirth the primary goals and objectives of the University Cbmmunity Plan, the
North City Local Coastal Program (LCP) and applicable sections of the City 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 embodted-inthe-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, piaces—housing—and-related-accessoryfacthitics-on—the—south
Institute-enthemerth-mesa-maintains access to the natural setting and avoids inappropriate

land use adjacencies.

. Allows the Institute to develop new and expanded scientific research facilities and-reach—ts
566;000~-st-eapactry-en—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, dayearefacthty-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.

ES-4
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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 the world in an inspiring and collaborative setting
with exceptional faculty and staff, and will house the 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 Center Building) for the

Insticute that will be placed on site in a manner that balances the sensitive natural and historic

resources with the need for adequate site security.

L

L

. 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 to 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 existing
landscape and permanent structures 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 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

ES-5
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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
approxlmately 94,200-sf scientific research bulldmg (referred to as the Torrey East Building); 12,066

FOSITE—CrATLeTS T ; ate ~are—faethity—and 4,000 sf of greenhouses.

Orher proposed uses, whxch 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 limited surface parking. While the base zone of the project site under the
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), specificalty—upland—biotogicalabitatincluding 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

: : - - ‘L - £ ) M
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pursuant—te-SBMESeetton1H43-0402¢2)2~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
of each 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 certain project approvals for future facilitation of the development of

proposed facilities over the length of the 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 the initial development phases to involve
construction of the dayeare—facihity—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 the 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

ES-6
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Plan. The proposed underground parking structures on the north (future phase) and east mesas would
also be excluded from the additional proposed Master Plan square footage. Therefore, the facilities
included in the initial phase(s) of development would add approximately $3698,200 sf to the existing
campus building square footage. Furare-The future phases of the proposed project would include
approximately $29117,000 additional sf, in the form of che Salk Community Center Building-and
temporary-housing-quarters, with the proposed new square footage therefore :otalmg approximartely
235215,200 sf. The planned demolition of 29,000 sf of temporary buildings would result in a project
gross floor area totaling 238186,200 sf (239215,200 minus 29,000), and a grand toral of $86476,000

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 struceure

landscaping and the historic perimeter landscaping that would be restored along a portion of the
southern property boundarytemporary—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 Institure,
advances in technology and availability of capital funding. The guidelines address various general -
derails of the design, such as the building heighr, bulk and massing; sire orientation; architecture;

building materials; and landscape layout, features and materials.

Master Planned Development Permit

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 Unrversity

Community Plan scientific research land use designation, pursuant to Section 143.0403 of the SDMC;

SeettomH43-04026a¥2¥-and to allow for limited devnatlon from the development regulanons of the
- underlying zone related to maximum structure height (as defined under the SDMC). A Masrer PDP,
as opposed to a PDP, is necessary due to the phased nature of the project.

Site Development Permit

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 che project would result in limited
encroachment into sensitive upland habitats. Under the ESL portion of the SDP, the applicant would
be provided authorization for impacts to 8:840.03 acre of Tier | habitar;_and +:540.05 acre of Tier 11
habitat #nd—6-25—acre—of—TFrer—tH—habitat—and to covered species under the Multiple Species
Conservation Program (MSCP), via the Implementing Agreement entered into by the City, USFWS
and CDFG. AH-Direct impacts to narive habitats would not be considered significant as they would

amount to less than 0.1 acre; however, other direct and indirect impacts to biological resources would

be mitigated to below a level of significance in conformance with ESL regulations. A SDP is also
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required in accordance with the City's Historical Resources Regulations for the proposed project
because the Salk Institute was designated as Historic Site No. 304 in 1991 and said regulations
require a SDP for development on sites where historic resources (defined as such under the SDMC) are

located.

Coastal Development Permit

A CDP 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 to the California
Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 126.0710 of the SDMC.

Vesting Tenrtative 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 to
facilitate development of proposed facilities over the length of the project buildout period (i.e., several
decades).

MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment

The project applicant is proposing an MHPA boundary line adjustment which would add 3-221.27
ner acres to the City’s MHPA. The City received concurrence from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) regarding the proposed boundary adjustment in Nevember2866May 2008'; concurrence
from the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) was also received in jenuary—2667May
2008.

Easement Vacation

The proposed project would vacate right-of-way associated with existing urility easements as described
in Section 3.0, Project Description.  Any electrical easement vacation would require concurrence from
San Diego Gas & Electric SDG&E).

Other Approvals

Discretionary actions required by other agencies include a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) General Construction Activity Permit from the Regional Warter Quality Control
Board. ‘

Ministerial approvals would 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 City, an encroachment permit for construction of the various roadway/circulation

ES-8
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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-unit residential base zone (RS-1-7), although the scientific research uses
defined in the Community Plan would be allowed chrough the amendments to existing permits 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
project site, except for the maximum strucrure height limit of the RS-1-7 base zone (for which a
deviation 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 to'require approximately 38;88620.000 cubic yards (cy)} of cut,

5:8662,300 cy of fill and 200,000 cy of basement/garage excavation for a total export of
225:660217.000 cy over the buildout of the proposed project. Each development phase of cthe 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 siopes up to +2—and—5eight feet tallrespectively. None of the
existing natural slopes over 25 percent grade (1 e., steep h11151des) would be 1mpacted by the-proposed
gradmg : THYIE = : :

retaining walls would be structural in nature and used to support building foundationsj.

Circulation Improvements

The proposed project would enhance the existing vehicular and pedestrian circulation patterns on and

around the Institute campus to access the new structures. A-westerly-extenstomof-the-privateaccess

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 Commumty Center Bunldmg, respectlvely, and their associated

underground parking areas.

F&ﬁhty—aﬂd—fhe—mmn—bm}dmgs—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 property boundary, and informal pedestrian

walkways would be located throughout the site, with linkages to existing and new facilities.

The Institute campus currently implements an extensive public transportation and ride-sharing
program for the purpose of minimizing trips to/from the site. The Institute also mainrains 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+251.086
proposed spaces would exceed the minimum number of total spaces required by the City (ie.,
+31281.046) to accommodate the 566;660476,000 rotal sf to be implemented under buildourt of the
proposed project. The project design includes the provision of two, multi-level, underground parking
structures and limited retention of existing surface parking totsspaces. 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 51261,046 required spaces would be built by the time the
proposed project has reached the $66;6606476.000-sf maximum.

Subsequent Discretionary Review

At a point in time when derailed 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—temporaty-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 the SDMC), prior to
applying for grading and building permits. Should City staff determine that any future development
15 not consistent with (i.e., in substantial conformance with) the proposed design guidelines, the
proposed development permits, the Historic Resource Regulations in the SDMC and/or the certified
EIR, the project applicant could appeal the consistency determination 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 quality, geology and paleontological 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, chese

facilities and cheir associated effeces are not a part of the Refined Project Design that the applicant 1s
proposing for approval by the City decision-makers. However, the environmental analysis of these

former components of the Salk Institute Master Plan remains in _the text of this Final EIR for
informational purposes. While the Refined Project Design, as explained in the Preface to this Final

EIR, would reduce or avoid the significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR, some of those

significant impacts identified in the Draft EIR would still occur. The environmental effects discussed

in Section 5.0 of the EIR alsc are summarized in Table ES-1, which now reflects only those impacts

that would result from implementation of the Refined Project Design. In addition, Table ES-1

includes all mitigation measures identified in Section 5.0 that would reduce project impacts_associated
with the Refined Project Design, and the level of impact significance following mitigation.
Project-specific significant environmental effects to all areas, except traffic/circulation, would be
mitigated 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 Project Design.

ES-5 EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

Based on initial environmental review of the project, the City of San Diego determined thac che
proposed project would not have the 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 by eliminating the daycare facility and housing quarters, which were both considered

ancillary uses to the overall scientific research use. These alternatives to the originally proposed

project (i.e., Draft EIR Project) are still appropriate under CEQA, despite changes ro the proposed

project (i.e., Refined Project Design), because they represent the range and configuration of uses that

could be considered ancillary to the scientific research mission for the Institute. In addirion, some of

the alternatives are comparable in configuration to the Refined Proiect Design (i.e.. no development

on the south mesa). A comparative analysis of these alternatives with the Refined Project Design is
provided in the Preface to the Final EIR and summarized herein and in Section 8.0 of the E[R.

No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative assumes that the Salk Institute Master Plan would not be adopted, che

existing permits would not be amended, no expansion of the scientific research space would be

ES-11



&
Salk Institute Ma;ﬁ Ha94 4 9 ‘ . Section ES

Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049, Project No. 44675) Execuutive Summary

P

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 of the existing biological resources in the western portion of the site would be
dedicated to the Cicy for the MHPA.

The No Project 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 conditions
at the 1-5/Genesee Avenue interchange; thus, cumulatively significant traffic impacts would still

occur.

The No Project Alternative would not achieve any of the basic project objectives including allowing
the Insticute to: expand its existing on-site facilities to 500,000 sf; implement the Kahn-Salk 1961
Master Plan; provide much-needed scientific research space in a collaborative setting; centralize
support uses; provide underground parking areas; enhance views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas;
expand protection for environmentally sensitive areas on site through a MHPA dedication; and
provide landscape plans that would enhance the existing landscape and publicly accessible views in the

project 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 of the design and layout of che Salk Community Center 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 Communicy 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 Salk 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 Community 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 to 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 construcred as two wings separated by an internal courtyard open on the
east and west elevations; a slightly larger and more easterly locared 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 the project applicant to construct the entitled
500,000 sq of scientific research space, because it does not 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
Institute would be 471,000 sf in size upon adoption and implementation of the Alternative Salk
Community Center Building Layout.

This alternative would create potentially significant and unmitigable project impacts to visual
quality/neighborhood character that would not exist for the proposed project, due to the inconsistency
with SDMC implementing regulations and land use policy protecting visual resources resulting from
the construction of multiple building sections (i.e., the Salk Community Center Building) that would
wall off views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive. Direct impacts to
biological resources would be limited to removal of upland habitats and be less than the proposed
project in terms of acreage, but would still be considered significant due to the sensitivity of the
habitar impacted; indirect biological resources impacts would occur at approximately the same levels
as the proposed project. Direct and indirect impacts to biological resources would, however, be

mitigable under this alternative. Impacts to land use, historic resources, craffic/circulation, air quality,

]
]
el

1 ality v ?_p_d Palpnnrnlngy \;x_rgu!d be simﬂg_r o rhnge anricinared for the

...... Qi LA B R R0 L0, RLAASL Ballals Rl sl LAl

noise, h}:rlrnlr_\gy/wa_t
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 of building 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 with land use policies that would not be
expected under the proposed project, and would not reduce or avoid significant and unmitigable
project and cumulative impacts to traffic/circulation at the intersections of the

[-5/Genesee Avenue interchange.

As noted in the Preface to the Final EIR, although the Alternative Salk Community Center Building

Layout would be consistent with many of the project objecrives for the Refined Project Design, it

would incorporate davcare and housing uses thar would cause greater impacts to biological resources,

worsen construction noise impacts, and eliminare (and not enhance) the public view corridor across the

north mesa -to _the ocean and_scenic coastal resources nearby, resulting in a pew significant and

unmitigable impact. Similar to conclusions reached in the Draft EIR. this alternative would not avoid

significant and unmitigable craffic 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 eliminate development on the south mesa by shifting the daycare facility

and temporary housing quarters to a locarion atop the underground parking structure on the north
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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
impacted by this alternative. No changes in the location of the Salk Community Center Building or
the parking structure would occur to accommodate the 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 would be necessary under this alternative. Additionally,
utilities for the daycare facility and housing quarters would have to be branched across the
underground parking structure, which would require deeper floor heights and excavations. Similar to
the proposed project, the daycare 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 alternative. 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 the 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 Alternative
discussed in Section 8.0, Alternatives, (including those daycare issues related to 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 the 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 to the 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 scientific buildings on
campus. In conjuncrion with these potentisﬂ effects, any future development along Torrey Pines
Scenic Drive by UCSD could result in increased traffic, lighting and pedestrian activity, further
degrading the quality, aesthetics and privacy of the 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 the Institute’s core scientific mission. In addition, the North Mesa Intensified Development
Alternative would not implement the phased, tri-partite design scheme envisioned for the property by
Louis Kahn wherein the scientific research space, meeting/dining space and housing needs of the
Insticute are met in three discinct geographic locations on the Institute’s campus. As described in
Section 3.0, Project Descriprion, of this report, the tri-partite scheme is recognized in the design
community as an important element of realizing the long-term plans of the original Institute

architect,

The North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative would result in a new and significant
unmitigable project impact to visual qual:ty/nexghborhood character related to non-compliance with
land use policies and SDMC implementing regulanons protecting views of the ocean and scenic coastal
areas from public roadways. Although this alternative would reduce direct project impacts to
biological resources (upland habitat) to less than 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 north mesa would
occur. Indirect biological impacts would be mitigable under this alternative. Impacts in the areas of

land use, traffic/circulation (significant and unmitigable), air quality, hydrology/water quality,

ogy, noise {construction-relared) and paleontology would remain the same as or sl

ant1c1pated with the proposed project. Significant impacts to historical resources caused by changes in
spatial 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 cthe 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 North Mesa
Incensified Development Alternative 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 unmitigable impact identified for

traffic/circulation), and would not achieve many of the basic project objectives.

With regard to the objectives of the Refined Project Design, the North Mesa Intensified Development
Alternative would not be consistent with the scope and general intent of the planning and

architectural theme 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 also create a new significant and unmitigable visual quality impact. would not avoid the

significant and unmitigable rraffic impaces and would nor achieve many of the basic project objectives.
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Neighborhood Proposed Alternative

Under this alternative, the project applicant would construct the alternative design scheme (site plan)
requested by the residential neighbots to the south of the project site during the EIR scoping process.
This alternative would eliminate development of the 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 the north mesa and a portion of the proposed
Salk Community Center Building would be eliminated. No development would be constructed on the
south mesa. This alternative 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 Intensified Development Alternative, analyzed above, this alternative
would reduce the 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 the 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 elevarion; 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 facility and housing on the west end of the parking lot, at a lower elevation than the
Salk Community Center Building and spread out over a greater horizontal area than under the
proposed project, as the housing quarcers would be reduced in height to single-story structures under

this alcernative.

