SUBSEQUENT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
City of San Diego

Project No. 0614791
SCH No. 2004051076

SUBJECT: Southwest Village Specific Plan: GENERAL PLAN and COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENTS
to the Otay Mesa Community Plan (OMCP) to modify the Neighborhood Village
designation to reflect the proposed density range, amend the Beyer Boulevard and
Caliente Avenue street classifications, and specify the locations of parks and schools and
circulation system roadways. A REZONE from Agricultural-Residential (AR)-1-1 to AR-1-1,
Residential-Multiple Unit (RM)-1-3, RM-2-5, RM-3-7, Residential Mixed-Use (RMX)-1, Open
Space-Conservation (OC)-1-1, Open Space-Residential (OR)-1-2, and Open Space-Park
(OP)-1-1. A SPECIFIC PLAN adopted via ordinance, as well as a ROAD IMPROVEMENT
ORDINANCE (Charter 55) and ROAD IMPROVEMENT RESOLUTION (Council Policy 700-17)
to allow the construction of Beyer Boulevard West through City-owned parkland. The
project also may require AGREEMENTS to acquire real property interests or approval of
resolutions of necessity to initiate eminent domain proceedings and acquire real
property interests of conservation easements held by California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, National Enterprises, Inc. and the County of San Diego in order to construct
Beyer Boulevard. The Specific Plan includes 30 Planning Areas with up to 5,130 dwelling
units, 175,000 square feet of commercial and retail uses, two schools, 35 acres of parks,
trails, open space, and other supporting infrastructure.

For the project-level components, the project is requesting a VESTING TENTATIVE MAP to
grade Phase 1, Phase 2, and a portion of Phase 4; construct up to 920 dwelling units in
Phase 1; and construct Beyer Boulevard with associated utilities. The vesting tentative
map includes several EASEMENT VACATIONS. Phase 1 development also requires a SITE
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT for deviations from the Environmentally Sensitive Lands
Regulations and Historical Resources Regulations, a Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA)
BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT and a Vernal Pool Habitat Conservation Plan (VPHCP)
MAIOR AMENDMENT, and a NON-WASTING ENDOWMENT FUND for the maintenance of
conserved land.

The 490-acre Specific Plan area is located south of State Route (SR) 905 and west of
Spring Canyon and is within the OMCP area; MHPA; VPHCP land; Airport Influence Area
(AIA; Brown Field and Naval Outlying Landing Field [NOLF] Imperial Beach Review Area
2); and Airport Land Use Compatibility Overlay Zone (Brown Field and NOLF Imperial
Beach). (LEGAL DESCRIPTION: the eastern half of Section 36; the northeastern corner of
Section 01; Section 31; Section 06; and the western half of Section 05, San Bernardino
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Meridian, in the City of San Diego, County of San Diego, State of Callfornla) A-GENERAL

l. ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION:

This document has been prepared by the City of San Diego's Environmental Analysis Section under
the direction of the Development Services Department and is based on the City's independent
analysis and conclusions made pursuant to 21082.1 of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) Statutes and Sections 128.0103(a), 128.0103(b) of the San Diego Land Development Code.
Based on the analysis conducted for the project described above, the City of San Diego, as the Lead
Agency, has prepared the following Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). The SEIR tiers
from the certified Final Program Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) prepared for the Otay Mesa
Community Plan (OMCP), Project No. 30330/304032, State Clearinghouse (SCH) No. 2004051076
certified March 2014 via Resolution No. R-308810.

The purpose of the environmental document is to inform decision-makers, agencies, and the public
of the significant environmental effects that could result if the project is approved and implemented,
identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the
project.

The SEIR analysis addressed the following issue area(s) in detail: Land Use, Visual Effects and
Neighborhood Character, Air Quality/Odor, Biological Resources, Historical Resources,
Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials, Hydrology/Water Quality, Geology/Soils,
Energy Conservation, Noise, Paleontological Resources, Traffic/Circulation, Public Services,
Utilities, Water Supply, Population and Housing, Agricultural and Mineral Resources,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and Tribal Cultural Resources.
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The EIR identified mitigation for the following issues: Land Use, Air Quality/Odor, Biological
Resources, Historical Resources, Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous Materials,
Hydrology/Water Quality, Geology/Soils, Noise, Paleontological Resources, Traffic/Circulation,
Utilities, and Tribal Cultural Resources.

The EIR concluded that the project would result in significant unmitigated environmental impacts to
Land Use, Air Quality/Odor, Historical Resources, Human Health/Public Safety/Hazardous
Materials, Noise, Traffic/Circulation (vehicle miles traveled), Utilities (solid waste), and Tribal
Cultural Resources. All other impacts analyzed in the draft EIR were determined to be less than

significant.

1. PUBLIC REVIEW DISTRIBUTION:

The following agencies, organizations, and individuals were distributed either the Public Notice or a
copy of the draft Environmental Impact Report:

Federal Government

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (19)
U.S. Border Patrol (22)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (23)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (16&26)

State of California

Caltrans District 11 (31)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife (32)
Dept of Toxic Substance Control, Region 1 (39)
Office of Historic Preservation (41)

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 9 (44)
State Clearinghouse (46A)

California Air Resources Board (49)

California Department of Transportation (51)
California Transportation Commission (51A)
California Transportation Commission (51B)
Native American Heritage Commission (56)
California Highway Patrol (58)

County of San Diego

Air Pollution Control District (65)

County of San Diego Department of Planning and Dev. Services (68)
San Diego County Parks Department (69)

County of San Diego Department of Environmental Health (75)

San Diego County Regional Airport Authority (110)
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City of San Diego

Mayor's Office (91)

Councilmember Joe LaCava, District 1 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Jennifer Campbell, District 2 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Stephen Whitburn, District 3 (MS 10A)
City of San Diego - continued

Councilmember Henry L. Foster lll, District 4 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Marni von Wilpert, District 5 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Kent Lee, District 6 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Raul Campillo, District 7 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Vivian Moreno, District 8 (MS 10A)
Councilmember Sean Elo-Rivera, District 9 (MS 10A)
Development Services Department
Environmental Analysis Section
Transportation
LDR Planning
Engineering
Geology
Landscape
Water & Sewer
Project Manager
Planning Department
Plan Long-Range
Plan MSCP
Parks and Recreation Department
Open Space
Economic Development
Real Estate Assets
Public Utilities Department (MS 906)
San Diego Police Department (MS776)
San Diego Fire-Rescue (MS603)
Transportation Development - DSD (78)
Development Coordination (78A)
Fire and Life Safety Services (79)
San Diego Fire - Rescue Dept Logistics (80)
Central Library (81A)
San Ysidro (81EE)
Historical Resources Board (87)
San Diego Housing Commission (88)
Park and Recreation (89)
City Attorney (93C)

Other Interested Groups, Organizations, and Individuals

City of Chula Vista, Environmental Review Coordinator (94)
San Diego Transit Corporation (112)
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Other Interested Groups, Organizations, and Individuals - continued

San Diego Gas & Electric Co., Land Use Planning Section (114)
Poway Unified School District (124)

San Ysidro School District (127)

Sweetwater Union High School District (131)

University of California San Diego Library (134)

Rancho Santa Ana Botanic Garden at Claremont (161)

Sierra Club (165)

San Diego Canyonlands (165A)

San Diego Natural History Museum (166)

San Diego Bird AllianceAudubon Society (167)
San Diego Bird AllianceAudubon-Society (167A)

Environmental Health Coalition (169)
California Native Plant Society (170)

Citizens Coordinate for Century 3 (179)
Endangered Habitats League (182)
Endangered Habitats League (182a)

Vernal Pool Society (185)

San Diego Tracking Team (187)

Citizens Coordinate For Century 3 (189)
Carmen Lucas (206)

South Coastal Information Center (210)

San Diego History Center (211)

San Diego Archaeological Center (212)
National History Museum (213)

Save Our Heritage Organisation (214)

Ron Christman (215)

Clint Linton (215B)

Frank Brown - Inter-Tribal Cultural Resources Council (216)
Campo Band of Mission Indians (217)

San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (218)
Native American Heritage Commission (222)
Kumeyaay Cultural Heritage Preservation (223)
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (225)
lipay Nation of Santa Ysabel

Native American Distribution (225A-S)

Theresa Acerro (230)

Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce (213A)
Otay Mesa Community Planning Group (235)
Janet Vadakkumcherry (236)

San Ysidro Community Planning Group (433)
United Border Comm. Town Council (434)
Peter J. Broderick

Isabella Coye

Kathryn Pettit

Michael Shoemaker
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Other Interested Groups, Organizations, and Individuals - continued