Those reasons which render the North Mesa Intensified Development Alternative less desirable also
apply to the Jocation of the 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 setring, and inappropriate
land use adjacencies. The temporary housing location under this alternative would not 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 feature the necessary landscape
buffers. Overall, the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative would not implement the phased, tri-partite
design scheme envisioned for the property by Louis Kahn wherein the scientific research space,
meeting/dining space and housing needs of the facility are met in three distinct geographic locations

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 multiple buildings that would wall off views of the ocean and scenic coastal
areas along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, causing an inconsistency with multiple land use policies and
implementing regulations in the SDMC pertaining to cthe 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 indirect impacts due to human intrusion and drainage toxins in the MHPA would
be worse on the north mesa and still be significant, they would remain mitigable under the
Neighbothood Proposed Alternative. As compared to the proposed project, this alternative would
cause Zone 1 brush management impacts to vernal pool habitat and a gnatcatcher territory on the
north mesa, and the amount of habitat shifted into the MHPA 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 project, but still significant and
unmitigable ac the intersections of che 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 of the proposed project
due to the intensification of development on the north mesa. The placement of most of the
development on the north parking lor would render chis alternative inconsistent with the historic
cri-parrite scheme and would have a greater impact on-site spar: i i

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 of a buffer around the existing historic architecture (i.e., the original
laboratory buildings). Impacts to historic and unknown (buried) prehiscoric archacological resources
with the potential to exist on site would be slightly less than the proposed project. This alternative
would potentially create 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 aiternative
would not achieve the basic projéc:t objectives of allowing the Institute to reach its 500,000 sf capacity
and placing the daycare facility in 2 location that is safe and secure and away from public roads.
Furthermore, this alternative would compromise the design scheme of the daycare facility and housing
quarters by removing them 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 aleernative
would worsen the historical resources (e.g., spatial associations) impacts of the proposed project, would
not reduce the significant and unmitigable impacts identified for the proposed project
(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 of the SDMC.
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With regard to che objectives of the Refined Project Design, the Neighborhood Proposed Alternative
would not be consistent with the scope and general intent of the planning and architectural theme

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 gualicy impact, would not avoid the significant and unmitigable

traffic impacts and would not achieve manv of the basic project objectives.

Reduced Project Alternative

The Reduced Project Alcernative would involve scaling back the proposed project to a development
level that would reduce direct projecf 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 scientific research
building(s) instead of the 239,000 sf contained in the proposed project (resulting in an approximately
200,000-sf reduction in total space on site). The proposed daycare facility, north lawn core facilit.y,
equipment shops and mechanical room and greenhouses could be constructed since those uses would
not generate new off-campus trips. The Reduced Project Alternative would generate approximately
320 average daily trips (ADT), whichk would reduce peak hour trips to below significance thresholds
for the affected intersection, thus avoiding direce impacts. Adoption of the Reduced Project
Alternative would restrict the campus to approximately 300,000 sf total (including existing space).
This alternative would allow the Insticute to demolish and construct replacement space for the 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
unmitigable project impacts at the intersections of the I-5/Genesee Avenue interchange would be
- avoided. Cumulartive 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 those resulting
from the proposed project; however, potentially significant and mitigable indirect impacts to habitat
and species in the MHPA would be similar to that of the proposed project. Impacts to land use, air
quality, noise, hydrology/wafer 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 significant and unmitigable 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 Insticute, and devéloping temporary housing. The amount of new scientific research
space allowed by the Reduced Project Alternative would be insufficient for the Institute’s needs, and
the campus would not realize its expansion goals or provide adequate space to house the scientific

research and support needs of the campus.

Wich regard to the Refined Project Design, the Reduced Project Alternative would be consistent with

the planning and architecrural theme envisioned for the site, would allow for the removal of

temporary buildings and would substantially avoid significant traffic impacts of the Refined Project

Design, it would not accomplish the basic project objectives of providing as much state of the art

scientific research space as possible on site, centralized facilities for the institute and it would not

enhance or expand environmental protection on sensitive resources on site as much as the Refined

Project Design would.

East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative

The East Parki
to a development level that 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 Imi:aCt
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 eliminate the sewer and water
connections proposed to serve the Torrey East Building under the proposed project. All other
elements of the proposed project would remain the same under this alternative. The East Parking Lot
Avoidance Alternative would generate fewer ADT than the 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 to demolish and construct replacement space for the 29,000 sf of
temporary buildings. This alternative would substantially reduce the parking requirements (by
approximately 300 spaces) of the proposed project {(due to the lack of new laboratory 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 of the 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 the east parking lot area. Significant impacts to known historic-era and unknown
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prehistoric archaeological resources would still occur under this alternative. As there would be fewer
employees on site under this alternative due to the lack of new laboratory space, traffic/circulation
levels would 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 resoutces and potentially significant indirect impacts to habitat and
species in the MHPA would be the same as those resulting from the proposed project, since the
reduction 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 of the entire facility on stte. The amount of new scientific research space allowed by
‘the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alternative would be insufficient for the Inscitute’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

the elimination of the scientific research space inside the proposed Torrey East Building.

With regard to the Refined Project Design, the East Parking Lot Impact Avoidance Alcernative would

be consistent with the scope of the design scheme envisioned for the site but would not accomplish the
basic project objectives of the Refined Project Design, including developing new scientific research

faciliies, providing centralized facilities, satisfving the parking needs of the site, and allowing for the

removal of all remporary buildings on _campus.  In addition, it would notr enhance or expand

envitonmental 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 impacts, the State CEQA
Guidelines require identification of an alternative other than the No Project 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 Alternative.
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 organizations (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 the La Jolla area.
Pursuant o §15123 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a discussion of general areas of controversy raised

by these agencies, organizations and members of the public are considered herein.

There were three main areas of controversy raised by those commenting on the NOP. First, concern
was raised over the possible impacts of the proposed project on the visual quality 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/Neighborhood Character. Second, concern was raised over the potential effects of the project on
che existing historical resources of che Institute campus. This issue is addressed in Section 5.1, Land
Use, and Section 5.4, Historical Resources. Finally, the issue of the proposed project’s consistency with
the Jonas Salk and Louis Kahn 1961 Master Plan was a recurring concern for those commenting on
the NOP. Concerns centered on the visual and historic resoutces within and surrounding the site, and
their relationship to che original vision for cthe campus developed in che 1961 Master Plan. The layouc
of the proposed new buildings within the project site was the primary concern of the commenting
parties, 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 proposed projece evaluated in this EIR refecrs—implements the general intent of the cri-parrice

prpeet beel 1 LAy Zern L3

scheme. These design-related issues have been addressed in Section 3.0, Profect Deseription, Section 5.1,

Land Use, and Section 5.4, Historical Resources.

ES-21



060459

Salk Institute Master Plan ' Section ES
Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049; rvoject No. 44675) Executive Summary

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

ES-22



R

Salk Instittive-. caster Plan
Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049; Profect No, 446735)

~—lsection ES
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Table ES-1
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION
ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION
LAND USE
Proposed project would not adversely affece the Community None Required
Plan land use designation for the site or conflict with any Not Applicable

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 of the 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 resule in a conflict with the
-environmental goals, objectives and recommendations of the
Community Plan.

None Required

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Proposed project would not conflict with any provisions of the None Required

City of San Diego’s Multiple Species Conservation Program

{MSCP) Subarea Plan or other approved local, regional or state

habitat conservation plan.

Proposed project would be compatible with the applicable None Required Not Applicable

MCAS Miramar ALUCP.

VISUAL QUALITY/NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER

Proposed project would not result in a substantial obstruction
of any vista or scenic view of the ocean or scenic coastal areas

from a public viewing area as identified in the Community
Plan. )

None Required

Not Applicable

Proposed project would not result in the creation of a negative None Required Not Applicable
aesthetic site or project.
Proposed project would not resule in project bulk, scale, None Required Not Applicable

materials, or style which would be incompatible with
surrounding development, nor would it result in the
substantial alteration of the existing or planned character of
the area.

ES-23
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT . MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
: MITIGATION
VISUAL QUALITY/NEIGHBORHOOID CHARACTER (cont.)
Proposed project would not result in the loss of any distinctive None Required Not Applicable

or landmark tree(s) or stand of mature trees as identified in the
Community Plan.

Proposed project would not result in a substantial change in
existing or planned surface relief features.

INone 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

BIOLOGICAIL 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)._lmpacts to 0.05 acre of gnatcatrcher

habitat_are not considered significant based on the Ciry'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

tg tk—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
anttrabspecies in vernal poals are anticipated.

Sensitive Animals
] Battom : :E' Satife I 5 ]..: l.:" yat

The following mitigation measure is required to reduce impacts

o nesting raptors:

1. If removal of any cucalyptus 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 speciesy-. direettimpacts would not be significant,
however—becauseand the project would comply with the
MSCP Subatea Plan.

Noene Required

Not Applicable

EC
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

IMPACTS AN D PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

MITIGATION

Proposed project would directly impact 4:830.08 acres of
sensitive upland habitats, including maritime succulent scrub;
and Diegan coastal sage scrub (including disturbed)—and

1 . These impacts are under 0.1 acre

and thus not considered significant based on the Ciry's
significance _guidelines. The propused 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.

e o f-eny grading permit which-would-atfow femtserb :

Less Than Significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

Proposed project would not conflicc 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
that 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, the project
applicant shall fully fund the Habitat Management Plan

endowment of $44,500. Nant—thurrcd

Not Applicable

Indirect impacts due to notse, brush management/invasive
species intrusion, and gradingfland development would occur

as a result of the proposed project implementation with che
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:

73. Prior to the first pre-construction meecing for the dayeare
faethiey;-Salk Community Center Building, north lawn core
facility, heusing—and northern parking structure, the
Mayor/ Environmental 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 shall 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 the
satisfaction of the Mayor/Environmental Designee:

to

Less Than Significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

A. A qualified biclogist (possessing. a valid ESA

Section 10(a)(1)(A) Recovery Permit) shall survey
appropriate habitar (coastal sage scrub) areas
within the off-site MHPA that lie within 500 feer
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
appropriate habitat 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 present within
the MHPA, then the following conditions must
be met:

[. 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 fencéd under the
supervision of a qualified biologist; and
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

II. Between March 1 and August 15, no
construction acrivities 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 current
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  activities. Prior to the
commencement of construction activities
during the breeding season, arcas restricted
from such activities shall be staked or fenced
under the supervision of a qualified biologist;
or
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

BIOLOGICAIL RESOURCES (cont.)

II. At least two weeks prior to the

commencement of constraction  activities,
under the 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 not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly
average at the edge of habitat (within the
MHPA) occupied by the coastal California
gnatcarcher, Concurrent with the
commencement of construction activities and
the construction of necessary  noise
attenuation facilities, noise monitoring* shall
_be conducted at the edge of the occupied
habicat area within the MHPA to ensure that
noise levels do not exceed 60 dB(A) hourly
average. If the noise attenuation techniques
implemented are  determined to  be
inadequate by the qualified acoustician or
biclogist, 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). ’
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. Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

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 MHPA arc
maintained below 60 dB(A) hourly average or to
the ambient noise level if it already exceeds 6O
dB(A) hourly average, If not, other measures shall
be implemented in consultation wich the biologist
and the Mayor/Environmental Designee, as
necessary, to reduce noise levels within occupied
MHPA habitat to below G0 dB(A) hourly average
ot 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 detected
‘within the MHPA during the protocol survey, the
qualified biclogist 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
hetween March 1 and August 15 as follows:
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Table ES-1 (cont))

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

o If this evidence indicates the potential is high for
coastal California gnatcatcher to be present based
on historical records or site conditions, then
Condition A.Ill 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.

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-heuwstng-tnits-to ensure that plants in any
category of the California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-fPC)
20006 list, or otherwise known to the City to be invasive
species, are not being used.

Prior to grubbing, clearing and/or grading for the dayeare
facitityhousing—units/—Salk Community Center Building
and northern parking garage, a preconstruction meeting
shall be conducted with the project biologist and the
construction supervisors. All sensitive areas to be avoided
shall be flagged, and the contractors shall be informed
regarding no-entry areas.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

186. Prior to grubbing, clearing, and/or grading for thedaycare
facthity—housing—units;—Salk Community Center Building
and norchern parking garage, the entire limits of grading
shall be fenced with silt fencing and orange construction
fencing to preclude entry into sensitive MHPA or other
preserved areas.

7. During grading for the dayearcfaciiity, houwsinguntts;-Salk

Community Center Building and northern parking garage,
a biological monitor shall conducr site visits to assure that
construction personnel and equipment do not encroach
upon any sensitive areas.

HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Proposed project would result in an alteration to and/or
destruction of an historic building, structure, object or site:
although minimized through wvarious 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 resoutce
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 of the site.

Less Than Significant
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Table ES-1 (cont.}

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

2. The landscape concept plan shall restore as much of the
Institute's original perimeter plantings as possible, as
" shown in the Landscape Design Guidelines. The Institute
shall inventory its existing perimeter plantings, assess the
health of individual specimens and replant as necessary.
Replanted trees, especially those surrounding the Louis
Kahn-designed portions of the Institute campus, shall 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, two-story _transparent atrium _space
designed to permit limited visibility along the same axis as

the courtyard of the original laboratory building, in
accordance with the Architectural Design Guidelines.

The following measures would avoid or reduce potential
impacts to Camp Callan-related historic-era archaeological
resoutces on the north mesa:

4. Prior to Permit lssuance

A. Entitlements Plan Check
1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any
construction permits, including but not limited to,
the first Grading Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits
and Building Plans/Permits, but prior to the first
preconstruction meeting, whichever is applicable,
the  Assistant  Deputy  Director  (ADD)
Environmental designee shall verify that the
requirements for archaeological monitoring have
been noted on the appropriate construction
documents. ’
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

B. Letters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

1. The applicant shall submit 2 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 archaeological 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
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.

LA
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

5. Prior to Start of Consiruction

A. . Verification of Records Search

that the search was completed.

discovery during trenching and/for
activities.

requesting a reduction to the Y4 mile radius.

B. P1Shall Attend Precon Meetings
1. Prior to beginning any work that

Precon Mectings to make comments

Manager and/ot Grading Contractor.

1. The PI shall provide verification to MMC that a site
specific records search (¥4 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 the Pl stating

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information
concerning expectations and  probabilities

3. The Pl may submit a detailed letter o MMC

monitoring; the Applicant shall arrange a Precon
Meeting that shall include the PI, Construction
Manager (CM) andfor Grading Contractor,
Resident Engineer (RE), Building Inspector (B}, if
appropriate, and MMC. The qualified Archaeologist
Monitor shall attend any grading/excavation related

suggestions  concerning  the  Archaeological
Monitoring program with the Construction

ES-35
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
‘ ' MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.}

2. If the Pl 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 that
fequires rmonitoring.

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 appropriate 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
thtough the RE indicating when and where
monitoring will occur.

b. The PI ray submit a detailed letter 10 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 excavation andfor site graded to
bedrack, etc., which may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION
: ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

6.

During Construction

A. The  Monitor  Shall Be  Present During

Grading/Excavation/Trenching

1. The Archaeological Monitor shall be present

full-time  during  grading/excavation/trenching
activities which could result in impacts o
archaeological resources as identified on the AME.
The Native American monitor shall determine the
extent of their presence during construction related
acrivities based on the AME and provide thar
information to the PI and MMC. The
Construction Manager is responsible for
notifying the RE, PI, and MMC of changes to
any construction activities.