Marisa Lundstedt

Jim Algert

John Pizzato

Michael R. Freedman

Juan Gonzalez

Juan Garcia

Carlos Garcia

Antonio Blas

Roberto Sanchez

Aispuro Trust 05-01-14

Alvarez Trust 01-01-18

Andelkovich John

Arce Arturo Jr

Arellano Burgueno Corp

Arreola Akbarh

Arreola Evelyn

Bobadilla Andres

Avalos Charles & Mary Family Trust 01-03-05
Sandoval Family Trust 06-21-07 Et Al
Ayala Lucia Trust 05-03-19

B D M Twenty LLC

Benton Family Living Trust 03-16-23
Benton Family Trust 03-07-14
Brambila Guillermo & Rosie

Blas Family Trust

Candlelight Properties LLC
Candlelight Villages LLC

Castro Ramon & Rosa 2017 Trust 08-23-17
Miranda Octaviano & Isabel M Et Al
Conde Aldo L

Conde Jorgeluis

Dodd Charles

Faith In Action Trust

Montejano Daniel

Felco Construction Inc

Fitzgerald John D & Elaine M Family Trust
Flores Joseph V & Guadalupe

Fuzet Monique Trust 07-21-16
Gamboa Manuel & Sonia

Ganem Albert F Living Trust 01-07-92
Garcia Carlos R & Elizabeth

Garcia Jose A & Rosa & Atjian Pilar
Garcia Jose A & Rosa & Garcia Guadalupe D P
Garcia Juan R

Garcia Carlos R
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Other Interested Groups, Organizations, and Individuals - continued

Garcia Robert R

Garcia Lilia E

Blas Antonio & Beatriz

Troncoso Salvador Est Of

Gardenia Company Inc

Gonzalez Juan P & Rodriguez Emilia |
Guzman-Nevarez Marco A

Lomeli Ramon C

Rivera Jose

Hattie Davisson Properties L P
Huerta Carmen Trust 06-14-07
Sandoval Manuel Et Al

Huerta Carmen Trust 06-14-07
Huerta Jesus

Gustavo Rodriguez

Juarez Marisol

Langarica Heriberto P

Lomeli Family Trust 02-22-07
Lozano Living Trust 06-19-18

Peralta Gloria

Luna Roberto A

Gomez Marcia A

Manzano Francisco | A & Deaguilar Elena C
Mercado Family Trust 02-07-18
Moreno Trust

Muncill Maria C

Mutschler Joan

Holtel Michael

Nieto Kandi H

National Enterprises Inc

Navarro Carlota L

Delizarraga Matilde G

Garcia Manuel A Et Al

Ndiba Samuel & Ngethe Terisia N
Faith In Action Trust 08-30-15 Et Al
Nelson Rick V

Nguyen Nhatnam

Nguyen Thuan D

Ochoa Daniel R

Orozco Jose M Sr Rev Living Trust 04-28-23
Ortiz Marcelino & Teresa Trust 12-30-93
Otay Mesa LLC

Perez Alberto F

Perimbeti Prakash

Pham Hung Van&Thuoc Thi Revocable 2006 Trust 11-08
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Other Interested Groups, Organizations, and Individuals - continued

Preacher Ronda R

Ramoon Holdings LLC

Raygoza Octavio & Silvia

Reinholtz Kathryn E A

Parpara David

Akhavan Tania

Rgc General Engineering Inc

Rocha Marco A & Belen

Rodriguez Aldo R R

Fuentes Rosa AR

Rodriguez Family Trust 10-09-02

Romero Juan A & Pilar C

Salazar Salvador E

Salerno Ralph N Trust 04-26-06

San Ysidro 96 LLC

Sanchez Jose M

Sandoval Guillermo F

Sandoval Luis F

Sandoval Augustine F Et Al

Santa Barbara Housing Assistance Corp
Sawaged Savannah H

Shibuya Yoshindo & Betty T Trust 06-16-82

The V LLC

Torrero Victor M & Tirado Martha A

Valdez Jose F A & Alba Ivonne E

Valdivia Leticia

Valdovinos Christopher R & Edna B Varet Aurelle
Velez Barbara A 2016 Trust 04-07-16

Venzon Family Trust 11-20-99

Villaescusa Living Trust 02-19-21

Velarde Oscar M

Wheeler John F & Vivian Revocable Intervivos Trust 0
Winans Donald & Rachele Family Trust 10-06-99
Yoquigua Trucking & Equipment Services Corp
Zamorano Ana L A

Zeng Xiaogiang

Zermeno Alfonso & Juana 2008 Trust

Allen Kashani, TriPointe Homes, Applicant
Maykia Vang, Leppert Engineering, Applicant Agent

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

() Comments were received, but did not address the accuracy or completeness of the draft
environmental document. No response is necessary, and the letters are incorporated herein.
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(X) Comments addressing the accuracy or completeness of the draft environmental document
were received during the public input period. The letters and responses are incorporated
herein.

Copies of the Environmental Impact Report and associated project-specific technical appendices, if
any, may be accessed on the City's CEQA Webpage at https://www.sandiego.gov/ceqa/final.

May 1, 2025
Elizabeth Shearer-Nguyen Date of Draft Report
Program Manager
Development Services Department April 9, 2026

Date of Final Report

Analyst: Marshall
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Comment Letter Q

ParksVelayos

June 23, 2025
Page 5

+ Emergency Access

o The emergency vehicle access (“EVA”) road and secondary EVA road should
he constructed in the beginning of Phase | and be completed prior to the first
Certificate of Occupancy regardless of whether Beyver Boulevard West is
completed. This is critical given that the existing conditions evacuation time
is estimated to be over an hour (91 minutes) before even a single Project trip
is added. Construction of these EVA roads are imperative for fire, life and
safety concerns, and should be conditioned cxclusively to the commencement
of Phase | development.

o The EVA read from South Caliente Avenue to East Avenue should be
required in Phase 2 when PAs 19 and 20 are developed.

« Phasel

o Ttisunclear why only an interim intersection ot Caliente Avenue/Beyer
Boulevard is required for Phase 1, whercas the full intersection improvement
is required in Phase 2. The full intersection improvement should be required
in Phase 1. Also, the SEIR docs not adequately describe what the interim
intersection and full intersection improvements consist of.

+ Bever Boulevard West

o Beyer Boulevard West should be constructed in the beginning of Phase 1 and
be completed prior to the first Certificate of Occupancy. This is imperative
for the Phase 1 PAs for fire, life and safety reasons. As noted above, the
existing conditions evacuation time is estimated to be over an hour (91
minutes) before even a single Project trip is added. This improvement should
be exclusively conditioned upon TriPointe and Phase 1 development (i.e., no
other Specific Plan land owner should be burdened with this improvement).
Development east of Caliente Avenue does not require this roadway and
should not be conditioned upon the construction of Beyer Boulcvard in any
manner. This is particularly critical given that Beyer Boulevard West is
proposed in a highly ecologically sensitive area under multiple jurisdictions.

o Table3-2 on page 3-6 of the SEIR states that Beyer Boulevard West from
West Avenue to the western Specific Plan boundary will be constructed at the
700" dwelling vnit. However, Figure 3-5, Street Classifications and Network,
shows Beyer Boulevard West beginning west of West Avenue, This
inconsistency should be clarified and analyzed, as necessary, in the revised
SEIR.

Q-14:

Q-15:

The commenter asserts that (1) the two EVA Roads should be
completed during Phase 1 prior to the first certificate of
occupancy and (2) that the EVA Road from South Caliente to
East Avenue should be required in Phase 2 when PAs 19 and 20
are developed. There are only two EVA Roads proposed in the
Specific Plan area, therefore, these statements are
contradictory; however, a detailed discussion of the project's
EVA Roads is provided for clarification.

SEIR Sections 3.4.4.1 and 5.6.3.2(b) describe the project’s
emergency routes, which were developed by a qualified
specialist, as detailed in the Wildfire Evacuation Study included
as Appendix E. Caliente Avenue is adequate for emergency
access for the first 200 units in Phase 1 of the Specific Plan.
Upon construction of the 201st unit, secondary access is
required per the San Diego Fire-Rescue Department, as
discussed in SEIR Section 3.5.3.1(f). The EVA roadway from
South Caliente to East Avenue is not required in Phase 2, as
Street B and Street D would provide adequate access for PAs 19
and 20 in the event of an emergency. Construction of the
primary EVA Road in Phase 2 is not required. Refer to SEIR
Section 3.4.4.1 for further details regarding emergency access
and SEIR Section 5.6.3.2(b) regarding emergency access
analysis. Finally, the project would be required to comply with
the applicable California Building Code regulations related to
emergency access at the time of building permit issuance.