. The monitor shall document field activity via the
Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR’s,

shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
monitoring, the ‘last day of monitoring, monchly
(Notification of Monitoring Completion), and in

the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward

copies to MMC,

. The P may submit a detailed letter to MMC during

construction requesting a modification to che
monitoring program when a field condition such as
modern disturbance post-dating the previous
gradingftrenching activities, 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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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

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. '

. 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 contexe, if
pussible.

C. Determination of Significance

i. The P1 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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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

7.

¢. If resource is not significant, the PI shall submit

a letter to MMC indicaring 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.

Night andior Weskend Work

A. If night and/or weekend work is included in the

contract -

I. When night and/or weekend work s 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.

b.

No Discaveries i .

In the event that no discoveries were
encountered during night and/or weekend work,
the PI shall record the information on the CSVR
and submit to MMC via fax by 8AM of the next
business day.

Discoverics

All  discoveries shall be processed and
documented using the existing procedures
detailed in Sections III - During Construction,
and IV - Discovery of Human Remains.

ES-39

o B

-

90



Salk lmtimh; Master Plan
Final EIR (SCH No. 200411 1049; Project No. 44675)

Section LS
Executive Suntmary

Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the PI determines thar a potentially significant
discovery has been made, the procedures detailed
under Section III - During Construction shall be
followed.

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by
8AM of the next business day to report and
discuss the findings as indicated in Section I11-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 apply, as

_gggropriate.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

8.

Losz-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/I)) 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
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be
included in the Draft Monitoring Report.

b. Recording Sites with State of California
Department of Parks and Recreation
The PI shall be responsible for recording {on the
approptiate State of California Department of
Pack 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 Resoutces Guidelines, and
submittal of such forms to the South Coastal
Information Center with the Final Monitoring
Report.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION
- ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION
HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

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

' 3. The Pl shall submit revised Draft Monitoring’

Report to MMC for approval.

4. MMC shall provide written verification to the Pl of
the apptoved report. '

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of
receipt of all Draft Monitoring Report submittals
and approvals. .

B. Handling of Anifacts

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 ali
artifacts are analyzed to identify funcrion 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 appropriate.

3. The cost for curation is the responsibility of the
ptoperty owner.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

C. Curation _of _artifacts;  Accession _Apreement  and

Acceptance Verification

1. The PI shall be responsible f{or ensuring chac all

artifacts associated with the survey, testing and/or
data recovery for this project are permanently
curated with an appropriate institution. This shall
be completed in consultation with MMC and the
Native American representative, as applicable.

2. The PI shall include the Acceptance Verification

from the curation institution in  cthe Final
Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and
MMC,

1. Final Monitorinyg Report(s)
1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final

Monitoring Report to the RE or Bl as appropriate,
and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90
days after notification from MMC that the draft
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 curarion
institution.
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

'MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

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.

Q.  Prior to Permst Iisaance

A. Entitlements Plan Check

1. Prior to Notice to Proceed (NTP) for any
construction permits, including buc not limited to,
the first Grading Permir, Demolition Plans/Permits
and Building Plans/Permits, but prior to the first
preconstruction meeting, whichever is applicable,
the Assistant Deputy Director (ADD)
Environmental designee shall verify that the
requirements for archaeological monitoring and
Native American monitoring have been noted on
the appropriate construction documents.

B. Lettets of Qualiiication have been submitted to ADD

1. The applicant shall submit a fetter 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 archaeological menitoring program
must have completed the 40-hour HAZWOQPER
training with certification documentation.
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION
' ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
. | MITIGATION
HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

2. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant

confirming rhe qualifications of the Pl and all
persons involved in the archaeological monitoring of
the project.

. Prior ro 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 (¥4 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 the Pl stating
that the search was completed.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

2. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information

concerning  expectations and  probabilities of
discovery duting trenching andfor grading
activities.

3. The PI may submit a detailed lecter to MMC

requesting a reduction to the ¥4 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) andfor 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 andfor suggestions concerning the
Archaeological Monitoring program with the
Construction Manager and/or Grading Contractor.

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 that
requires monicoring.
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MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.}

2. Identify Areas to be Monitored
a. Prior to the start of any work that requires
monitoring, the Pl shall submit an
Archaeological Monitoring-Exhibit (AME) based
an the appropriate construction documents
(reduced to 11xi7) rto 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 Wilt Occur
a. Prior to the start of any work, the PI shall also
submit 2 construction schedule to MMC through
the RE indicating when and where monitoring
will occur.

b. The Pl 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 site conditions such as
depth of excavation andfor site graded to
bedrock, etc., which may reduce or increase the
potential for resources to be present.
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IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

11

During Constraction

A.The _ Monitor __Shall __Be  Present  During
Grading/Excavation/Trenchin
1. The Archaeclogical Monitor shall be present
full-cime  during  grading/excavation/trenching
activities which could result in impacts o
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 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 the
monitoring program when a field condition such as
modern disturbance post-dating the previous
gradingftrenching activities, 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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MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

B. Discovery Notification Process

1.

3.

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.

. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless

Monitor is the P1) of the discovery.

The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of
the discovetry, and shall = also submit written
documentation to MMC witchin 24 houts by fax or
email with photos of the resource in context, if
possible.

C. Determination of Significance
1.

The PI AND Native American Monitor shall
evaluate the significance of the 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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IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (coat.)

b. If the resource is significant, the PI shall submit

an Archaeological Data Recovery Program
(ADRP) and obtain writcen approval from
MMC. Impacts to significant resources must be
mitigated before ground disturbing activities in
the area of discovery will be allowed to resume.

. 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 lerter shall also indicate
that that no further work is required.

12, Discovery of Human Remains

If human remains are discovered, work shall halc in chat area
and the following procedures as set forth in the California
Public Resources Code (Sec. 5097.98) and State Health and |
Safety Code (Sec. 7050.5) shall be undertaken:

A. Notification
L. Archaeological Monitor shall notify the RE or Bl 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,
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B. Isolate discovery site
1. Work shall be directed away from the location of
the discovery and any nearby arca reasonably
suspected to overlay adjacent human remains until a
determination can' be made by the Medical
Examiner in consultation with the Pl concerning
the provenience of the 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
l. 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 idencify the person or
persons determined to be the Mosc Likely
Descendent  (MLD) and  provide contact
information. '
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3. The MLD will contact the PI within 24 hours or

sooner after the Medical Examiner has completed

coordination, to begin the consultation process in

accordance with the California Public Resource and
Health & Safety Codes. ‘

. The MLD will have 48 hours to make

recommendations to the property owner or
representative, for che treatment or disposition with
proper dignity, of the human remains and
associated grave goods.

. Disposition of Native American Human Remains

shall be determined 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. 7

c. In order to protect these sites, the Landowner
shall do one or more of the following:

(1) Record the site with the NAHC;

(2) Record an open space or conservation
easernent on the site;

(3) Record a document with the County.
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HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

d. Upon the discovery of multiple Native American
human remains during a ground disturbing land
development activity, the landowner may agree
that additional conferral with descendants is
necessary to consider culturally  appropriate
treatment of multiple Native American human
remains. Culcurally appropriate creatment of
such a discovery may be ascertained from review
of the site utilizing cultural and archaeological
standards. Where the parties ate unable to agree
on- the appropriate treatment measures the
humarn  remains and buried with Narive
American human remains shall be reinterred
with apptopriate dignity, pursuant to Section
5.c., above.

D. If Human Remains arf: NOT Native American

1. The PI shall contact the Medical Examiner and

notify them of the historic era context of the burial.

2. The Medical Examiner will determine the

appropriate cousse of action with the Pl and City
staff (PRC 5(97.98).

. If the remains are of historic origin, they shall be

appropriately removed and conveyed to the
Museum of Man for analysis. The decision for
internment of the human remains shall be made in
consultation  with MMC, EAS, the
applicant/landowner and the Museum of Man.
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13.  Night andfor Weekend Work

A. If_night and/or weekend work is included in the
contract .
1. When night and/or weckend work is included in the
contract package, the extent and timing shall be
presented and discussed at cthe Precon Meeting.

2. The following procedures shall be followed.
a. No Discoveries
In the event that no discoveries were
encountered during night and/or weekend work,
the PI shall record the information on the CSVR
and submit to MMC via fax by 8AM 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.

c. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the PI determines that a potentially significant
discovery has been made, the procedures detaited
uader Section III - During Construction shall be
followed.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
' MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

d. The PI shall immediately contzce MMC, or by
8AM of the next business day to report and
discuss the findings as indicated in Section I1I-B,
unless other specific arrangements have been
made.

B. If night and/or weekend work becomes necessary

during the course of construction

14,

1. The Construction Manager shall notify the RE, or

Bl, 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 apply, as
appropriate.

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 |

Archacological ~ Monitoring * Program  (with
appropriate graphics) to MMC for review and
approval within 90 days following the completion of
monitoring,

ES-55
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Table ES-1 {(cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

a. For  significant  archaeological  resources
encountered - during monitoring, the
Archaeological Data Recovery Program shall be
included in the Draft Monitoring Report.

b. Recording Sites with State of California
Department of Parks and Recreation
The P1 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 significanc 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.

. MMC shall recurn che Draft Monitoring Report to

the PI for revision or, for preparation of the Final
Report.

. The PI shall submit revised Draft Monitoring

Report to MMC for approval.

. MMC shall provide written verification to the PI of

the approved repott.

. MMC shall rotify the RE or Bl, as appropriate, of

receipt of all Draft Monitoring Report submittals
and approvals.
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION
ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
: MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

B. Handling of Artifacts
1. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all

cultural rernains  collected are  cleaned and
catalogued

2. The PI shall be responsible for ensuring that all

attifacts 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 appropriate.

. The cost for curation is the responsibility of the

property owner.

C. Curation _of arcifacts:  Accession _Agreement and

Acceptance Verilication

{. The P{ shall be responsible for ensuring that all

artifacts associated with the survey, testing and/or
data recovery for this project are permanently
curated with an appropriate institution. This shall
be completed in consultation with MMC and the
Native American representative, as applicable.

. The PI shall include the Acceprance Verification

from the. curation institution in the Final
Monitoring Report submitted to the RE or Bl and
MMC.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HISTORICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

D. Final Monitoring Report(s)
1. The PI shall submit one copy of the approved Final
Monitoring Report to the RE or Bl as appropriate,
and one copy to MMC (even if negative), within 90
days after notification from MMC that the draft
report has been approved.

2. The RE shall, in no case, issue the Notice of
Comp[ction' andfor 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.

Proposed project. would not result in any impacts to existing
religious ot sacred uses within the potential impact area.

No mitigation beyond that identified in measures 8 through 13
is required

Not Applicable

Proposed project has the potential to result in the disturbance
of human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries.

No additional mitigation beyond that identified in measures 8
through 13 is required

Not Applicable

Pl
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
' MITIGATION
TRAFFIC/CIRCULATION

Proposed project would not result in craffic generation in
excess of the specific allocations identified in the University
Communizy Plan. i

None Required

Not Applicable

Proposed project would not result in an increase in projected
traffic that is substantial in relation to che existing traffic load
and capacity of the street system.

None Required

Not Applicable

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.

1. Prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy on project

buildings that would produce new traffic, the project

applicant shall contribute funds at a rate of $1,000.00 per.

trip impacting the freeway, up to $353,000.00 (sce Table 9-
9 in Appendix D)), for regional improvements at the
intersection of the [-5/Genesee Avenue interchange, to the
satisfaction of the City Engineer. This contribution will be
paid as certificare of occupancy permit(s) are issued during
the phased project buildout.

. The project applicant shall continue to participate in the

current TDM shurctle arrangement. Prior to certificate of
occupancy on buildings that would create new traffic, the
applicant shall deteérmine whether it will continue to
participate in the current arrangement or begin to provide a
private shuttle 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.

Significant and Unmitigable

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

Not Applicable
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Table ES-1 (cont.)

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
’ MITIGATION
AIR QUALITY
Proposed project would not result in a violation of any air None Required Not Applicable

quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or
_projected air quality violacion.

Proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations relating rto carbon
monoxide ‘hot spots’ or to hazardous emissions through an
accidental spill of hazardous contaminants,

None Required

Not Applicable '

Proposed project would not emit 100 pounds per day or more
of particulate matter (dust).

None Required

Not Applicable

NOISE

Proposed project would not result or create a significant

increase in the existing ambient noise environment,

-None Required

Nor Applicable

Transportation and Stationary Noise Transportation and Stationary Noise Less Than Significant

Long-term operations of the proposed project would not | None Required

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.

Construction Noise Construction Noise

Short-term  construction-related  impacts  would occur, | 1. Prior to the commencement of construction, the

however, as periodic construction noise could exceed the City's construction contractor shall contact a qualified acoustician

noise threshold of 75 dBA L, averaged over 12 hours. to prepare a construction noise control plan(s). The plan(s)

Significant, temporary impacts could occur at the south shall evaluate noise levels based on actual sound levels and

property line from construction of the dayesre—faetlity; acoustic heights of equipment proposed for use. The plan(s)

housinggreenhouses and Torrey East Building. shall identify appropriate methods for achieving the 75 dB
L., threshold averaged over 12 hours. Methods could
include the use -of noise barriers andfor operational
adjustments;totheextentfeasibie.
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION
. : ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT ' MITIGATION MEASURES : SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
. MITIGATION
NOISE (cont.)
2. Only equipment capable of performing necessary tasks with
the lowest possible sound level and acoustic height shall be
used.
3. Al construction equipment shall be operated and
maintained so as to minimize noise generation. Equipment
and vehicles shall be kept in good repair and fitted with
manufacturer- recommended mufflers.
4, If deemed necessary by an acoustical consultant, shielding in
the form of temporary barriers shall be provided for srandard
activity, and portable noise screens or enclosures shall be
utitized 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.
Proposed project and its land uses would be compatible with None Required Not Applicable
aircraft noise levels as defined by the current (ie., adopted) :
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP).
HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY
Proposed project would not result in an increase in impervious - None Required Not Applicable
sutfaces-and-associared-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 slighre net
increase in runoff generation (i.e., 0.9 cubic feet per second}
within the site._No significant increase in downstream etosion
potential would occur _and related impacts would not be
significant due to the fact that existing and proposed velocity-
reducing devices would be adequately sized to_manage
projected peak {lows.
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Table ES-1 (cont.)}
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

HYDROLOGY/WATER QUALITY (cont.)
Project implementation would not result in significant impacts None Required Not Applicable
associated with changes in runoff flow rates or volumes and
would not substantially alter on- or off-site drainage parterns.
Short-term Construction . None Required Not Applicable
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 construcrion, ‘
Long-term Site Operation and Maintenance None Required _ Not Applicable
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 prectuded through compliance
with the City's Storm Water Standards.

65¥0C0

GEOLOGY
Project implementation would not be subject to significant ' None Required Not Applicable
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 potentiat 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.
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Table ES-1 (conc.)

IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION
ANALYSIS OF
IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURES SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION
GTOLOGY (cont)

Project implementation would not be subject to significant
impacts related to fault tupture, slope instability, tsunamis and
seiches, and ts not considered subject to liquefacrion 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 significant liquefaction effects. These
anticipated 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.

None Required

Not Applicable

Based on the required conformance with existing regulatory
standards and industry guidelines outlined in Section 5.8,
Hydrology/Water Quality, of this EIR, significant project-related
erosion and sedimentation impacts would not occur.

None Required

Not Applicable

Proposed project may be subject 1o potential impacts related to
expansive soils and oversize materials; however, due to the
implementation of standard design, engineering and
censtruction practices in conformance with existing regulatory
requirements and industry guidelines, these potential. effects
would be less than significant.

None Required

Not Applicable

ES-G3
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Due to the on-site occurrence and high resource sensitivity of
the Scripps and Lindavista Formations, implementation of the
proposed project could result in significant” impacts to
paleontological resources. No unique geologic fearures 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 construction

permits, including but not limited to, the first Grading
Permit, Demolition Plans/Permits and Building
Plans/Permits, but prior to the first preconstruction
meeting, whichever is applicable, the Assistant Deputy
Director (ADD) Environmental designee shall verify
that the requirements for Palecntological Monitoring
have been noted on the appropriate construction
documents.

B. Lecters of Qualification have been submitted to ADD

1. The applicant shall submit a letter of verification to

Mitigarion Monitoring Coordination (MMCQC)
identifying the Principal Iavestigator (PI) for the
project and the names of all petsons involved in the
paleontological monitoring program, as defined in the
City of San Diego Paleontology Guidelines.

. MMC will provide a letter to the applicant confirming

the qualifications of the PI and all persons involved in
the paleontological monitoring of the project.

. 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

T
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Table ES-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

A.

2. Prior to Start of Construction

Verification of Records Search
1.

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

. The letter shall introduce any pertinent information

concerning  expectations and  probabilities of
discovery during trenching and/or grading activities.

Pl Shal] Attend Precon Meetings

1

Prior 1o 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 paleontologist
shall attend any grading/excavation related Precon
Meetings to make comments andfor suggestions
concerning the Paleontological Monitoring program
with the Construction Manager and/or Grading
Contractor.

ES-65
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Table E5-1 (cont.)
IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

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 that
requires monitoring.

2. ldentify Areas to be Monitored

Prior to the start of any work that requires
monitoring, the P1 shall submit a Paleontological
Monitoring Exhibit (PME) based on the appropriate
construction documents (reduced to 11x17) to MMC
identifying the areas to be monitored including the
delineation of grading/excavation limits. The PME
shall be based on the results of a site specific records
search as well as information regarding existing
known soil conditions (native or formation).

. When Monitoring Will Occur

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

b. The Pi may submit a detailed letter to MMC
prior to the start of work or during construction
requesting a modification to the monitoring
program. This request shall be based on relevant
information such as review_ of final construction
documents which indicate conditions such as
depth of excavation 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 AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

3. During Construction

A. Monitor Shall be Present During
Grading/Excavation/Trenchin
1. The monitor shall be present full-time during

grading/excavation/trenching activities as identified
on the PME that could result in impacts to
formarions with high and moderate resource
seasitivity. The Construction Manager is
responsible for notifying the RE, P1, and MMC of
changes to any construction activities.

. The monitor shall document field activity via the

Consultant Site Visit Record (CSVR). The CSVR's
shall be faxed by the CM to the RE the first day of
monitoring, the last day of monitoring, monthly
(Notification of Monitoring Completion), and in
the case of ANY discoveries. The RE shall forward
copies to MMC.

The PI may submir 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 scils as previously assumed, and/or when
unique/unusual fossils are encountered, which may
reduce or increase the potential for resources to be
present.
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

PALEONTOLOGICAIL 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.

. The Monitor shall immediately notify the PI (unless

Monitor is the PI) of the discovery.

. The PI shall immediately notify MMC by phone of

the discovery, and shall also submit written
documentation to MMC within 24 hours by fax or
email with photos of the resource in context, if
possible,

C. Determination of Significance

1. The PI shall evaluate the significance of the resource.

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

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

L S
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

L.

c. [Hf resource is not significant (e.g., small pieces of

broken common shell fragments or other
scattered common fossils) the PI shall notify the
RE, or BI as appropriate, that a non-significant
discovery has been made, The Paleontologist shall
continue to monitor the area without notification
to MMC unless a significant resource is
encountered. :

. The PI shall submit & lecter to MMC indicating.

that fossil resources will be collected, curated, and
documented in the Final Monitoring Report. The
lerter shall also indicate that no further work is
required.

4. Night andfor Weekend Work

A, If night and/or weekend work is included in the contract
When night and/or weekend wotk is included in the
contract package, the extent and timing shall be
presented and discussed at the precon meeting.

. The following procedures shall be followed.
a. No Discoveries

In the event that no discoveries were encountered
during night andfor weekend work, The PI shall
record the information on the CSVR and submit
to MMC via fax by 8AM on the next business
day.

ES-G9
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

b. Discoveries
All discoveries shall be processed and documented
using the existing procedures detailed in Sections
HI - During Construction.

¢. Potentially Significant Discoveries
If the PI determines that z potentially significant
discovery has been made, the procedures detailed
under Section I - During Construction shall be
followed.

d. The PI shall immediately contact MMC, or by
8AM on the next business day to report and
discuss the findings as indicated in Section III-B,
uniess 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 apply, as
___appropriate.
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)

5. Post Construction

A. Preparation and Submirtal of Draft Monitoring Repoit
1. The PI shall submict two copies of the Draft

Monitoring Report (even if negative}, prepared in

accordance with the Paleontological Guidelines

which describis 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 monicoting,

a. For  significant  paleontological  resources
encountered during monitoring, the
Paleontological Recovery Program shall be
included io the Diraft Monitoring Report.

b, Recording Sites with the San Diego Natural
History Museum
The P1 shall be responsible for recording (on the
appropriate forms) any significant or potenrially
“significant fossil resources encountered during the
Paleontological ~ Monitoring Program  in

- accordance with the City’s Paleontological
Guidelines, and submittal of such forms to the
San Diego Natural History Museum with the
Final Monitoring Report.

2. MMC shal! return the Draft Monitoring Report to
the PI for revision or, for preparation of the Final
Repart.
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IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION

IMPACT

MITIGATION MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF
SIGNIFICANCE AFTER
MITIGATION

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOUJRCES (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 report.

5. MMC shall notify the RE or BI, as appropriate, of
receipt of all Draft Monitoring Report submiceals and
approvals.

B. Handling of Fossil Remains _
1. The PI shall ke responsible for ensuring that all fossil
remains collected are cleaned and catalogued.

2. The Pl 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 macerial is identified as to
species; and that specialty scudies are completed, as
appropriate

C. Curation_of fossil remains: Deed of Gift and Acgeptance
Verification

1. The Pl shall be responsible for ensuting that all fossil
remains associated with the monitoring for this
project are permanently curated with an appropriate
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.
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PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) N

D. Final Monitoring: Report(s)

1. The PI shall submit two copies of the Final
Monitoring Report to MMC (even if negative),
within 90 days after notification 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.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PROJECT SCOPE

The Salk Institute Master Plan project (proposed project) is the proposed expansion of the existing
26.3-acre Salk Institute campus to provide additional research facilities, consolidate support facilities
and add daycare and housing amenities to the property. The project applicant is the Salk Institute of
Biological Studies (Institute), and the expansion project is proposed on property that was deeded to
the Institute by thé City of San Diego (City) in 1959. The exisﬁng facilities operate under Conditional
Use Permit {CUP) No. 3841 and Coastal Development/Conditional Use/Hillside Review permits No.
90-1140 issued by the City. The proposed project would require approval of a Site Development
Permit (SDP), Coastal Development Permit (CDP), Master Planned Development Permit (PDP),
Vesting Tentative Map (VTM), design guidelines and amendments to the existing permits, among
other approvals. This Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter referred to as ‘EIR’) provides project-
specific review of the 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 thac a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; to list ways
in which the significant effects of such a project might be minimized; and to indicate alternatives to
such a project. This EIR is an informational document for use by the City, decision-makers and
" members of the general public to 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
the City of San Diego (2002¢), and it complies with all criteria, standards and procedures of the
California Environmental Quality Act (hereinafter referred to as ‘CEQA’) of 1970 (California Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq.), as amended, and the State CEQA Guidelines (California
Administrative Code 15000 et. seq.).

The City is the lead agency, as defined by Section 15051(b)1) of the State CEQA Guidelines, for the
proposed project evaluated in chis EIR. Under CEQA, the public agency with the greatest
responsibility for supervising or approving the project or the first public agency to take discretionary
action to proceed with a proposed project should ordinarily act as the “lead agency.” The lead agency
is responsible for preparing the EIR and has primary responsibility for approving the project.

State law requires that all EIRs be reviewed by trustee and responsible agencies. A trustee agency is
defined in Section 15386 of the State CEQA Guidelines as a state agency having jurisdiction by law
over natural resources affected by a project which are held in crust for the people of the State of
California. Per Section 15381 of the 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 the proposed project described in Section 3.0, Project
Description, of this report. A project-tevel EIR should “focus primarily on the changes in the
environment that would result from the development project.” According to Section 15161 of the
State CEQA Guidelines, the project EIR should “examine all phases of the project including planning,

construction and operation.”

In reviewing the application for the proposed project, the City concluded that the proposed project
could result in potentially significant environmental impacts. As lead agency for this EIR, the City
conducted a Public Scoping Meeting, in accordance with Section 21083.9 of CEQA, and prepared a
Scoping Letrer (City of San Diego 2004a). The public scoping meeting was held on November 30,
2004 at the Institute 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. The
ping Letter was distributed with the Notice of Preparation (NOP), dated November 8, 2004, to all
responsible and trustee agencies, as well as various governmental agencies including the Office of
Planning and Research’s State Clearinghouse. Comments on the NOP were received from the 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 the Scoping Meeting Notice, Scoping Letter,
NOP, scoping meeting 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 of this EIR.

This EIR addresses project impacts associated with the following 10 issue areas in Section 5.0,

Environmental Analysis:
¢ Land Use e  Air Quality
¢  Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character e Noise
* Biological Resources ® Hydrology/Water Quality
e Historical Resources ¢ Geology
¢ Transportation/Circulation e Paleontological Resources
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Effects that were determined to not be potentially significant are addressed in Section 6.0, Other CEQA
Sections, of this EIR. Other mandatory sections required by the State CEQA Guidelines are included in

Section 7.0, Cumulative Impacts, and Section 8.0, Alternatives.

This EIR is available for review by the public and public agencies for a period of 45 days to provide
comments “on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on
the environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or
mitigated” (Section 15204, State CEQA Guidelines). The EIR is available for review at the 'City of
San Diego Development Services Department, 1222 First Avenue, 5™ Floor, San Diego, California
92101.

The City, as lead agency, will consider the written comments received on the EIR and at the public
hearings in making its decision whether to certify the EIR as complete and in compliance with the

intent of CEQA and whether to approve or deny the proposed project.

1.4 PROPOSED ACTIONS AND APPROVALS
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basis for their evaluation of the environmental effects of the project and approval or denial of
applicable permits. The discretionary and other actions to be taken on the project that are evaluated
in this EIR are summarized below. However, while this EIR is intended to cover all federal, scate and
local governmental approvals and permits which may be needed to construct or implement the
proposed project, 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 2 project (Section 15002 of the State CEQA Guidelines). The following Cicy

actions are required at this time:

e Amendment to CUP No. 3841

o Amendment to CDP/Hillside Review/CUP No. 90-1140

¢ Coastal Development Permit

e Site Development Permit

¢ Master Planned Development Permit

e Vesting Tenrtative Map

s Multiple Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) Boundary Line Adjustment

e Sewer Easement Vacation

1-3
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Permit(s) required from other agencies include:

e National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction permit
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board

Discretionary actions are discussed further in Section 3.0, as well as in the appllcable sections of the

environmental analysis in Section 5.0.
1.5  EIR ORGANIZATION

As stated above, the content and format of this EIR is in accordance with the most recent guidelines
and amendments to CEQA and the City of San Diego EIR Guidelines, revised September 2002.
Technical studies have been summarized within individual environmental issue sections; the full

technical studies have been included in the EIR Appendices B through I.

This EIR has been organized in the following manner: Seczion ES is an executive summary of the EIR
analysis, which discusses the project descnpnon al[ernauves and conclusions reached in the impact
abular fachion wherein 1mp 1 mitigation
are clearly linked. In addition, Section ES includes a discussion of areas of controversy known to the
City, including those issues identified by other agencies and the public. Following the executive
summary, the body of the EIR is organized as follows:

e Section 1.0, Introduction, provides a brief description of the project, the legal authority of the
document, the purpose of the EIR, EIR scoping and content, a list of the key discretionary
City of San Diego actions and permits, other permits and approvals and an explanation of the
document format.

e Section 2.0, Environmental Setting, provides an overview of the regional and local setting, as

well as the physical characteristics of the project site. The setting discussion also addresses the

reléevant planning documents and community plan policies that apply to the project site.

e Section 3.0, Project Description, provides a detailed description of the proposed project,
including the purpose and main objectives of the project, project characteristics, building,
circulation and landscape improvements, and a list of the discretionary actions required for

project implementation,

»  Section 4.0, History of Projecr Changes, chronicles any revisions made to the project design in

response to environmental concerns raised during the City’s review of the project or by others.
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e 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 to each topic, an assessment of
impacts associated with project implementation and recommendations for mitigation measures
and mitigation monitoring and reporting for each significant impact. The issue statements

identified in the City’s Scoping Lecter (Appendix A) form the basis of the impact analysis.

e Section 6.0, Other CEQA Sections, includes a discussion of growth inducement, significant

irreversible effects and effects found not to be significant.

e Section 7.0, Cumulative Impacts, addresses the cumulative impacts due to implementation of the
proposed project in combination with other recently approved or pending projects in the area.
The area of potential effects for cumulative impacts varies depending upon the type of

environmental issue.

e Section 8.0, Alrernatives, provides a description and evaluation of alternatives to the proposed
project. This section addresses alternatives that reduce or avoid significant impacts and

compares these alternatives to the proposed project.