The commenter asserts that the full intersection improvement
for Caliente Avenue and Beyer Boulevard should be required in
Phase 1. However, the level of development proposed during
Phase 1 would not necessitate the full intersection
improvements requested in this comment. Additionally, no
development that would front this intersection is proposed in
Phase 1. Street widths and improvements would have to meet
Fire Marshal and City Engineer standards until there is higher
demand placed on Caliente Avenue during development in
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COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Intentionally left blank

Q-16:

Q-17:

Phase 2. The timing of these improvements is discussed in SEIR
Table 3-2, Specific Plan Phasing Summary, the interim and full
intersection improvements are depicted in Attachment A of
Appendix J-2, Southwest Village Specific Plan Transportation
Phasing Plan.

The commenter asserts, without evidence, that Beyer Boulevard
West should be completed during Phase 1 prior to the first
certificate of occupancy and that the improvement should be
exclusively conditioned upon the Applicant. In addition to the
emergency access evaluation, a Local Mobility Analysis
(Appendix J-4) was prepared for the project-level VTM in
accordance with the City's TSM (September 2022) to assess
transportation needs. Based on the SANDAG regional model
trip distribution used and the Applicant's proposed phased
development for the project-level VTM in the Local Mobility
Analysis (Appendix J-4) and the Evacuation Study (Appendix E),
the Beyer Boulevard West extension is not required at the
beginning of Phase I|. The Applicant demonstrated that the
construction of Beyer Boulevard West (from the project
boundary to Enright Drive) prior to the 700th dwelling unit
would result in adequate circulation and emergency access for
the buildout of the project-level VTM. Other future discretionary
developments within the Specific Plan would similarly be
required to comply with the City's TSM requirements, and, if
applicable, prepare a project-level local mobility analysis to
address access in accordance with City requirements. In
addition, future projects would be required to demonstrate
adequate infrastructure, including emergency access, in
accordance with the SDMC, CBC and CFC requirements.

The commenter notes an inconsistency between Table 3-2 and
Figure 3-5, Street Classifications and Network in the SEIR related

to Beyer Boulevard West. Figure 3-5 has been revised to clarify
that Beyer Boulevard West is west of West Avenue and Beyer
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Q-21

Comment Letter Q

ParkVelayos e

June 23, 2025
Poge 6

¢ Beyer Boulevard East

o The full width of Beyer Boulevard East between West Avenue and Caliente
Avenue should be required to be constructed in Phase 1. The SEIR states that
Phase 1 would include an interim improvement including two lanes in cach
direction within the half-width segment of the ultimate 4-lane roadway.
However, no justification is provided for this interim improvement; rather,
this merely alleviates TriPointe from having to construct the full roadway and
puts the burden on other smaller landowners even though Trilointe is the only
major landowner with properties fronting Beyer Boulevard East. This
improvement should be exclusively conditioned upon TriPointe and Phase 1
development (i.e., no other Specific Plan land owner should be burdened with
this improvement).

o SEIR page 3-29 states that Beyer Boulevard Cast will ultimately be a four-
lane roadway. However, Figure 3-7, Bever Boulevard East Between West
Avenue and Caliente Avenue, shows a two-tanc roadway. This inconsistency
should be clarified and analyzed, as necessary, in the revised SEIR.

e Caliente Avenue

o The full width of South Caliente Avenue, including the western portion
between Beyer Boulevard East and Street B, should be constructed in Phase 2
and should be Jocated entirely on TriPointe properties.

¢ Spine Road

o The SEIR and Specific Plan include the development of PAs 4 and 5 (owned
by Otay Mesa) in Phasc 3 and include the development of PAs 1, 2, 3, 6, and
7 in Phase 4. These PAs are all located along the proposed Spine Road which
extends from Caliente Avenue easterly to the intersection with 1% Avenue in
PAs 4 and 5. Although the western portion of Spine Read is not located in
PAs 4 and 5, the Speaific Plan and SEIR require the full improvement of
Spine Road in Phase 3, which unfairly burdens PAs 4 and 5. The
development and improvement of Spine Road should be distributed
proportionately among the PAs adjacent 1o the road. For example, assuming
PAs 4 and 5 are developed in Phase 3 prior 1o the development of PAs 1, 2, 3,
6 and 7 in Phase 4, Phase 3 should only be required to develop an interim
reduced-width Spine Road per established City policy (to accommodate the
fair share of trips gencrated from PAs 4 and 5}, and half-width improvements
only, with the full width frontage improvements required in Phase 4 as the
PAs develop.

Q-18:

Q-19:

Q-20:

Q-21.

Boulevard east is east of West Avenue, consistent with Table 3-2
and the rest of the SEIR.

The commenter asserts that the full width of Beyer Boulevard
East between West Avenue and Caliente Avenue should be
constructed in Phase 1 and conditioned upon the Applicant. As
discussed in the LMA (SEIR Appendix J-4), the half street capacity
would be sufficient to support Phase 1 and would operate at
LOS Ain Phase 1. No revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter notes an inconsistency between SEIR page 3-27
and Figure 3-7, Beyer Boulevard East Between West Avenue and
Caliente Avenue regarding the ultimate width of Beyer Boulevard
East. Figure 3-7 has been updated to show the correct image for
Beyer Boulevard East as shown in Specific Plan Figure 4.8,
Modified Cross-Section for 4-Lane Urban Major with Class | Bike
Path and Class Il Bike Lanes With Buffer of the Specific Plan.

The commenter asserts that the full width of South Caliente
Avenue should be constructed in Phase 2 and should be located
entirely on properties owned by the Applicant. The City
acknowledges this position, but this comment does not raise an
issue concerning the environmental analysis or adequacy of the
SEIR. South Caliente Avenue is assumed to be constructed in
Phase 2, and the timing of proposed South Caliente Avenue
improvements would be finalized when the adjacent PAs are
proposed to be developed.

The commenter asserts that the planned improvement of Spine
Road in Phase 3 unfairly burdens PAs 4 and 5. The City
acknowledges the commenter’s position, but this comment
does not raise an issue concerning the environmental analysis
or adequacy of the SEIR. The timing of Spine Road
improvements would be finalized when the adjacent PAs are
proposed to be developed.
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Comment Letter Q

ParkVelayosus

June 23, 2025
Page 7

o Ceniral Avenue

o Figure 4.1, Street Classifications, of the Specific Plan labels the western
portien of Central Avenue, which appears to extend from Caliente Avenue
casterly to the western boundary of PA 3 (“West Central Avenue”™), as a two-
lanc collector street with two-way center left turn lane and Class 11 bike lanes
(“West Central Avenue™), and labels the eastern portion of Central Avenue,
which appears to extend from the western boundary of PA 3 to the
intersection with 1% Avenue (“East Central Avenue™), as a two-lane collector
with a Class 1 multi-use path on one side. The SEIR and Specific Plan require
the full development of West Central Avenue and East Central Avenuc in
Phase 3 (PAs 4 and 5), which unfairly burdens Otay Mesa with construction
outside of the Otay Mesa Property. As with Spine Road, the development and
improvement of Central Avenue should be distributed proportionately among
the PAs adjacent to the road. Further, the full width improvements and timing
needs to he revised to reflect coordination with the land dedication and
improvements required for the Candlelight project, City of San Diego Project
No. 40320, As with Spine Road, should PAs 4 and 5 develop in Phase 3 prior
to Phase 4 as assumed by the Specific Plan and SETR, and/or prior (o the
Candlelight project, only the partial width improvements satisfactory to
accommedate the fair share of trips generated by PAs 4 and 5 should be
required for West Central Avenue per City poliey. Further, if PAs 1, 2,3, 6
and 7 are developed before PAs 4 and 5, then the full width improvement of
West Central Avenue should be required.

¢ Schools

o The timing and implementation descriptions of the schools are vague and
ambigucus. Further, the SEIR assumes that temporary school facilitics will be
utilized in the event that PA 7 and/or 16 are not developed with school usey,
and also during the interim period before a school(s) is constructed in the
Specific Plan area. However, the SEIR fails to provide an analysis of these
alternate school facilities and the associated impacts such as traffic, noise,
construction, air quality, etc.

Q-23

e Utilities

o The 10-inch gravity sewer line along Caliente Avenue from the terminus to
Beyer Boulevard East should not be required for Phase 3, which includes the
development of PAs 4 and 5. This line is cutside of PAs 4 and 5 and should
instead be required in Phasc 1, as this line s adjacent to PA §.