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 text are bound under

separate cover in the appendices.
1.6 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE

In addition 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 rei)orts which have been
incorporated by reference. Incorporation by reference must also be consistent with the requirements
of Public Resources Code Section 21061. Referenced documents are briefly summarized in the
appropriate section(s) of this document and the relationship between the incorporated part of the
referenced document and the EIR has been described. In addition to the project-specific technical
reports included in the appendices, other documents and reference sources which have been used in
the preparation of this EIR are identified in Section 9.0, References.

1-5
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2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

2.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The 26.3-acre Salk Institute (Institute) property is located in the northwestern portion of the
University Community Planning area and generally bordered by the following public roads: North
Torrey Pines Road, Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Insticute Road (Figures 2-1, Regional Location
Map, and 2-2, Project Location Map). The northwest corner of the La Jolla Community Planning area is
situated immediately south of che project site. The property is also located south and west of land
owned by the University of California, San Diego (UCSD). Regional access to the site is from North
Torrey Pines Road. Vehicular access to the project site is gained from private driveways connecting to
Torrey Pines Scenic Drive and Salk Institute Road. Traffic signals are situated at the intersections of
these 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 internal, private walkways,

2.2 EXISTING STUDY AREA CONDITIONS

of scientific research and support facilities, including two main research buildings constructed in 1965

and 1995, respectively; several smaller ancillary buildings also constructed in 1965; and an

underground storage facility which was constructed in 2001. Two surface parking lots are situated

east and northwest of the main research buildings and provide primary patking for the Instituce.

Overflow parking is also provided in a dirt lor on land leased from UCSD north of Torrey Pines Scenic

Drive. In addition to the existing 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 (inciuding disturbed), southern mixed chaparral, maritime succulenr 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 Historic Landmarks on the basis of its associarion 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 Register of
Historic ReseureesPlaces, and was placed on the California Register of Historic Resources.

The project site is adjacent to 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 the north is undeveloped land owned
by UCSD and the eastern end of the Torrey Pines Gliderport (Gliderport). West of the site is
undeveloped land owned by the Cicy for habitat preservation (i.e., Multiple Habitat Planning Area
[MHPAY) and access to Torrey Pines City Park. Facilities and parking for the Gliderport are situated
northwest of the Institute property near the western terminus of Torrey Pines Scenic Drive,

2-1
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Topographically, the project vicinity is comprised of mesa tops. The mesa portions of the site have an
approximate elevation of 340 to 375 feet above mean sea level (amsl). The lowest elevation on the site
is approximately 230 feet amsl and occurs in the southwest portion of the property at the bottom of
the north-facing slope. Drainage flows north, south and west into two unnamed coastal canyons off

site and into the Pacific Ocean.
2.3 PLANNED LAND USE SETTING

The Institute property is located within an area of the City addressed by the Unzversity Community Plan
(Community Plan; City of San Diego 1987) and the North City Local Coastal Program/Land Use Plan
(LCP; City 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
Farfotta—Communtty Planund-Eoral-Coastat-Program—Eand-tse-Plan<{2004¢), Multi-species Conservation
Plan (MSCP), draft Airport Land Use Consistency Plan (ALUCP) for Naval Air Station (NAS; now
Marine Corp Air Station {MCAS]) Miramar (San Diego County Regional Airport Authority
[SDCRAA] 2005) and Federal Aviation Administration/Caltrans Division of Aeronautics Regulations
pertaining to the Gliderport also are applicable to the proposed project. The apphcable goals and

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn d wirth thaca mlonalnedicmon ne nen cicmmmmaricad halao.

Ul)j\—\-LlV\-ﬂ u—ﬂ-'luhlﬂl-\-\-l FYALLL Llivaw ylauo;vu—uuau\.ua Alby WAL LN BV AU WYY an

in Section 5.1, Land Use, of this report.

Although _the project site is located immediately adjacent to the La Jolla Community, no part of the

project _site is within the La Jolla Community; instead, the Salk Institute is wholly wichin the
boundaries of the University Community. As such, the applicable policies of the University Community

Plan_are addressed in this EIR. However, cerrain policies of the La Jolla Community Plan are noted

(although not technically applicable to_this project) in the EIR analysis. Therefore, due to che

Institute’s close proximity to the La Jolla Community, viewpoints and view corridors in the Lz Jolla

Community Plan were addressed in the analysis.

Similarly, although lands abutting the project site to the north, east and southeast are owned and
" operated by University of California, San Diego (UCSD), it is important to note that the project site

and proposed Master Plan update are not subject to the policies and recommendations of the
University of California, San Diego 2004 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP). The LRDP is mentioned

herein because of the proximity of the project site to UCSD property.

2.3.1 Progress Guide and General Plan

The City of San Diego (City) urilizes 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 to a variety of land use issues, described as Elements of
the General Plan.

There are 14 Elements within 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 three categories: Urbanized,
Planned Urbanizing and Future Urbanizing. The project site is located in the Urbanized area of the

Ciry.

While the General Plan lays the foundation for the more specific community plans, the University
Community Plan, deslcn'bed below, relies heavily on the goals, guidelines, standards and
recommendations within the General Plan.  Where applicable, environmental goals and

recommendations from the General Plan are referenced in this EIR.

2.3:2  University Community Plan

The generalized land use plan for the University Community Plan (City of San Diego 1987, as amended)
identifies the Institute property for Induscrial use (Figure 4 in the Communicy Plan). There are four
geographic subareas within the plan; the Institute is within Subarea 1, Torrey Pines. The majority of
the subarea is in public ownership, including Torrey Pines City Park and Golf Course, Torrey Pines
State Reserve and UCSD. The land use plan for the Torrey Pines Subarea shows the Institute property
as suitable for scientific and research uses. The Community Plan seeks to ensure that plans for future
development in the Torrey Pines Subarea protect the natural topography and vegetation, and provide
for the preservation of public access to scenic vistas. The Community Plan is comprised of 12 policy
elenlnents, including Urban Design, Transportation, Development Intensity, Housing/Residential,
Commercial, Industrial and other issues. Several of these elements are applicable to the proposed
project. Community Plan Elements and the goals within each element that apply to the Institute are
discussed in Section 5.1, Land Use, of this report.

The Urban Design Elernent “defines the relationship of buildings and spaces and provides direction for
public street improvements.” Policies within the Urban Design element of the plan guide urban form

within the community through the establishment of specific development criterta.

The Transportation Element addresses existing and future roadway conditions, mass transit, parking

and non-mortorized transport within the community.
The Development Intensity Element regulates the intensity of community development by identifying

square foorages or dwelling unit limits within each subarea. The development intensities established

in the element were used in developing traffic forecasts for the Communicy Plan. The Land Use and
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Development Intensity table (Table 3 of the University Community Plan) assigns 500,000 sf of scientific

research use to the Institute property.

The Housing/Residential Element addresses the location and density of residential development and
its affect on community character. No new residential development is planned near the Institute
property. The goal of the Commercial Element is to develop an integrated system of commercial
facilities that meet the needs of the community while not impeding the economic vitality of existing

commercial areas. No commercial land exists in the vicinity of the Institute property.

The Industrial Element contains policies that are directed ac ensuring that industrial land needs are
met while ‘balancing environmental considerations and land use adjacency. The Industrial Element

identifies the Institute property for scientific research use.

The Public Facilities Element addresses the adequacy of schools, police, fire, libraries, community

centers, utilities and medical facilities within the community.

City Park, a City—owﬁed, undeveloped park site located immediately west of the project site. The park

encompasses the Torrey Pines Gliderport.

The Noise Element addresses transportation noise effects on the community, including MCAS

Miramar and vehicular noise.

The Safery Element deals with two safety hazards in the community: geologic hazards and the
accident potential from aircraft operations at MCAS Miramar. Although the Safety Element identifies
the Salk Fault across the northwestern portion of the project site, the actual fault location has been
mapped approximately 100 to 150 feet north of the site (Kleinfelder 2005a; see Appendix J and
Section 5.9, Geology); farther west of the site the element accurarely notes the presence of unstable
bluffs and slide areas. The Institute property is outside of the accident potential zones for MCAS

Miramar as noted below.

The Resource Management Element ensures the preservation and enhancement of the area’s nartural
topography, undeveloped open space areas and location near the ocean (coastal resources). The
preservation of natural resources, such as topography, biological resources, and cultural resources,
including paleontology and archaeological resources, is the focus of this element, as are the

maintenance of good water and air quality, and conservation of water and energy.
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2.3.3 North City Local Coastal Program and Land Use Plan

The North City Local Coastal Program{Land Use Plan was approved by the City Council and transmitted
to the California Coastal Commission in 1981. The LCP is designed to address che goals, policies and
requirements of the California Coastal Act of 1976, in relation to the needs and desires of the North
City area. The LCP is subdivided to address four communities, wich the Institute 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, Article 6, Division 6 (Land Development
Review) sets forth the City’s procedures for the-issuance of Planned Development Permits (PDPs),
while Chaprer 14, Article 3, Division 4 contains the supplemental regulations for PDPs, including
permit criteria pertaining to Master PDPs. The SDMC-Chapter 12, Article 6, Division 5 sets forth che
procedures for obtzining a Site Development Permit (SDP). The Zoning Ordinance within the SDMC
provides specific development regulations for PDPs and SDPs, as well as specific site development
regulations for the applicable zones. The project site is currently zoned RS-1-7 for single-unit

~ residential use.

2.3.5 Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP)

The MSCP is a comprehensive habitat conservation planning program for southwestern San Diego
County. A goal of the MSCP is to preserve a network of habitat and open space, protecting the
region’s biodiversity. Local jurisdictions, including the City of San Diego, implement their portions of
the MSCP through subarea plans, which describe specific implementing mechanisms. The Cicy's
MSCP Subarea Plan was approved in March 1997. The MSCP Subarea Plan is a plan and process for
the issuance of permits under’ the federal and state Endangered Species acts and the California Natural
Communities Conservation Planning Act of 1991. The Implementing Agreement signed by the Ciy,
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USEWS) and California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG) in July 1997 allows the City to issue Incidental Take Authorizations under the provisions of
the MSCP. Applicable state and federal permits are still required for wetlands and listed species that
are not covered by the MSCP. There is 0.32 acre of MSCP preserve lands (i.e., Mulciple Habirat
Preserve Area [MHPAD on the project site and additional MHPA occurs immediately west of the

Institute property boundaries.

2.3.6 Naval Air Station (NAS)/Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan

The project site is located within the Airport Influence Area (AIA) identified in the 2005 draft Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) (formerly the Comprehensive Land Use Plan {CLUPY) for
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NAS/MCAS Miramar and is affected by routine over-flights of military fixed- and rotary-wing aircraft

conducting flight training operations and/or transiting to and from MCAS Miramar.

The ALUCP is an advisory document that is designed to protect the airport from land use
incompatibilities and provide the City with criteria for addressing growth in areas surrounding the
airport. The SANDAG, as the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), adopted the original CLUP for
the air station in 1992 when the airport was a naval installation. Since the realignment of the air
stacion for Marine Corps use, the U.S. Navy has updated the Air Installations Compatibility Use
Zones (AICUZ) study for the airfield. Revised noise contours presented in the AICUZ study show
that the project site is located outside the 60 decibel (dB) Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL)
for the installation (U.S. Navy 2004). The ALUC (now operated by San Diego County Regional
Airport Authority {SDCRAA} but formerly operated by SANDAG) is currently in the process of
preparing ALUCPs for all of the airports in San Diego County, including MCAS Miramar. When
finalized, the updated document will contain countywide and airport-specific compatibility 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 growth in
the Miramar AIA.

2.4 CUMULATIVE IMPACT SETTING

The private land surrounding the project site is developed with scientific research uses on the Torrey
Pines mesa, lower-density residential development in the Blackhorse Farms area and a commercial
hotel/conference center. Little to no undeveloped private land exists near the project site. Public land
to the north and east of the Institute 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 development by
UCSD. Beyond the general population growth anticipated in the community, the only specific private
proposal that would add development to the area in the near or long term is the Hillel of San Diego
student center along La Jolla Village Drive.

The City has no plans ro develop any of the public lands near the project site that are under its
ownership. Theré are a number of roadway and transit improvement projects planned in the project
area, including the La Jolla Village Drive widening project, the Interstate 5 (I-5)/Genesee Avenue
interchange project, the I-5/La Jolla Village Drive overcrossing and interchange project, the
1-5/Sorrento Valley Road interchange project, the North Coast [-5 HOV/Managed Lane project, the
1-5/1-805 widening project, the UCSD bus improvements project, the University Area Super Loop Bus
project, and the Mid-coast Light Rail Transit project. In addition, UCSD adopted the 2004 Long
Range Development Plan (LRDP) for the La Jolla campus, which proposes to add classrooms, housing,
science and research facilities, administration offices and parking facilities to various locations within
the campus (UCSD 2004a). The 2004 LRDP consists of three primary elements: 1) a description of
the planning context for the campus, 2) an outline of the enrollment, faculty/staff, space and parking
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needs of the campus, and 3) a land use plan to guide the siring of prc;posed new developrment and
related circulation and parking to meet those needs. The 2002-03 total campus population was
33,100 persons, while the 2004 LRDP projects a campus population of 49,700 during the regular
academic year, through the 2020-2021 horizon year of the plan (including 29,900 students and
19,800 faculty, staff and researchers). The projected campus population would be accommodated
through the development of up to 19,159,000 gross square feet (gsf) of academic and support facilities
identified in the 2004 LRDP. The 2004 LRDP Land Use Plan identifies Academic, Sports and
Recreation and Administrative uses north of the Institute property and Housing, Academic, and
Sports and Recreation uses to the east. A description of these uses and road improvement projects is

provided in Section 7.0, Cumulative Impacts, of this report.
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This EIR analyzes potential environmental effects associated with the Salk Institute Master Plan
project (proposed project). The proposed project would require City of San Diego (City) approval of a
Site Development Permit (SDP), Coastal Development Permit (CDP), Master Planned Development
Permit (Master PDP), Vesting Tentative Map (VITM), design guidelines and amendments to
- Conditional 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. The above-listed development permits would allow for the
phased construction of approximately 239215 200 square feet (sf) of new scientific research space,
including new scientific research building(s); an administrative/support building; a below-grade
facility to house specialized research equipment and research space, equipment shops and a mechanical
room; an——employee——dayesre—facilityr—remporary —housimg—quarterss—greenhouses;  and
surfacefunderground parking. These uses and facilities could be constructed over a period of several
decades. This project description details the project’s goals and objectives, the specific characteristics
of each element of the project, including the design guidelines, and explains the discretionary actions

required for project implementation.

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 facilicy and remporary

housing facilities from the proposed Salk Institute Master Plan (as evidenced by the strikethrough rext

above). _Although the daycare and housing uses are no longer a part of the proposed project (now

referred to as the Refined Project Design). the environmental analyses of these components remain in

the EIR for informational purposes. References to these uses have been struck from the overall project

descriptions contained in this section for clarity sake,

Given that the changes made by the Refined Project Design primarily affect only one area of the

property, the City believes that revising the Project Description and other EIR Sections in the above

manner will provide the greatest degree of clarity and consistency for benefit of those reviewing che
Final EIR, in that (i) the description of the project proposed for approval will be consistent between

the Preface and the Project Description and (ii) the discussion of impacts throughout the Final EIR
will be’'as accurate as is feasible with respect to the project proposed for approval.

3.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND, GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The Salk Institute for Biological Studies (Institute) s a private, non-profit scientific research
instirution, which conducts biological research in three major areas of study: molecular biology and
genetics, neurosciences, and plant biclogy. The Institute laboratories provide new understanding and

potential new therapies and treatments for a range of diseases, including cancer, AIDS, Alzheimer’s
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disease, cardiovascular disorders, anomalies of the brain and birth defects. Their studies in plant

biology are directed at improving the quality and quantity of the world's food supply.

In the four decades since the Institute was founded, the world of scientific research has experienced
tremendous change. New technologies are being employed and scientists are collaborating in ways
that were never imagined in the past. The demographics of the scientists themselves have also
changed, as the Institute employs and trains a younger workforce, there are far more women in
science, and theré are a greater number of two-career families than in the past. Because of these
changes, the Institute has determined that it must expand its scientific research space, accommodarte
new and emerging technologies such as stem cell research, and provide for new and improved support
facilities for the Institure, its faculty and staff. As the applicant for this project, the Institute 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 Program/Land Use Plan (LCP).

The basic objectives include developing a project that:

* s 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 theme, with Jonas Salk’s

original vision for the research institute property embodied-imthe-tri=partitescheme-developed by
Jonas Salk and Louis Kahn in the 1961 Master Plan (1961 Master Plan) and CUP No. 3841,

which precludes urban densities in any one area, plaees-housing-and-related-acecessory-factlitieson

: -
—maintains access to the natural setting and avoids

inappropriate land use adjacencies.

o Allows the Institute to develop new and expanded scientific research facilities and—reach—its
506;000-sf—capacityon—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 nacional research institutions in attracting and
retaining top researchers by providing on-site amenities, such as an employee community center
with indoor and outdoor meeting spaces, an auditorium and dining facilities: dayearefaeitity-and
temporary-housmgquartersand scate-of-the-are scientific research facilities, that are respectful of

the historic architecture and integraced 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 the world in an inspiring and collaborative setting with
exceptional faculty and staff and will house the latest equipment technology that will allow
Insticute employees to fulfill cheir 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 the centralized support facilities (i.e., Salk Community Center Building) for the Institute

that will be placed on site in 2 manner that balances the sensitive natural and historic resources

with the need for adequate site security.

® Creates new underground parking areas on site that sufficiently satisfy che parking needs of the

entire facility and minimizes surface parking.

® Preserves and enhances views of the ocean and scenic coastal resources recognized in applicable

local, regional and state plans and policies.

¢ Enhances and expands environmental protection for environmentally sensitive areas on site by
adding land to 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 existing landscape and
permanent structures 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 property.
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3.2 PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS

3.2.1 Proposed Land Uses

Project development would include the following land uses: a 94,200 sf scientific research building
(referred to as the Torrey East Building), a 117,000-sf administrative/support building (referred to as
the Salk Community Center Building);~) and 4,000 sf of greenhouses;a—3+2,606-st-private—dayeare

facthty-amd-12,6066-sfof temporary-housing-quareers.  Approximately 29,000 sf of existing temporary
buildings would be demolished by this project, leaving approximately 260,800 sf of existing building

space on site, excluding basement areas. Two underground parking structures and—tmited—surface
parkirg-would also be constructed on site over time. Full buildout of the proposed—preteetRefined
Project Design, as described in the Preface to this Final EIR, would resulc in $86,606476,000 sf of
scientific research-based development and a minimum of ;3281,046 parking spaces on the Institute

campus. Although the Unsverssty Community Plan allows for buildout of up to 500.000 sf on the Salk

campus, the Institure has decided to no longer pursue development of the daycare facility or

temporary housing quarters. Because these uses are no longer proposed herein, the project would not
buildout the campus to 500.000 sf. but rather to 476,000 sf, including 215.200 sf of proposed
scientific research uses (see Table 3-1, Project Characteristics). The descriptions of the daycare facility

and temporary housing guarters have been removed for the descriptive discussions within this EIR; the
environmental analysis, however, remains in the EIR for informational purposes only.

Approximately 5-57.82 acres of undeveloped land would remain on site, of which approximately
2-21.27 net acres would be transferred into the MHPA. The proposed project would require grading
of approximately ++39.0 acres of the 26.3-acre site to implement the proposed development and
associated site improvements. The basic project components are described below, summarized in

Table 3-1;Profeet-Chrractersstes, and shown on Figure 3-1, Projet Site Plan for Refined Projea Design.

3.2.2 Proposed Entitlement Process

The project applicant is seeking approval-of development permits, consisting of amendments to
existing permits and a new SDP/CDP, Master PDP and VIM for the proposed structures and uses
outlined in Section 3.4, Discretionary Actions, of this report. The proposed development permirts and
associated entitlements would be reviewed by the City and require City Council approval. Once the
development permits are approved, applications for grading and building permits for the project
components for which detailed design drawings exist (i.e., the dayearefzettity,north lawn core facility,
equipment shops and mechanical room, and Torrey East Building and associated underground
patking), would be processed by the City without further discretionary approval. When the Institute
is ready to develop the remaining project components (i.e., the Salk Community Center Building,

north peninsula parking structure, temperary-heusing—quarters-and greenhouses), the Institute would

apply for Substantial Conformance Review (SCR) prior to submittal of applications for grading and
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building permits. The SCR process, a Process Two review for projects in the Coastal Zone as outlined
in Section 126.0112 of the SDMC, would enable City staff to determine whecher the future project
components would be in substantial conformance with the project-specific development permits and

design guidelines described below.

Table 3-1
PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
FOR REFINED PROJECT DESIGN
LAND USE TOTAL BUILDING AREA
Scientific Research Building 94,200 sf
Salk Community Center Building' 117,000sf
DBayeare Facihey +2:000-sf
Femporary Housmg-Quarrers 12,000-sf
Greenhouses 4,000 sf
Subtotal: 235-260215,200" sf
Demolition of Temporary Buildings -29.000 sf
‘TOTAL: 216;260186,200° sf
Undeveloped Land/Open Space’ 5-57.82 acres

Nortes:
' The Salk Community Center Building square footage may include adminiscrative space, meeting rooms, an
auditorium and dining facilities. The north lawn core facility, equipment shops, mechanical reom and underground
parking areas are excluded from the building square faotage estimates above pursuant to Section 113.0234 of the
SDMC and the University Community Plan (page 179). Therefore, these basement uses supporting che above-ground
square footage are not considered in the analysis of proposed development intensity contained in chis report.
? The square footages of the proposed buildings and uses within each building listed in the above table are provided to
illustrate an example of how the project could be built eut-to-the-566;000-squarc-foot—ofto_maximize its scientific
research capacity_as provided for in_the University Community Plan. Ultimate building square footages and internal uses
may vary slightly dependmg on the Insiture’s long-term needs; however the 568:860476,000-5f total would not be
exceeded

3 Approximately 3-21.27 net acres would be dedicaced ta the Cicy of San Diega as MHPA.

Under the Master PDP regulations stated in SDMC Section 143.0480, subsequent development
phases must be substantially consistent with the conceptual development criteria (i.e., the design
guidelines) proposed at the time of the Master PDP approval. That consistency will be determined
during the SCR process. The buildings subject to SCR would also undergo review by the City’s
Historic Resource Board (HRB) staff to verify consistency with the development permits and adopted
design guidelines as it—relates to historic resources. During the SCR process, should the City
determine that any future building or grading permit(s) is not consistent with (i.e., in substantial
conformance with) the proposed design guidelines and development permits, the project applicant
could appeal the consistency determination to the Planning Commission, apply for an amendment to
those development permits, as necessary, or modify the application to be consistent with the approved

entitlements.
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3.2.3 Design Guidelines

Design.guidelines are proposed by the project applicant to provide a comprehensive framework for the
architectural and landscape design of all proposed structures chat are slaced for future development
and whose architectural details are conceptual in nature at this time. As graphically depicted in
Section 3.2.4.7 of this report, the design guidelines would apply to the entire property, including
specific guidelines for the Salk Community Center Building and associated underground parking

structure on the north mesa, the—temporary-housing—quarters—anmd—surfreeparking-arezr-ormrthesouth

mesa—anmd-the greenhouses near the southern property boundary along Salk Institute Road, and che
restoration of the historic perimerer landscaping along the southern property boundary., The design

guidelines are proposed in conjunction with the development permits listed below in Section 3.4,

Discretionary Actions, to assist City staff in completing the SCR process and in processing future
applications for building and grading permits for the conceptually designed buildings noted above.
The established architectural details for the dayearefaethity;-Torrey East Building; and north tawn 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 éuidelines comprise architectural and landscape components that
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 siting, building articulation, building materials,
equipment screening, service areas, walls, fencing, signage and outdoor lighting, as well as proximiry
to the MHPA and the preservation of existing view corridors and vistas. Building materials would be
similar to those that exist on site, including architectural concrete, stainless steel, wood, Corten steel,
masonry, travertine stone, and clear glazing. Building facades would be articulated using additive
elements, such as columns, capped mullions, sun-shading devices and subtractive elements, such as
windows, doors, carved openings or niches. The landscape component of the design guidelines
provides. design goals for landscaping and lighting and describes treatments for the conceptually
proposed buildings and several key landscape areas on site, including the public perimeter and entries;
restoration of historic plantings: revegetation areass/MHPA-adjacent areas; and other spaces berween
buildings, within parking lots and within buffer areas. Specific landscape recommendations include
planting perimeter trees betweenrtheproposed—daycare—facihityamd—cxistmg-residerees—to—the—south
and-along public roadways as development proceeds on site. The landscape component of the design
guidelines reflects requirements of the MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines.

3.2.4 Development Components

The Instituce is proposing the phased implementation of a number of new facilities, uses and buildings
on site. Descriptions of the location, proposed uses, architectural character (as available) and building
massing for each component of the project are provided below. In general, the arrangement of uses on

the site plan developed for the proposed Master Plan reflects the generally intent of the tri-partite
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scheme envisioned for the property by Louis Kahn and Jonas Salk, wherein three major components
are constructed: a research and study area, a meeting center and housing quarters. As noted in the
Preface 1o the Final EIR, the applicant has chosen to no longer construct housing quarters on_campus
since there are off-site housing options available. A detailed discussion of the tri-parrite design scheme
is provided in the Historic Resources Technical Report (contained in Appendix C of this EIR), while a

summary description of the concept is provided in Section 5.4, Historic Resources, of this report.
3.2.4.1 Scientific Research Building

The proposed To.rrey East Building would generally be placed on the surface parking lot in the eastern

‘portion of the property, east of the existing scientific research building (East Building) and west of

North Torrey Pines Road (Figure 3-1). Development of this component of the project would require
the removal of existing temporary buildings located near the southeast corner of the property. The
uses within those existing temporary buildings would be incorporated into the equipment shops in the
north coré facility described below. The various existing utilities near the southeastern corner of the
building site would be relocated by the-€Eity-or-San 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 architectural cheme established by the original laboratory
building and reinforced by the East Building by constructing one rectilinear structure with a two-level

transparent atrium at the center of the 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 facade

to maximize the landscaped buffer fronting North Torrey Pines Road. The two-story building would

house a reception area, laboratory research spaces, support spaces, offices and meeting rooms. Two

levels of underground: parking are proposed beneath the building. Primary access to the building for
pedestrians and vehicles would be via relocated driveways from Salk Institute Road and Torrey Pines

Scenic Drive. The driveways would link and provide thru north-south movement on the western side

of the Torrey East Building. An off-street loading area for deliveries/service vehicles is proposed south

of the building near the Salk Institute Road driveway.

Architecturally, the Torrey East Building would primarily be constructed of glass walls. Stainless

steel, meral cladding and architectural concrete would be used for accent material on the building.

The central, full-height atrium would be enclosed in &Jear glass window/wall on the west and east

elevations, preserving views to the west toward the courtyard of the original laboratory building, while
maximizing the relationship between indoor and outdoor spaces. The interior footprint of the second-
floor atrium level would be enclosed with horizontal glass railings and would feature 2 connecring
bridge. Each of the two above-grade levels would be approximarely 15 feet in height. The maximum
structure height would not exceed 30 feet above existing grade. Figure 3-2 illustrates proposed
elevations for the Torrey East Building.
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The building would include landscape buffers along all elevations, including the north and south
parking driveway ramps. The majority of the existing landscaping east of the probosed structure

would be preserved and supplemented with additional plantings as described in Sections 3.2.4.6 and’

5.4 of this report. The landscape plan makes accommodations for the relocation of the Chinese Fringe
trees located in the existing parking lot {refer to Section 5.4, Historic Resources, for a discussion on the

trees).
3.2.4.2 Salk Community Center Building

The Salk Community Center Building would contain administration space, meeting rooms, an
auditorium and dining facilities as envisioned in Louis Kahn's meeting center concept in the tri-partite
scherne1961 Salk Institute Master Plan. The Salk Community Center Building and its associated
underground parking structure are proposed on the site of the existing surface parking lot on the
northwest portion of the property (Figure 3-1). Sited ar the western end of the parking structure and
accessible from Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, the Salk Community Center Building could be built in
phases. It would be constructed of two_rectangular wings, one three-stories and the other four-stories

in_height=stery—scettons;—two—four-story—seetions; and one, two-story auditorium section (double-

" height), connected by an outdoor terrace and walkways_(see Figure 3-1). Although the twe

westernmost sections of the building would be four stories in height, they-it would be built at a lower
proposed grade (which drops by approximately 10 feet from east to west on that portion of the site) on
the site and thus would not appear taller than the three-story eastern sections when viewed from the

east (refer to Figure 3-3, Project Sections for Refined Project Design). The maximum structure height of 30

to 40 feet above proposed grade would not comply with the 30-foot maximum structure height
limitation required in the RS-1-7 zone. Therefore, the project applicant is requesting a PDP to allow
for a deviation from the development regulations of the underlying zone to zllow a maximum
structure height thar would exceed 30 feet above grade (see Figures' 3-3 and 5.1-14). The structure
height would comply with the Coastal Height Limit Overlay Zone similar to other industrially zoned
properties within the Coastal Zone, as discussed in subsection 5.1.2 of this report. The terraces
surrounding the Salk Commuhity Center Building would be used by Institute employees for dining
and social gatherings and provide outdoor opportunities to take in views of the Pacific Ocean, La Jolla

coastline and the off-site coastal canyon.