Q-24

o The SEIR does not identify the specific water and sewer requirements that
would be required for Phase 5 (PA 21) (refer to SEIR p. 3-9 and Specific Plan
p.178).

Q-22:

Q-23:

The commenter asserts that the full development of West
Central Avenue and East Central Avenue in Phase 3 unfairly
burdens Otay Mesa LLC with construction outside of the Otay
Mesa LLC Property. The City acknowledges the commenter’s
position, but this comment does not raise an issue concerning
the environmental analysis or adequacy of the SEIR. The timing
of Central Avenue improvements beyond what is required as
part of VTM-1 would be finalized when the adjacent PAs are
proposed to be developed.

The commenter asserts that the SEIR fails to analyze the
temporary school facilities that would be utilized before any
schools are constructed in the Specific Plan area. To clarify, the
project does not propose the construction of temporary school
facilities to serve the students generated by the project; instead,
students would temporarily attend other existing schools in the
region until school facilities are constructed in the Specific Plan
area. This clarification in language has been made in Section
5.13.3.2(e) of the Final SEIR. As the project does not propose the
construction of temporary school facilities, no impacts
associated with construction of temporary facilities would
occur.

The commenter also expresses concern about transportation
impacts and associated impacts such as air quality and noise
resulting from the use of alternative facilities. Regarding traffic
concerns, transportation impacts under CEQA are based on
VMT and the SEIR identified that the project would have
significant VMT impacts. See also Responses L-4 and L-6. The air
quality analysis (SEIR Appendix B-1) utilizes the project-level
LMA's trip generation (SEIR Appendix J-4) with CalEEMod default
trip lengths to calculate resultant air pollutant emissions. Refer
to Response L-7 above regarding how the use of default trip
lengths in air pollutant emission quantification is adequate;
CalEEMod default trip lengths sufficiently capture the
transportation emissions associated with trips to existing
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Q-24:

schools before schools within the Specific Plan area are
constructed. Regarding noise, the noise analysis (SEIR Appendix
) is based on SANDAG future Activity Based Model (ABM2)/2019
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) traffic projections which
include traffic generated by the Specific Plan, including the
project-level areas. Future SANDAG volumes in the Specific Plan
area are higher than the segment volumes in the project-level
LMA, as shown in Table 7 of Appendix | and Figure 17 of
Appendix J-4; as a result, the traffic volumes used to assess
project-generated noise impacts are conservative and
adequately capture the noise associated with temporary trips to
attend schools outside of the Specific Plan area before schools
within the Specific Plan area are constructed.

As described in this comment and in SEIR Section 5.13.3.2(e), if
PAs 7 and/or 16 are not developed with school uses, the site's
underlying Medium Density Residential land use would apply.
SEIR Sections 5.3, Air Quality/Odor; 5.10, Noise; and 5.12,
Traffic/Circulation of the SEIR acknowledge the flexibility in how
buildout of the Specific Plan occurs and identify significant and
unavoidable program-level impacts related to criteria pollutants
and sensitive receptors, off-site traffic noise, and VMT. Future
development proposals, including either a school or medium
density residences on PAs 7 and 16, would require separate
environmental analyses at which point additional project design
features or mitigation measures may be identified to account
for any potential significant environmental impacts related to
school facilities. No revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter asserts that the 10-inch gravity sewer line
adjacent to PA 8 along Caliente Avenue should be required in
Phase 1 instead of Phase 3. While this comment does not raise
an issue regarding the environmental analysis or adequacy of
the SEIR, the following response is provided to be included in
the record. Although PA 8 is adjacent to Caliente Avenue, PA 8
does not sewer to Caliente Avenue due to slope/topography. A
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Q-25:

sewer line in Caliente Avenue is only required for sewer service
for PAs 1 through 7, which are not expected to develop until
Phase 3. No revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter notes that the SEIR does not identify the
specific water and sewer requirements that would be required
for Phase 5 and PA 21. Please refer to Topical Response 1
regarding the adequacy of the SEIR project description for
program-level and project-level components. The PAs
surrounding PA 21 are anticipated to develop in earlier phases,
meaning all required water and sewer infrastructure would
exist by the time PA 21 is developed. Should buildout of the
Specific Plan occur in a different order than anticipated, the
standard City administrative process would ensure that
adequate infrastructure exists to serve PA 21. No revisions to
the SEIR are required.
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o The SEIR does not explain how water allocations will be prioritized among
phases. Phase 1 benefits from early infrastructure, while later phases may
face curtailments or capacity limits.

e Trails, Parks. and Paseos
Q-27 © The Specific Plan discusses trail amenity enhancements on page 172 but does

not specify which Phases would be responsible for such enhancements, or
how such enhancements would be implemented or financed.

o The Specific Plan states that trail closurcs would be implemented though
completion of restoration within 50 feel of proposed trail alignments (a total
of 100 feet wide) (page 172), but does not specify how responsibility for such
restoration would be determined.

Q-28

o The public mini/pocket parks in PAs 19 and 20 should be required {or Phase 2
(which is the phasc that PAs 19 and 20 are developed), and not in Phase 5 (PA
21). (SEIR Table 3-2.)

o Itis not clear why the proposed perimeter truils along the northern and
southern boundary of PA 29 are requirements for Phases 3-7, especially given
that TriPointe owns parcels adjacent to the northern boundary and the City
owns the majonity of parcels in PA 29. (SEIR Table 3-2.) Given the
circnmslances, these trails should be conditioned as TriPointe cormmitments.

Q-30

In general, it is unclear why the development of the PAs and related improvements are
phased in the manner that they are described in the SEIR and Specific Plan. A detailed
explanation of the phasing wilh justification for the phases and specific triggers and
commitments for each PA would allow the public to better understand and provide meaningful
feedback on the Project. In addition, any improvements that are benefitting the TriPointe PAs
should be implemented by TriPointe and not conditioned on unknown future development.

c. The Project Description Is Not Finite or Stable.

The proposed Project has been changed multiple times without explanation, justification,
or input from affected stukeholders since the starl of this City process. For example, the
Conceptual Land Use Plan dated June 19, 2018, which was attached to the Southwest Village
Subcommittee meeting agenda dated June 20, 2018, includes completely different roadways and
parce! configurations compared to the current plan in the SEIR and Specific Plan. The Staff
Report dated August 21, 2018 for the August 30, 2018 Planning Commmission meeting regarding
the Specific Plan states that “[t]he draft Southwest Village Specific Plan assumes development of
3,791 dwelling units” (Staff Report page 3), whereas the Project in the SETR and Specific Plan
includes 5,130 dwelling units. A Revised Conceptual Land Use Plan dated October 17, 2018
was attached to the Southwest Village Subcommitiee meeting agenda dated Qctober 17, 2018,
which reconfigured the PAs and roadways and changed the density of the parcels. The next year,

Q-26:

Q-27:

Q-28:

The commenter asserts that infrastructure in Phase 1 could
unfairly experience water allocation benefits compared to later
phases. However, water supply is allocated for the entire
project and analyzed as sufficient through the Water Supply
Assessment (SEIR Appendix M). Water would be sufficiently
distributed as buildout of the Specific Plan occurs. No revisions
to the SEIR are required.

The commenter notes that the Specific Plan does not specify
the phasing or financing of the trail amenity enhancements on
page 172 of the Specific Plan. While this comment does not
raise an issue regarding the environmental analysis or
adequacy of the SEIR, the following response is provided to be
included in the record. As described in Section 3.4.5 of the SEIR,
amenity enhancements are intended to be integrated with the
development of each PA. If these amenities are used to fulfill
the population-based park recreational points required by the
City Parks Master Plan and the General Plan (2024) Parks
Standards, the recreational improvements must be constructed
commensurate with development. Additionally, the phasing
summary in Table 3-2 specifies the anticipated timing for the
development of specific parks and trails. Responsibility for
implementing these amenities lies with the developers of each
PA in which the amenities would be located. For example,
pocket parks within PA 5 would incorporate amenity
enhancements when that PA is developed, and financing would
be determined with those respective development plans.

The commenter asserts that the Specific Plan fails to specify
how responsibility for trail closures and restoration would be
determined. As discussed in Specific Plan Section 7.11 and SEIR
Section 3.5.4.2, trail closures would be implemented through
the completion of restoration within 50 feet of the proposed
trail alignments, creating a buffer zone with a total width of 100
feet. As described in the trail restoration plan in Attachment 1
of the Biological Resources Report (SEIR Appendix C),
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Q-30:

TriPointe Homes would be responsible for trail implementation
through open space they currently own. Responsibility for
implementing trails in areas not owned by TriPointe lies with
the property owner of each PA during the phase at which each
PA is proposed for development. Attachment 1 of the Biological
Resources Report (SEIR Appendix C) contains more information
regarding the roles, responsibilities, and timing of restoration.