A three-level, below-grade parking structure is proposed for the underground area to the east of the Salk
Community Center Building. The structure would include lightwells with 42-inch parapet walls along
their perimeter to provide natural daylight and ventilation to all three levels. The top deck of the
underground parking facility would be landscaped with grass and other appropriate 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 to performing
these important functions, the landscaped rooftop would fulfill the Institute’s vision of adding new green

space to the campus and creating a park-like setring in an area that is currently a paved surface parking
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lot. Primary access to.the Salk Community Center Building and parking structure for pedestrians and |

vehicles would be provided through new pathways and Torrey Pines Scenic Drive via a new driveway.
Tunnel connections from the north lawn core facility and the north underground parking area to the

Salk Community Center Building are also proposed (refer to Figure 3-1).

Architecturally, the proposed Salk Community Center Building would complement the existing
structures on campus and be constructed of materials that are consistent with the proposed design
guidelines (described in Section 3.2.3 of chis EIR). An SCR application for the proposed Salk
Community Center Building and associated parking structure would be submitted by the project
applicant prior to the issuance of 2 building permit(s).

3.2.4.3 Support Facilities

The project would feature support facilities in the form of new greenhouses and the norch lawn core
facility built in 2 basement configuration. These facilities would provide support to existing and future
research programs, and include an underground mechanical room and equipment shop to house

research and shared equipment space.

The north lawn core facility, mechanical room and equipment shops are proposed to be built in a
basement configuration in the north lawn area between the original laboratory building and Torrey
Pines Scenic Drive (Figure 3-1). Constructed entirely below grade, similar to the existing facility
beneath the south lawn, the single-level facility would house research and shared equipment space,
equipment Shopsland a mechanical room to serve both areas. The rooftop of the facility would be
planted with curf to mimic existing conditions on the north lawn, and light wells would be installed
along the existing pathway south of the lawn to bring in natural light to the lower level. Exterior
stairwells would be installed in two of the light wells to provide ingress/egress to the facility. The
north lawn would continue to be used as an informal recreation field by Institute employees. Figure

3-4, Project Elevations/Sections for Refined Project Design — Core Facility, contains sections of the north lawn

core facility.

Three new, one-story greenhouses are planned in an area south of the south wing of the existing East
Building (refer to Figure 3-1). - As described in the proposed design guidelines, the architectural
character and materiality of the greenhouses would match the existing greenhouses (which would be

removed from their current location on the north mesa).
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3.2.4.6~4 Open Space and Habitat Management Plan

The project applicant is proposing approximately $-57.8 acres of undeveloped land and approval of a

3221.27-acre open—spaceconservation easement on the north mesa (to be contained in MHPA) to

preserve the site’s most sensitive resources, including native habitats and-steep-hillsides—surrounding
offsite-MHPA(see Figure 3=15.3-3). A 7.l-acre conservation easement is proposed on the south

mesa which would encompass, both undeveloped and developed-lands. The MHPA dedication area
corresponds to all narive habitats on the north mesa of the site that would not be affected by existing

and future Zone 1 brush management, including a portion of an existing open space easement granted
to the City as mitigation for prior habitat impacts from the parking lot expansion project associated
with the East Building (City of San Diego 1990). Management of the proposed MHPA area would be
the responsibility of the project applicant as described below. Refer to 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, vegetated drainage swale at the interface with the MHPA. An Exotic Vegetation Removal
‘Plan is included as an appendix to the project Biological Technical Report (see Appendix B to this
report). . Removal of all non-native plant species on site is not required; therefore, the Exotic
Vegetation Removal Plan addresses the onge-time targeted remaval of four exotic, invasive species (i.e.,
tamarisk [Tamarix sp.}, pampas grass [Cortaderia sp.}, myoporum [Mygporum laetum}, and hottentot
fig/iceplant [Carpobrodus edulis]) that were either introduced to the.site from previous landscaping or

that are highly invasive._ The targeted removal of these four species would begin concurrent with
- construction of the first building (i.e., at the outset of project implementation).

Upon completion of project construction, the project applicant would be responsible for implementing
a Habitat Management Plan (HMP) for the proposed MHPA on site (see Figure 3=+5.3-3 of this EIR).
The HMP has been prepared to meet U.S. Fish and Wildlife (USFWS), California Department of Fish
and Game (CDFG), and City requirements for the preservation and long-term management of
environmentally sensitive areas on site proposed for addition to the City’s MHPA. The HMP
describes the biological resources in the Institute’s open space areas; identifies land stewardship and
interpretive opportunities; describes habitat management and vernal pool monitoring tasks; proposes
a funding mechanism for the management; and identifies a habitat manager for the site. The HMP is
a technical appendix to this EIR (see Appendix B co this report).
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3.2.4.75 Landscaping and Lighting

Landscaping for the Instirute campus would be governed by details in the proposed landscape
drawings for the dayearefaeility;~north lawn core facility and Torrey East Building, and landscape
concepts described in the proposed design guidelines. The need to respect and enhance existing view
corridors has been taken into consideration in the establishment of proposed landscape improvements
and is reflected in the design guidelines. The landscape design for the site would use a mix of local
(i.e., native and ornamental) species of grasses, groundcovers, shrubs and trees that are currently found
on the Institute campus and within the canyon rim (see Figure 3-73, Conceptual Landscape Plan_for
Refined Project Design). Landscaping is proposed around the perimeter of the facility. Native plantings
would be seeded and planted in all disturbed 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 lot and buildings currently exist. Where required,
planting areas would be irrigated using an automated sprinkler system. Temporary irrigation would
be ihscalled omr—themamifactured—slopes—around—the—perimeter—of-—thre—daycare—facthty—amd—housing
quarters-and-in the north mesa restoration area. The plant materials and irrigation system would be
- installed and maintained in accordance with the requirements contained in the Landscape Technical
Manual and Chapter 14, Article 2, Division 4 of the SDMC. Repealed by City Ordinance 19413 in

September 2005, Chapter 5, Articie 5, Division 92 of the SDMC remains applicable for land within

the Coastal Zone (including the project site) until (and unless) the California Coastal Commission
CCC) _approves the related code change, LCP Amendment No. 1-07 (Brush Management

Regulations). Until then, Bbrush management activities, including vegetation clearing and thinning,

would be conducted on site pursuant to Chapter 5, Article 5, Division 92 of the SDMC. Zone 1
(vegetative clearing) would be established within 30 feet of proposed structures, while Zone 2
(vegetative thinning) would be maintained for 20 feet beyond Zone 1, pursuant to the brush
management regulations currently in place for properties in the coastal zone._If the pending LCP
Amendment increasing brush management requirements at the interface of development with open

space is approved by the CCC, however, Zone 1 would increase to 35 feet and Zone 2 would increase

to 65 feet. for a total 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 marterials on site. Architectural concrete and/or
brick pavers would be used for courtyards, walkways and the proposed retaining walls. Screening
vegetation would be placed adjacent to the loadmg area screenmg wall on the south side of the Torrey

East Building-s

dayeare—&crhty—md-fcmporary—hmnmg Several existing trees on the north lawn would be relocated to

make room for the north lawn core facility. Outdoor seating areas would be prowded with botbh fixed

and moveable furnishings (e.g., benches).

I



Source: Office of James Burnett

m\Res ration’of Histaric.Perimeter Landscaping |

fn

e Tegk

J

Design guidelines specify

2% planting in these areas

{ed
ese

i
R |
L

SGISSSAL-01 Sall\Map\EIRFig)-5_RefincdConceptual Lepdseape ndd -JP

Conceptual Landscape Plan for Refined Project Design
SALK INSTITUTE

Figure 3-5



file://I:/Gis/SVSAL-OI

2l r
050546
Salk Institute Master Plan Section 3.0
Final EIR (SCH No. 2004111049; Projecs No. 44675) . Project Description

New exterior lighting would provide security and safety for all pedestrian walks and parking areas,
and accent lighting would be provided ar entries. The existing overhead surface parking lot lighting
would be removed and replaced with new lighting for the buildings and walkways as each phase of the
project is implemented. The design guidelines state that all project lighting must be specifically
placed to fall only on the premises and shielded and directed away from all natural habitats, adjacent
properties and the MHPA.

3.2.4.8—6_Utilities and Public Services

Utility Connections

Primary urility service to the portions of the site proposed for development would be accommodared
through connections with existing services on or near the property or stand-alone dedicated mechanical
. units. The utility connections would be constructed as the need arises in conjunction with the
implementation of each component of the project. Currently, electricity, natural gas and water are, and
would continue to be, supplied from outside sources; the on-site central plant does not provide power
services. Sewer and water connections would be installed in association with each component of the

proposed project and all on-site improvements would be private. The private on-site water improvements

would urilize the existing water_meter located at North Torrev Pines Road and Salk Institute Road.

Specifically, sewer and water connections for the Torrey East Building would be installed from the Salk
Institute Road/North Torrey Pines Road intersection. ?hrdayem-e—fae:ﬁqf-wmﬁd—beseﬁieed—&om—a—new

eomp}eted—gmvmyﬂewerﬂm—thm—cham—to—Pﬂmp—Sfaﬂm-No—éé—Sewer service for the north fawn core
facility and Salk Community Center Building on the northern side of the property could be accomplished

through one of two means: construction of a temporary sewer pump station near the west end of the
proposed north lawn core facility and/or construction of a permanent sewer pump station at the northwest
end of the existing parking lot adjacent to the proposed Salk Community Center Building. In either case,
a private force main would be constructed on site to convey the wastewater from the pump station to the
existing gravity sewer main in the private driveway that extends from Salk Institute Road. Water for the
northern facilities would eomefromarew-water-mambe provided by the construction of two parallel 12-
inch water mains to be constructed within Torrey Pines Scenic Drive.

The proposed project also includes the vacation of two utility easements on site. First, the proposed
project would vacate a 10-foot wide public utility easement previously granted to the City in 1961,
the easement crosses the eastern portion of the site parallel to the eastern edge of the existing surface
parking lot on sire. No urility lines exist within this easement. A second easement to the City would
be vacated near the southeast corner of the property. This easement currently contains a number of
utilities, including sewer Pump Station No. 28, which are scheduled for removal by the City in

conjunction with the sewer Pump Station No. 45 project.
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A Preliminary Drainage Study and Water Quality Technical Report have been prepared for the
proposed project (see Appendices H and I to this report), pursuant to associated National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and City Storm Water Standard/Standard Urban Stormwater
Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) requirements. As described in Section 5.8, Hydrology/Water Quality, of this
EIR, NPDES and City requirements include the provision of construction and post-construction Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to avoid/reduce impacts to receiving waters from land development

activities to the Maximum Extent Practicable (MEP).
Public Services

Fire Protection

The project site is developed and currently is serviced by the City of San Diego Fire-Rescue
Department. The nearest fire station, Station 35, is located approximately three miles east of the
project site at 4285 Eastgate Mall. Station 35 is the bartalion headquarters for the 5" Battalion,
which encompasses the north 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 this station to the Institute site is approximately 5.1 minutes (Y. Hali, personal
communication {pers. comm.} 2005¢). Station 9 is situated 2.8 miles south of the project 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 the project site (T.
Halil, pers. comm. 2005¢). : cow—temporaryhousine—auartersare—proposed—wehim—an—urbar

area—The project applicant would be required to implement brush management (or alternative
compliance measures approved by the Fire Department, such as fire-resistant walls and sprinklers into
the building) around the proposed structures to reduce the potential fire risk associated with being

adjacent to open space. Fire hydrants are proposed throughout the site-and-SatkiInstituteRoad-would
be-improved-outtothewestermend-efthepropertyfor-aceess.

Police Protection

Units from the UCSD Police Department and the San Diego Police Department patrol the project
area. The primary responder to incidents off the UCSD campus is the San Diego Police Department.
The nearest City police substation (Northern Division) is located approximately three miles east of the
project site at 4285 Eastgate Mall. Response times from this station depend upon the type of
situation responded to. Generally speaking, for the highest priority (emergency) call (“E”), the
response time to the project site is approximately 8.65 minutes (C. Haley, pers. comm. 2005d).

3-14
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Librarzes

The General Plan provides specific guidelines and standards for public library design and construction
within the City. These standards are as follows:

e Population - The service area should contain at least 18,000 to 20,000 residents before a
permanent library facility is warranted; anticipated growth should reach approximately 30,000

residents within a period of 20 years after the branch is opened.

e Branch Size - The maximum service area is a two-mile radius. The site should be accessible by foot
and auto. Since the automobile is the prime source of transportation, it is important to locate the
facility in the vicinity of major streets; access to public transportation, however, should also be a

significant consideration.

® Book Capacity and Use - The branch should house 2.7 volumes per sf on opening and an eventual
capacity of 4.4 volumes or more. Additional considerations that are not standards 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 location should be flexible over time. Demands of residents can change as
the social characteristics change. As for instance, a shift from a family-dominated community
to one occupied mainly by senior citizens.

- Library location should be in an area of intense people activity and where the trip can be
combined with other shopping chores. _

— The facility should have the flexibility of conversion to other uses when and if the 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 Universi'ty community planning area population is over 52,000 residents. The closest
public library to the project site is the University Community Branch Library (a City branch), which is
located approximately 4.4 miles to the southeast at 4155 Governor Drive within the University
community planning area. Opened in 1978, chis library is approximately 10,000 sf and currently
houses 79,990 volumes, which is roughly 8 books per square foor (Lien Dao, pers. comm. 2005¢). An
approximate 5,000 square foot expansion is scheduled for completion in Fall 2008.  After
construction, this library will house approximately 90,000 volumes, which is roughly 6 books per
square foot (L. Dao, pers. comm. 2005¢). In addition, a new library facility tsexpected—to-opened in
early—September 2007 fer—in the University community planning area. The North University
Community Branch Library facthty—wilbbeis located at the intersection of Nobel and Judicial Drives,
overlooking the City-owned Nobel Athletic Park. The new City branch wil-bejs apﬁroximately
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16,000 square feet and wit-houses roughly 60,000 volumes, which is about 4 books per square foot.
The La Jolla Public Library is located approximately five miles from the project site at 7555 Draper
Avenue, which is outside the Uni{rersity 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
equates to approximately 4.8 books per square foot. In addition, the Institute maintains its own
research libraries on site and UCSD houses six different libraries on its campus that are available to

individuals associated wich the Institure.
- Parks

Six local parks are located within three miles of the project site. Table 3-2, Local Parks In The Vicinity
of the Salk Institute, lists each park and its approximate distance and direction from the project 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
approximately 18,000 to 25,000 residents within a 1.5-mile radius (City of San Diego 2005b). In
addition to local parks, the 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 the project site, the Torrey Pines
Gliderport (Gliderport) within Torrey Pines City Park is located adjacent to the project site, and
UCSD has recreation facilities that non-campus residents can use for a fee, Hiking trails to the beach
are situated west of the project site. The regional open spaces of Los Pefiasquiros Canyon Preserve,
Rose Canyon and Marian Bear Memorial Park are located within five miles of the projécr site. In

addicion, Institute employees informally use the north lawn of the Institute property for recreation

purposes.
Table 3-2°
LOCAL PARKS IN THE VICINITY OF THE INSTITUTE
Approximate Distance Approximate
Park From Project Site Direction From
(mile) Project Site
Torrey Pines City Park, State Reserve and Beach <1 mile (to 4 miles) West and
: norchwest
La Jolla Achletic Area 1.5 South
Cliffridge Park 2.4 South
Mandell Weiss Eastgate City Park 2.5 . East
Villa La Jolla Park 2.6 Southeast
Kellogg Park 2.8 Southwest
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3.2.4.7 Circulation/Parking

The proposed project would enhance the existing vehicular and pedestrian circulation patterns on and

around the Salk campus to access the new structures. Atrapproximately—786-tncar-foot—westerly

retaining—wall-and-perimetertendseapmg—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 Salk Cornrnunity Center Building, respectively, and their associated underground parking areas.

additior—aA new S-foot wide sidewalk extension is proposed within the right-of-way for Torrey Pines

Scenic Drive to the western property boundary. Informal pedestrian walkways would be located
throughour the site, with linkages to existing facilities.

The Insticute currently implements an extensive public transportation and ride-sharing program for
the purpose of minimizing employee trips to/from the site. This program consists of providing
employees commurer transportation information, 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 alternative transportation expenses into a transportation spending
account on a pre-tax basis. The Institute also maincains 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.

The project design includes the construction of two, multi-level, underground parking structures-and

hmited—surface—parking—areas.  Specifically, a two-level 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
Community Center Building. Surface—parkimg—would—be—constructed—adizeent—ro—the—remporary
heusing—untts—and—the—daycare—facitity—as—deseribed—above——See Figure 3-1 for an—iHustrationthe

locations of these parking facilities. Upon facility buildout, the parking supply on the Salk Institute
campus would exceed the minimum of H;3281.046 spaces required by City regulations.

3.2.4.46-8 Division of Property

The project applicant is proposing 2 VITM to subdivide the 26.3-acre site into four parcels to assist in
obtaining construction financing for the various facilities. Lot 1 of the property would encompass the
3.1 acres east of the existing East Building that would generally be occupied by the proposed Torrey
East Building and its underground parking strucrure. Lot 2 would consist of the 10.1-acre area that is

currently occupied by the existing buildings and where the north lawn core facility and greenhouses
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are proposed. Lot 3 would encompass the undeveloped 7.1-acre south mesa west of Lot 2_and would

remain in its current undeveloped state—wherc—thc—dayeare—faerhty—nd—tcmporary—homm-g—afe
propesed. Lot 4 would be situated west of Lot 2 and north of Lot 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 3-8G, Proposed Vesting
Tentative Map, contains the VITM.

3.3 PHASING, GRADING AND CONSTRUCTION

The proposed project would involve the phased development of approximarely +3:39.0 acres of the
" 26.3-acre site. Phasing and timing of the development would generally be dependent on the demands
placed on the Institute 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 dicrate a
specific order of priority and could change; project implementation would occur over a period of

'several decades.

1. North Lawn Core Facility, Equipment Shops and Mechanical Room/Storage
2. Greenhouse Reconstruction

4:3 . North Peninsula Underground Parking Structure

5:4.8alk Community Center Building

€-5.Torrey East Underground Parking Scructure

#6.Torrey East Building

8- Temporary Housing-Quarrers

Overall site grading is anticipated to require approximately 36;66620,000 cubic yards (cy) of cut,
5:6662.300 cy of fill and 200,000 ¢y of basement/garage excavation for a total export of
2257666217,700 cy over the buildout of the proposed project. Each development phase of the project
would require some export of material, which would be properly disposed of at an approved disposal
locarion(s). Slopes generally would be constructed at a maximum grade of 2:1 (horizonral to vertical),
resulting in maximum cut and fill slopes up to +2—and—t5eight feet tallrespeetively. None of the
existing narural slopes over 25 percent grade (1 e., steep hllls1des) would be 1mpacred by the proposed

gradmg A A
< All otherretaining

walls would be structural in narure and used to support building foundations). All applicable

recommendations from the project georechnical report would be implemented during project grading’
activities. In addition, proposed design and construction would incorporate applicable standard
~measures, such as the City of San Diego Grading Ordinance and Seismic Safery Study, and the
International Conference of Building Officials Uniform Building Code (UBC) and California Building
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Code amendments. Grading, construction and building plans would also be reviewed by the City

Engineer prior to development.

Construction activities would occur from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday, excluding
public holidays, except in case of emergency {per SDMC Section 59.5.0404). Construction staging
would occur on the subject property and would be located as far away as possible from existing
residences and biclogically sensitive areas. To minimize the amount of solid waste generated during
and after construction, the project applicant would be required by the City Environmental Services
Department to prepare a waste management plan prior to issuance of any permit for demolition or
grading. The plan would identify how much waste would be generated, the type of waste that would
be generated, how materials would be re-used onsite, the waste disposal/recycling location for unused
debris and methods for reducing construction and demolition debris. Measures to minimize air and
water pollution during construction have been identified as either project design features or mitigation
measures. A number of BMPs would be employed to avoid/reduce temporaty construction impacts to
receiving waters from land development activities, including (but not limited to) measures such as:
retention of open space wherever feasible; use of a phased construction schedule; and use of erosion
prevention and sediment control efforts including silt fencing, gravel bags, soil binders (e.g., bonded
fiber matrix), mulching, and secured (staked) fiber rolls. Short-term (as described) and long-term
(e.g., landscaping and street sweeping) erosion control measures would be included and maintained as
part of the project in order to protect exposed areas during and after construction. In addition,
construction and storage/staging areas would be designed and managed to prevent the contamination
of stormwater. Finally, contractors and appropriate construcrion workers would be educated about
protective measures in the handling and disposal of potential pollurants in writing and through

pre-construction and pre-grading meetings.

3.4  DISCRETIONARY ACTIONS
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._The permits

and amendments to existing permits listed below are required to construce all new proposed buildings
on the campus, in addition to allowing for other project components, as described below.

3.4.1 Amendment to Conditional Use Permit No. 3841

Amend the existing CUP to include the proposed dayearefacibtynew buildings.

3.4.2 Amendment to Coastal Development Permit/Hillside Review Permit/CUP No. 90-1140

Amend the existing permit to include the proposed dayearefacthtynew buildings.
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3.4,3 Master Planned Develbpmént Permit

A Master PDP is necessary for the proposed project to allow expansion of previously conforming uses
in conformance with the land use designation in the University Community Plan, pursuant to SDMC
- 143.0403; ' g qua
SBMET4-6402a2r—and to allow for a deviation from the de

underlying zone related to maximum structure height.

ary oS aneler, CTS—as—an—¢ SOy s Parsa O

velopment regulations of the

3.4.4 Site Development Permit

A SDP is required for the project as proposed in accordance with the City’s Eavironmentally Sensitive
Lands (ESL) regulations, as the project would result in limited encroachment into sensitive upland
habitats. Under the ESL portion of the SDP, the applicant would be provided authorization for
impacts to 6:640.03 acre of Tier I habitat; and +-540.05 acre of Tier II habitat and-6-25-zere-of Fier
Hi-habitat-and to covered species under the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP), via the
Implementing Agreement entered into by the City, UWSFS and CDFG. As direct impacts to native
habitat total 0.08 acre, which is less than 0.1 acre and thus below the City’s significance threshold, no

habitat mitigation would be required. All other direct and indirect impacts to biological resources

would be mitigated to below a level of significance in conformance with the ESL regulations. A SDP
is also required in accordance with the Historical -Resources Regulations for the proposed project
because the Salk Institute was designated as Historic Site No. 304 in 1991 and said regulations
require a SDP for development on sites where historical resources (defined as such under the SDMC)

are locared.

3.4.5 Coastal Development Permit

- A CDP 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 to the California
Coastal Commission pursuant to Section 126.0710 of the SDMC.

3.4.6 Vesting Tentative 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 to
facilitate development of proposed facilities over the length of the project build-out period (i.e., several

decades).

3-20



AT R

CG0550
Salk Institute Master Plan Section 3.0
Fina! EIR (SCH No. 2004111049, Project No. 44675) Project Deseription

3.4.7. MHPA Boundary Line Adjustment

The project applicant is proposing an MHPA boundary line adjustment which would add 3221.27
net acres to the City’s MHPA; the City received concurtence from the USFWS regarding the proposed
boundary line adjustment in Nevember—2066May 2008. Concurrence from the CDFG was also

received in Fanwary2667May 2008.

3.4.8 FEasement Vacation

The proposed project would vacate right-of-way associated with existing utility easements as described
in Section 3.2.4.7, Utilities and Public Services, above. Any electrical easement vacation would require

concurrence from San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E).
3.5 OTHER APPROVALS/PERMITS

Subsequent ministerial and/or discretionary actions and necessary approvals from the City of San
Diego and others may include the following:

3.5.1 City of San Diego

The project applicant would seek ministerial approval via the SCR Process of Grading Permit(s),
Building Permits, Stormwater Infrastructure, Water Infrastructure and Sewer Infrastructure. An
encroachment permit would be sought for construction of . the various roadway/circulation

improvements.

3.5.2 State/Regional Water Quality Control Board

The project applicant would need to comply with the State Water Resource Control Board’s NPDES
general construction activity permit for stormwater/erosion control and with the NPDES municipal
stormwater permit because more than five—seresone acre of grading would occur. In addition, if

shallow groundwarer were encountered, a NPDES dewatering NPBES-permit also would be required.

3.5.3 Consistency Determination from San Diego County Regional Airport Authority

The project applicant may seek a determination from the San Diego County Regional 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.
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4.0 HISTORY OF PROJECT CHANGES

The original design of the Salk Institute Master Plan was submitted by the project applicant in late
2005. In terms of scale and overall site layout, the 2005 project design was similar to the currently
proposed design, with proposed development taking place on the north, south and east mesas of che
Institure campus. The project components were identical to those of the proposed project in use,
location, size and layout, except for the layout of the Salk Community Center Building, and
configuration and/or precise location of the Torrey East Building, ‘daycare facility and temporary
housing quarters. The original linear design of the Salk Community Center Building, composed of
two internally connected, two-story sections, occupied nearly the entire north mesa. This layout was
determined to be not ideally suited for the location along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive following the
initial project 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, with vehicular access provided through Torrey Pines Scenic

Drive via two driveways.

v 1 1 -~ L. LI 1 ol oo RO . A ] L Ll s
unaer the IIrst project qesign, the 1orrey Last Duudmg was proposcd (o D€ 4 sinaier stiudiuic,

. constructed as two wings separated by an internal courtyard open to the east and west. The daycare

facility was originally planned to be slightly larger and, although sited on the south mesa, it was to be
located slightly to the east of the currently proposed location. The temporary housing quarters were

also sited slightly to the 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 of the site. No design
changes were made to the other components of the proposed project. The project change was not
made in response to environmental concerns expressed by Ciry of San Diego staff during their review
of the proposed project, but rather was proposed by the project applicant to more truly respond to the
original design (i.e., tri-partite} scheme developed for the Salk Institute (Institute) campus by Louis
Kahn and Jonas Salk in the early 1960s. The project change was also developed by the ﬁrojecr
applicant to respect, rather than obstruct, public views of the ocean and scenic coastal areas offered

from Torrey Pines Scenic Drive.

The revised project design eliminates the four support buildings proposed parallel to Torrey- Pines
Scenic Drive and replaces them with the Salk Community Center Building that possibly could be buile
in phases, as described in Section 3.0; Project Description. The Salk Community Center Building would
be located at the far west end of the existing surface parking lot on the north mesa. The Salk
Community Center Building would be built in five phases and would house administrative areas,
meeting rooms, dining facilities and an auditorium. A three-level underground parking garage
proposed immediately east of and separate from the Salk Community Center Building has replaced the
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two-level parking garage formerly proposed beneath the support buildings. The reconfigured parking
structure would feature architectural walls and lawn on its rooftop, rather than the buildings,
walkways and terrace space that was formerly located there. One entry drive into the structure would
be constructed along Torrey Pines Scenic Drive, rather than the construction of two entry drives as

originally proposed.

No changes in building square footage, phasing or discretionary permits are proposed. The Salk
Community Center Building would contain approximately the same quantity of scientific research
space (i.e., 117,000 square feet {sf]) as the former support buildings. The modified project design
would allow for the construction of 210,200 sf of new scientific research space on the Instituce

campus, for a total of 500,000 sf on site.

The original project design is analyzed in compatison to the proposed project in Section 8.0,
Alternatives, under the Alternative Salk Community Center Building Layout (see subsection 8.3.1 of

this report).

In September 2006, the project applicant presented revised architecture fo

r
he Ciry in response to concerns expressed by the Hisroric Resources Board's Design Assistance

.
ro the Ciry esponse to ¢ Historic

ot

Subcommittee (DAS) that views to the historic courtyard from the adjacent public right-of-way
{ROW) along North Torrey Pines Road would be obstructed by the proposed laboratory building. In
response to those DAS concerns, the project applicant redesigned the structure to include a two-story
glass-enclosed atrium on the west and east elevations of the building aligned with the center axis of
the courtyard for the original laboratory building, The atrium would preserve views to the west
toward the courtyard while maximizing the relationship between indoor and outdoor spaces. In
addition, glass railings were incorporated into the second-floor internal foot bridge to ensure views
would be preserved. A description of the Torrey East Building is provided in Section 3,0, Project,
Description, while a rendering of the actrium and the view through it is provided in a figure in
subsection 3.2, Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character, of this report. The project application was

formally modified to reflect the atrium architecture in January 2007.

Following the public circulation of the Draft EIR. which analyzed the design referred to herein as the
"proposed project.”_the applicant made further refinements to the project design. As explained in the
Preface to this Final EIR and in Section 3.0, Project Description, the applicant has eliminated the
daycare facility and temporary housing quarters from the Salk Institute Master Plan, and has

consolidated the footprint of the Salk Community Center Building to_reduce _the amount of brush
management required on the norch mesa. This new design, referred to as the Refined Project Design,

would allow for the construction of 186,200 sf of new scientific research space, for a rotal of 476,000

sf of gross floor area on site. _The project application was formally modified to reflect the new design

in April 2008, and the Refined Project Design is the project now being proposed by the applicant for
approval by City decision-makers,
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