The commenter asserts that the pocket parks in PAs 19 and 20
should be required for Phase 2 instead of Phase 5. While this
comment does not raise an issue regarding the environmental
analysis or adequacy of the SEIR, the following response is
provided to be included in the record. As discussed in Response
Q-27 above, the pocket parks are the responsibility of the
developers of the PAs where they are located. While PAs 19 and
20 are in Phase 2 and the pocket parks are in Phase 5, it is the
responsibility of the developers of PAs 19 and 20 to construct
the parks. It would not be the responsibility of the developer of
PA 21 in Phase 5. No revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter asserts that the perimeter trails along the
northern and southern boundary of PA 29 should be
conditioned as Applicant commitments. While this comment
does not raise an issue regarding the environmental analysis or
adequacy of the SEIR, the following response is provided to be
included in the record. As discussed in SEIR Section 3.4.5.2, the
phasing of the perimeter trail is determined by the phasing of
the PA that it is adjacent to. It is expected that the exact
alignment of the trails would be finalized during the grading
process for the development of the PAs. The Applicant would be
responsible for implementing the perimeter trail adjacent to
PAs owned by the Applicant, while other landowners would be
responsible for implementing the portion of the perimeter trail
adjacent to PAs they own upon development of these PAs. No
revisions to the SEIR are required.
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Q-33

Q-35

Q-36 I
Q37 |

June 23, 2025
Page §

a different Revised Draft Land Use Plan dated March 26, 2019 was attached to Southwest
Village Subcommittee meeting agenda dated May 15, 2019, which further revised the PAs,
roadways and densitics. The meeting presentation also stated that the Project would include up
10 5,277 homes and up to 174,240 square feet of commercial use. The Land Use Plan included
in the March 3, 2020 Scoping Meeting presentation included additional changes. Further
changes were made to the Land Use Plan included in the SEIR. The different drafi land use
plans are attached as Exhibit 3. In addition, the Staff Report dated August 21, 2018 for the
August 30, 2018 Planning Commission meeting regarding the Specific Plan stated that the
applicant (TriPointe) had prepared a drafl Specific Plan and had been working with Planning
Department staff in conducting outreach to community members, property owners and affected
stakeholders (Staff Report page 2). However, this draft Specific Plan was not discussed or
shared with BDM Twenty or Otay Mesa, and no such outreach occurred. At a minimum, the
Project and Specific Plan changes should be disclosed, explained and evaluated.

Further, the SEIR concedes that the proposed Project is “conceptual.” The plans in the
SEIR are labeled as “conceptual” for “illustrative purposes only,” including, but not limited to,
Figure 3-2, Specific Plan Development Phasing, Figure 3-8, Bicyele Facility Network, Figure 3-
9, Pedestrian Facility Network, Figure 3-10, Parks and Trails, Figure 3-11, Trails Network,
Figure 5.7-2, Conceptual Drainage System, Figure 3-27, Planning Area 8, 4 and 10 Pocket Park
Concept Designs. Figure 3-28, Planning Area 10, 11 and 12 Paseos and Pocket Park Concept
Desigms, and Figure 3-29, Planning Area 13 and 14 Paseos and Pocket Park Concept Designs. In
Mitlennium, the Court of Appeal upheld a court order invalidating an EIR prepared by the City
ol Los Angeles that only presented conceptual secnarios and failed 1o describe a building
development project, which the Court concluded provided the public and decisionmakers “Tittle
by way of actual information.” (Millennium, 3% Cal.App.5th at 18.) Here, as in Millennium,
“these regulations simply limit the range of construction choices for future developers.” (Id.)
This does not meet CEQA’s requirements for a sufficient project description.

A The SEIR is Filled With Errors and Inconsistencies. and Makes Unjustifiable
Assumptions.

As a eritical threshold issue, the land area assumptions in the SEIR are not correct, and
therefore the environmental analysis is invalid. For example, as diseussed above, the BDM
Twenty Property is approximately 20 acres. However, Table 3-1 of the SEIR and Table 2.1 of
the Specific Plan state that PA 21, which includes the BDM Twenty Property and an additional
property to the east, is 13.1 acres. This acreage is incorrecl, yel it was used as the basis of the
environmental analysis. Curiously, the presentation for the Scuthwest Village Subcommittee
meeting dated October 18, 2019 listed the BDM Twenty Property area as 19.5 acres, which is
much more accurate than the smaller acreage used in the SEIR. Further, Table 3-3 of the SEIR.
states that the program-level areas total 369.9 acres; if the area of the project-level parcels listed
in Table 3-1 are added (these areas total 60 acres), then this adds up to 429.9 acres. Yel, the
SEIR states that the Specific Plan arca totals approximately 490 acres. Further, the SEIR states
that the project-level area is 166.1 acres (121.8 acres in the Specific Plan arca and 44.3 acres off-
site), whereas the Biological Resources Report (Appendix C of the SEIR) (“Bio Report™) states
that the project-level areas are 219 acres. These inconsistent areas need to be corrected and the

Q-31:

Q-32:

Q-33:

Refer to Response Q-9 above regarding the phasing concerns
expressed in this comment.

The commenter asserts that project changes were not
adequately communicated to affected stakeholders during the
planning process. Refer to SEIR Chapter 4 for details regarding
project changes and Response Q-4 above regarding the multiple
opportunities provided for public input and discussion, where
project changes were communicated at public forums that local
stakeholders were encouraged to attend. The project identified
and analyzed in the SEIR has remained stable and finite as
described in SEIR Chapter 3 Project Description and the
comment does not raise any inadequacy of the environmental
document or review.

The commenter is incorrect that the SEIR is conceptual and
does not meet CEQA requirements for a sufficient project
description. The project description provided in Chapter 3.0,
Project Description, of the SEIR is developed at the appropriate
level of detail to support the Vesting Tentative Map (VTM)
application and specifically identifies other discretionary actions
proposed. The project-level actions are intended to allow for the
development of up to 920 units within Phase 1. The location
and types of units, including design and architectural features,
density by lot, landscaping, open space requirements and
expected parking are described throughout the project
description. SEIR Figures 3-1 through 3-46 provide locational
details, including program- and project-level grading areas,
roadway cross-sections, the VTM, water and sewer facilities, and
more. The specific designs for the individual residential phases
are not yet known so the approvals for the same are not
requested. Nonetheless, the project description provided in the
SEIR is accurate, stable, finite, and developed at the appropriate
level of detail to support analysis of the requested discretionary
actions. Please also refer to Topical Response 1 for further
discussion of the level of detail provided in the SEIR project
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Q-34:

Q-35:

Q-36:

description. Also refer to Response Q-6. The SEIR project
description provides specific land uses and densities for each
PA along with conceptual drawings of Specific Plan-wide utility,
circulation, and recreation amenities, which are noted in the
comment. As discussed further in Topical Response 1, these
components of the project description provide sufficient detail
for evaluation of environmental impacts in accordance with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124. The project description is
adequate and prepared in accordance with CEQA requirements.

The commenter asserts that the acreage of the BDM Twenty
Property is incorrectly stated in the SEIR. The commenter is
correct that the acreage of the BDM Twenty Property (APN 667-
010-14) is approximately 20 acres, and this acreage has been
revised in SEIR Table 3-1, Southwest Village Specific Plan
Development Summary and Table 3-3, Program-Level Development
Summary. This resulted in a corresponding decrease in the total
street acreage in Table 3-1.

The commenter asserts that the acreage of the program-level
areas is reported incorrectly in the SEIR based on Table 3-1 and
Table 3-3. As described in Q-34 above, the acreage of PA 21 and
the project-level streets have been adjusted in the final SEIR.
The commenter is correct that PAs 8-14 are project-level
components totaling 60.7 acres, as reported in Table 3-1, and
that adding these 60.7 acres to the new program-level total of
377.4 acres results in 438.1 acres, which is less than the Specific
Plan total. However, there are also 49.3 acres of streets
reported in Table 3-1. Adding the acreages for the project-level
components, program-level components, and streets results in
the correct 490-acre Specific Plan total.

The commenter notes that the project-level acreage totals are
reported differently in the SEIR and the Biological Resources
Report (SEIR Appendix C). Specifically, the SEIR reports the
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project-level acreage as 166.1 acres on page 2-2, while the
Biological Resources Report reports it as 219 acres on page 3.
The correct project-level acreage is approximately 220 acres,
and the value reported on page 2-2 of the SEIR is erroneous and
has been revised. However, this is the only location in the SEIR
where the acreage is incorrectly reported. The SEIR correctly
analyzed the entire Specific Plan area, including the 220 acres of
project-level area, for each issue area. The erroneous value has
been corrected in the final SEIR, but no revisions to the analysis
are required.

The commenter requests that the inconsistencies mentioned in
comments Q-34 through Q-36 above be corrected in the final
SEIR. Revisions have been made at SEIR Table 3-1, Table 3-3,
and page 2-2 to correct acreage discrepancies. The request for
net acreages and area deductions for internal design elements,
such as sidewalks, trails, etc., that are contingent upon the final
design of the planning areas, is considered speculative and
unreasonable to provide at the Specific Plan level of planning.

Footnote 6 under Specific Plan Table 2.1 has been updated to
better clarify that the developable acreages are subject to
change due to project-level implementation refinements, such
as development regulations, property boundary surveys, or
detailed site mapping; however, such changes would not affect
the maximum development capacity and the environmental
analysis would not change. As a result, no revisions to the SEIR
are required.
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environmental analyses need to be revised to maltch the corrected areas in a recirculated SEIR.
The SEIR and Specitic Plan should be consistent and include clear definitions of acreage, floor
ared, dedications, and any other relevant measurements. In addition, the SEIR and Specific Plan
should be revised fo provide the land area calculations for cach PA bascd on APNs and/or
surveys, and individual APNs within each PA, including: (1) gross acreage (i.c., total acreage);
(2) net acreage, (3) net acreage deductions (i.e., specifying the areas that are deducted from gross
acreage to calculate net acreage, such as roads, etc.); (4) area of roads, sidewalks, trails and other
public rights-of-way i cach PA; and (5) area of open space and conserved land.

Below are other examples of inconsistencies and errors that need (o be correcled and
analyzed in a revised SEIR.?

e Figure 24.1 of the Bio Report shows almost all of the BDM Twenty Property as
supporting Valley and Foothill Grassland, based on “SanGis vegetation data.”
However, 1 review of the currently available SanGis data shows this arca as
supporting Non-native Grassland, not Valley and Foothill Grassland. Figure 24.1
also presents vegetation community mapping for portions of the Otay Mesa Property.
based on “SanGis vegetation data.” However, a review of the currently available
SanGis data shows that the most recent SanGis data was not used in the Bio Report.
Further, Figure 24.1 does not show any vegetation on the portion of the Otay Mesa
Property located southwest of Dillon Canyon {east of PA 22). The Bio Report and
SEIR should be revised to cnsurc that the technical data underlying the environmental
analysis rellect the most current and accurate available data.

e Cumulative projects — Table 8-1, Cumulative Projects, of the SEIR lists 23 projects.
However, the Wildfire Evacuation Study (SEIR Appendix E) (“WES”) and the Local
Mobility Analysis (SEIR Appendix J-4) (“LMA”) only include 17 cumulative
projects, and the projects listed therein are different than the SEIR. Both Hsts are
incomplete given the 2024 opening yoar assumption. These two lists should be
updated comprehensively in a revised SEIR 1o reflect related projects that are relevant
Lo the cumulative impact analyses consistent with the propesed buildout years of the
Project, including any extended term contemplated in the Development Agreement.

I e Use of 2024 as the opening year is inaccurate and not pessible, as the SEIR was
published in 2025,

e Wildfire Evacuation Study:

o The calculations of the population and vehicle estimates in Table 4 do not
account for the commercial area of the related projects.

# Please note thai this list is preliminary and not exhaustive.

Q-38:

Q-39:

The commenter asserts that the Biological Resources Report
(SEIR Appendix C) and SEIR should be updated with the most
current SanGlIS vegetation data. The SanGIS vegetation data was
updated in 2024, based on metadata available at San Diego
Regional Data Warehouse. While the older version of the
vegetation mapping data is depicted in the SEIR and Figure 24.1
of the Biological Resources Report, a visual comparison of the
two data-sets do not provide an appreciable difference in the
general mapping, although City staff recognizes that the most
recent mapping does label the grassland as non-native
grassland and several areas of coastal sage scrub as maritime
succulent scrub. Both documents note that site-specific surveys
would be required to update the vegetation mapping for any
future projects brought forward within the Program-level
project areas; thus, remapping of these areas would not result
in a change in the impact analysis because the SEIR would
continue to identify a potentially significant impact to sensitive
vegetation communities at the program-level, and would
require the same mitigation as identified in the SEIR.

The commenter asserts that the list of cumulative projects is
outdated and should be updated to be consistent with the
proposed buildout years of the project. Cumulative analysis is
addressed topic by topic, as the cumulative study area and
cumulative analysis vary by topic. While a general list of
cumulative projects is provided, not all the projects listed are
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relevant to every cumulative analysis issue topic. The
cumulative project lists were determined by the City to be
adequate in the context of each issue area discussed in each
report. The SEIR includes reasonably foreseeable development
projects that may affect the cumulative impact analysis in the
SEIR whereas the list of cumulative projects in the LMA (SEIR
Appendix J-4) and Appendix E, Wildfire Evacuation Study,
Southwest Village Project were developed for the assignment of
vehicle trips to specific roadways. As such, there are a number
of projects identified in the SEIR that were not included in the
LMA given their trips would not affect the same intersections or
roadway segments studied for the project. For example,
cumulative projects shown in SEIR Table 8-1, Cumulative Projects
that are outside of the appropriate traffic study area include
Airway Logistics SDP, Nakano, and Sanyo Logistics.

Additional differences in the cumulative project list are based
on duplicative project applications, project types, conservative
analysis of now-closed applications, and timing. Epoca l, J, and L
implement residential portions of the mixed-use project Lumina
(which is within the Central Village Specific Plan) assumed in the
LMA. Therefore, there was no need to add their trip generation
to the LMA, which would be duplicative of cumulative trips
considered from Lumina as a whole. La Media Road was only
noted in the SEIR, and not the LMA, because it is a City CIP road
widening project; road widening has the potential to result in
construction impacts contributing to cumulative impacts
considered in the SEIR but would not generate vehicular trips
that need to be considered in an LMA. Lumina Il was proposed
after the list of cumulative projects in the LMA was proposed;
however, the trips anticipated for the Otay Mesa Floreo project
considered in the LMA more than account for this additional
project given the Otay Mesa Floreo project proposed over 700
units more than Lumina Il. The trips would contribute to the
same study intersections; therefore, the LMA provides a
conservative analysis. Finally, the LMA also only includes
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Q-40:

projects that would be assumed to be built by the project level
opening year analysis; given that no construction or building
permits have been pulled for this project, it is expected that
BDM Mixed Use would be constructed, and therefore generate
vehicle trips, after the project’'s opening year. These differences
in the cumulative project lists are appropriate for the issue
areas addressed.

Further, as noted in Section 8.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the SEIR,
the cumulative impact analysis is primarily based on the plan
method described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1)(B).
Based on the long-range nature of the Specific Plan, it is
anticipated that additional unknown, future projects are likely
to be developed in the area. For this reason, further OMCP
buildout was assumed in the cumulative analysis. The list of
projects in Table 8-1 supplements the growth projection
method as a means of analyzing potential cumulative impacts
for those issue areas that result in localized impacts that could
be affected specifically by the noted projects. As noted above,
the differences in the cumulative project list used in Chapter 8,
Cumulative Impacts of the SEIR and the list used in the LMA do
not require revisions to either the LMA analysis or analysis of
other SEIR issue areas.

Finally, as a matter of practicality, technical studies informing an
environmental document must also be approved and remain
stable for the preparation of the environmental analysis to
occur. Specifically related to the LMA and Wildfire Evacuation
Study, circulation element facilities required to serve planned
development must be known in order to adequately analyze
environmental impacts associated with all components of a
project.

The commenter asserts that the use of 2024 as the opening
year for the LMA (SEIR Appendix -4) is inaccurate. The City
acknowledges that the opening year would be exceeded. For a
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Q-41:

detailed discussion of the cumulative analysis and assumptions,
refer to Response Q-39. As the cumulative projects used for the
LMA adequately reflect expected cumulative traffic, the opening
year reported in the LMA does not change the results or validity
of the LMA or the environmental analysis, and no revisions to
the SEIR are required.

The commenter asserts that the population and vehicle
estimates in Table 4 of the Wildfire Evacuation Study (SEIR
Appendix E) do not account for the commercial area of the
related projects. This is correct. As described in the Wildfire
Evacuation Study, the project and surrounding land uses are
primarily residential; therefore, the evacuation analysis
conservatively assumes an evening evacuation scenario, when
all residents would be presumed home and the highest number
of vehicles would be evacuating the area. This is a more
conservative analysis than a daytime situation, when there
would be evacuation from commercial areas but a lower overall
number of evacuees because the majority of residents are
presumed to leave the Specific Plan area during the day.

The study area for the Wildfire Evacuation Study uses south of
SR-905, west of the project’s eastern boundary, east of 1-805
and the railway, and north of the United States/Mexico border.
As identified in Table 2 of the Wildfire Evacuation Study, the
cumulative projects considered for the analysis are those that
would use the same evacuation routes as the project. Projects
that do not use the same evacuation routes as the project
would not contribute to cumulative evacuation traffic. None of
the cumulative projects identified had associated commercial
uses; therefore, no evacuating vehicles from commercial uses
were calculated or included in Table 4. No revisions to the SEIR
are required.
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The commenter requests the source for the 3.39 person per
unit assumption used in the Wildfire Evacuation Study. As cited
in the Wildfire Evacuation Study (SEIR Appendix E), the 3.39
persons per unit assumption is from the SANDAG Demographic
and Socioeconomic Estimates 2020 Average Household Size in
the Community Planning Area of Otay Mesa.

The commenter requests the source for the Wildfire Evacuation
Study's (SEIR Appendix E) assumption that an average of two
persons per vehicle would occur during an evacuation. As
described in the Wildfire Evacuation Study that was prepared by
an evacuation planning expert, during an evacuation, it is
standard practice to assume that an average of two persons per
vehicle would evacuate. This would result in up to 11,916
vehicles potentially evacuating in a major incident that required
full evacuation of the project and the existing population.
However, to be conservative, the evacuation travel time
calculation in the Wildfire Evacuation Study is based on every
residence evacuating two vehicles. This results in a total of up to
14,058 evacuating vehicles.

The commenter notes that Figure 9 of the Wildfire Evacuation
Study (SEIR Appendix E) is blank with four tags that do not show
cumulative projects. Within the Wildfire Evacuation Study, the
figure was inadvertently left blank with only the project tags
visible. The blank figure was intended to graphically represent
the information provided in Table 2 of the Wildfire Evacuation
Study, which lists cumulative projects, addresses, estimated
number of units or total square feet, and if the project is
permitted. This comment was considered by the City; the blank
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Q-45:

Q-46:

Q-47.

tags in Figure 9 were unintentional and the result of a
technological error that occurred when generating the version
of the SEIR for web-posting and electronic viewing. To ensure
clarity, a corrected version of Figure 9 is provided in the Wildfire
Evacuation Study in Appendix E of the Final SEIR.

The commenter asserts that the average daily trip (ADT)
assumptions used in the SEIR are inadequate. However, the
commenter misunderstands the source of the ADTs and the
difference between the LMA (SEIR Appendix J-4) and the
Transportation Phasing Plan (SEIR Appendix J-2). The
commentor states that the 28,100 ADT from the LMA does not
appear on Figure 3-16 of the San Ysidro Community Plan. The
LMA does not include horizon year ADTs; however, the
Transportation Phasing Plan does include the noted horizon
year volume of 28,100 ADT. Page 9 of the Transportation
Phasing Plan clearly states how the San Ysidro volumes are
included in Attachment F of the Transportation Phasing Plan,
which shows the San Ysidro Community Plan SANDAG traffic
model with the noted volume of 28,100 ADT circled in red. The
SANDAG traffic model has more details and volumes beyond
what is shown on Figure 3-16 of the San Ysidro Community
Plan. No revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter asserts that the proposed public roadways
should be located entirely on properties owned by the
Applicant. The City acknowledges this commenter’s position, but
this comment does not raise an issue concerning the
environmental analysis or adequacy of the SEIR. The planned
roads are a graphical representation of the location; alignments
would be finalized as buildout occurs.

The commenter notes an inconsistency between SEIR Table 3-2
and Figure 3-30, Trails Network Phasing regarding the perimeter

trail in PA 21. The perimeter trail has been removed from Phase
5 of the Table 3-2 to correct this inconsistency.
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is Tocated in a Muliiple Habitat Planning Area (“MHPA™), but this is not shown in

cont. Figure 5.22.

Q-48 t

¢ The Bio Report is inconsistent regarding the scope of the Project. The report states
that the Phase 1 project includes 795 units but in other places states that 920 units are
proposed, This is also inconsistent with the 1,315 vnits identified in Phase 1 of the
Specific Plan. Further, the Bio Report assumes that the density for the Residential
Mixed-Use zone is 20-44 units per acre, whereas the density included in the Project
deseription and Specific Plan is 30-62 units per acre.

Q-49

s The biological resources impact analysis in Table 5.4-7 assumes the proposed MHPA
boundary line adjustment; however, impacts should be analyzed with and without
such adjustment.

* The SEIR states that the proposed school(s) will include 1,268 students (Table 5.3-3).
How was this number calculated? The presentation for the Southwest Village
Subcommittee meeting dated April 17, 2019 included calculations of estimated
elementary and middle school student generation using the San Ysidro School
District School Facilities Needs Analysis (2016), which showed a maximum Project
enrollment of 2,312 students. This analysis should be included in the SEIR using the
latest San Ysidro School District School Facilities Needs Analysis

Q-51

o Figure 4.1, Street Classifications, of the Specific Plan labels the proposed roadways
within the Spevific Plan area with different numbers and provides additional detnils
about the street classifications based on the corresponding numbers in Table 4.1,
Street Classification by Segment. However, the eastern portion of Central Avenue,
which appears to extend from the western boundary of A 3 easterly to the
intersection with 1% Avenue in PAs 4 and 5, does not include a number and therefore
does not appeat 1o be included in Table 4.1. Further, the eastern portion of Spine
Road, which appears to extend from the western boundary of PA 3 to the intersection
with 1 Avenuc in PAs 4 and 3, is labeled as No. 10; however, No. 10 in Table 4.1
lists the roadway as 13 Avenue. Figure 4.1 does nol include a number on 1% Avenue.

4. The Environmental Impact Analyses are Inadequate and Violate CEQA.

As apreliminary matter, the SEIR is permeated by a general failure to disclose the data
and assumptions upon which the significance conclusions are based. Although this critical
information is sometimes included in an appendix to the SEIR, it should not be buried in a
manner that prevents City decision-makers and the public from finding it. For cxample, refer to
the discussion in Section 4.b, below, regarding the evacuation time calculations that are bunied in
an SEIR appendix, A commenter should not be required to “ferret out” information in technical
appendices of an EIR. (Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho
Cordove (2005) 40 Cal 4th 412, 442.) An evaluation of the facts and assumptions upon which
the SEIR’s conclusions are based is key to determining the accuracy of these assumptions and
the adequacy of the analysis and mitigation.

Q-53

Q-48:

Q-49:

Q-50:

The commenter asserts that the MHPA in the Otay Mesa LLC
property should be shown in Figure 5.22, Open Space Areas, of
the Specific Plan. Figure 5.22 has been updated with the latest
MHPA areas.

The commenter asserts that the Biological Resources Report
(SEIR Appendix C) inconsistently describes the project’'s number
of residential units. The commenter is correct that the Biological
Resources Report erroneously states that the VTM includes up
to 795 units on page 1. This mistake has been corrected to be
consistent with the rest of the Biological Resources Report,
which otherwise correctly identifies up to 920 residential units
for the project-level components. Regardless, biological impacts
are not determined by the number of residential units or
residential density; they are dependent on the area of ground
disturbance. As discussed in Response Q-36, the acreage
inconsistencies between the SEIR and the Biological Resources
Report are due to an erroneous one time acreage reference in
Chapter 2 of the SEIR, although both the SEIR and Biological
Resources Report correctly analyzed impacts associated with
approximately 220 acres of project-level disturbance area. This
inconsistency does not prevent the Biological Resources Report
from appropriately analyzing the full scope of the project.

The commenter asserts that project impacts should be analyzed
with and without the proposed MHPA BLA. The BLA is a part of
the project and is accordingly analyzed as such. A comparison
of the biological values of the impacted areas and land to be
transferred into the MHPA preserve is presented in the
Biological Resources Report (SEIR Appendix C) consistent with
this MSCP policy. An analysis of project impacts without the BLA
would be inaccurate and irrelevant to provide, as the project
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Q-51:

Q-52:

would not be considered for approval without the BLA. No
revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter requests clarification about the project's
estimated student generation rate. The commenter correctly
notes that SEIR Table 5.3-3, Adopted and Proposed Specific Plan
Land Uses and Traffic Comparison identifies 1,268 students,
consistent with the OMCP, based on the provision of two
elementary schools within the Specific Plan area. This is not the
student generation rate of the project's proposed residential
land uses which include students of all ages; rather, it is used to
estimate trips generated by the schools in the analysis. Refer to
Table 1 of Appendix J-1, Southwest Village Specific Plan
Programmatic Level Vehicle Miles Traveled Assessment for more
detailed trip generation calculations. The number of students
attending school in the Specific Plan area (and therefore
generating trips to those schools) is notably different from the
student generation rate of the project's proposed residential
units. SEIR Section 5.13.3.2 acknowledges that the Specific Plan
is anticipated to generate 2,200 new students based on the
number of residential units proposed and average student
generation per household. This number for students generated
by the new residences was used for coordination with the San
Ysidro School District relative to the need for additional school
facilities. The student counts mentioned in this comment serve
two different purposes, and the anticipated student generation
rate for the project was properly coordinated with the San
Ysidro School District to ensure that the project's impact on
school facilities was adequately captured in the SEIR. No
revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter notes an inconsistency between Specific Plan
Figure 4.1 and Table 4.1 regarding Central Avenue and Spine
Road. To clarify any confusion regarding the classification of
Spine Road and Central Ave, Specific Plan Figure 4.1 has been
updated. Central Avenue is now represented by Segments 9
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Q-53:

and 10a, 1st Avenue is now Segment 10b, and Spine Road is
now Segments 10c and 11. Please note that the precise location
for the change in classification of Central Avenue and Spine
Road from a two-lane collector with a two-way center left turn
lane to a two-lane collector without a center turn lane would be
determined along with the future design of PAs 2 and 3. Table
4.1 has also been updated to reflect this revision. These
clarifications to the Specific Plan have also been made to SEIR
Figure 3-5 and Table 3-5, Public Street Cross-Section Modifications
Related to Parking do not result in any potential significant
impact, and no revisions to the SEIR are required.

This introductory comment to Section 4 of the comment letter
cites case law and summarizes the commenter's position that
the SEIR fails to disclose the data used in the analysis by utilizing
technical appendices. The comment does not identify a specific
issue with any particular technical appendix or related SEIR
environmental analysis in order to respond. The technical
appendices were properly referenced, summarized, and made
available for those desiring more detailed review. It is neither
practical nor effective to include all of the project data and
details in the main body of the SEIR, especially considering the
technical nature of the information in the appendices,
complexity of this project and project analysis and the need to
provide a readable environmental document with meaningful
public disclosure. Lead agencies may limit discussion to a brief
explanation as to why those effects are not potentially
significant. No revisions to the SEIR are required. Refer to
Response Q-76 below regarding the commenter’'s concerns
about evacuation time calculations.
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Tn addition, the SEIR states that the Specific Plan will be developed in phases and may be
built out as early as 2035 or extend longer to 2050, However, the SEIR does not include an
analysis of concurrent construction and operational impacts during this phased development
scenario. The SEIR should also include updated environmental analyses consistent with the
contemplated future build out years. Moreover, the SEIR analyzes certain areas outside of the
project-level areas in detail, which all scems to benefit TriPointe. For example, the historical
resources survey area shown in Figure 5.5-1 shows that the survey included areas in PA 29 in the
southeast portion of the Specific Plan area (not a part of Phase 1, 2 or 4), which are areas owned
by TriPointe.

Further, the Specific Plan allows for approval of “minor”™ modifications listed i Section
7.9 without requiring a Specific Plan amendment, and the minor modifications include, among
others, density/intensity transfers (provided that the proposed number of units does not exceed
the maximum permitted density and other requircments are met). The project-level analysis
analyzed 920 proposed units in Phase 1. However, the Specific Plan permits up Lo 1,315 units in
Phase 1. Thus, the SEIR analysis does not evaluate the full scope of the potential impacts of
Phase 1.

a Biological Resources.

The SEIR improperty defers analysis of the program-level areas. The scope of the
Project is known and specifically defined — for example, the maximum density of all PAs,
including the project- and program-level arcas, are set forth in the Specific Plan. Thus, the Bio
Report should have included biclogical surveys and conducted a comprehensive analysis of the
eniire Specific Plan area and not just the TriPointe areas. Further, the program-level mitigation
measures requiring future surveys constitute deferred mitigation. CEQA requires that mitigation
measures be specific, enforceable, and not deferred unless future actions are performance-based
and tied to objective criteria. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4.)

Moreover, many of the mitigation measures are vague. For example, SEIR page 5.4-22
states that mitigation of the San Diego fairy shrimp “would be the responsibility of whichever
project completes the impacts.” What does this mean? Why isn’t this targeted toward the area
or development that causes the impact? As another example, the SEIR states that indirect
impacts would be mitigated by dust control measures, but it is not clear how this will be
implemented, or how this measure would sufficiently mitigate the impacts.

The program-level analysis of biological resources is conclusory, and the conclusions that
impacts would be potentially significant are not based on substantial evidence. With respeet to
the program-level analysis of indirect impacts to special status plants, for example, the SEIR
states that impacts would be potentially significant. However, the program-level development
would implement the same mitigation measure as Phase 1 to address this issue, and the SEIR
concluded inexplicably that with implementation of such mitigation measure, the project-level
impact would be reduced to less than significant. Further, the program-level analysis concluded
that impacts related to the introduction of invasive species into the surrounding open space could
potentially oceur, even though a similar impact was determined to be less than significant in the

Q-54.

The commenter asserts that the SEIR should analyze concurrent
construction and operational impacts during phased
development and questions why certain areas are surveyed in
more detail than others. See Topical Response 1 for general
discussion of the differences in analysis and mitigation for
program-level and project-level components. The SEIR does
consider simultaneous buildout when it would represent a
worst-case analysis, as applicable. For example, the air quality
analysis identifies there may be concurrent construction and
operational emissions given the timing of future Specific Plan
implementation is currently unknown. The SEIR Sections 5.3.3
and 5.3.4 provide pollutant emissions calculations for full
Specific Plan buildout, as well as typical construction scenarios
and construction and operational emissions for the project-level
components. The analysis of and mitigation for construction
emissions of future development are consistent with the OMCP
FEIR, requiring future air quality mitigation if impacts are
identified, and conservatively concluding construction emission
impacts could remain significant and unmitigated.

Conversely, the SEIR also considers when phased construction
would result in greater impacts, such as the case with
construction noise. The construction noise analysis in SEIR
Section 5.10.6.2 considers that sensitive receptors such as
residential and school uses could be occupied as construction
activities in the program-level areas continue. Phased
development was factored into the SEIR's analysis, as requested
in this comment. No revisions to the SEIR are required.
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Q-55:

Q-56:

Refer to Topical Response 1 regarding the level of analysis for
program versus project-level components and to Response Q-9
above regarding phasing concerns from separate ownership
expressed in this comment. Specific to the historical resources
survey area, the project-level areas, which include improvement
areas outside of the residential PAs, were surveyed by the
Owner/Permittee (TriPointe) as a part of the project-level review
requirements in accordance with the OMCP PEIR MMRP and
other requirements. As future projects are submitted to the City
within the Specific Plan, those Owners/Permittees would be
subject to the same requirements by mitigation measure SP-
HIST-1. The remainder of this comment discussing a benefit to
the Applicant does not address the adequacy of the
environmental document and no response is required.

The commenter asserts that the SEIR fails to provide a complete
analysis by analyzing 920 residential units in Phase 1 instead of
the maximum 1,315 units allowed in the Specific Plan. As
described in Section 3.5.1 of the SEIR, the Specific Plan allows
for up to 1,315 residential units in PAs 8 through 14, but the
project VTM No. 2188969 proposes only up to 920 total dwelling
units in these areas. As a result, the project-level analysis in the
SEIR analyzes the impact of the 920 dwelling units proposed by
the project through the VTM. The VTM would only allow for the
construction of up to 920 dwelling units, notwithstanding that
the Specific Plan permits more units in these PAs.

Section 7.9 of the Specific Plan requires that any PA receiving
transferred units stay within the development density range
established by the planning area’s land use designation. As is
described in Section 7.10 of the Specific Plan, such transfers
would be subject to substantial conformance review, which
would ensure that the appropriate level of development review
and CEQA review would occur at that time. The SEIR therefore
does evaluate the full scope of the potential impacts of the
project as proposed.
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Q-57:

Q-58:

The commenter asserts that the SEIR defers analysis and
mitigation of the program-level areas. See Topical Response 1
for discussion of SEIR mitigation for the program-level and
project-level components. Specifically, with regard to future
biological surveys of program-level areas, these would not
constitute deferred mitigation, as the mitigation provides
direction for future surveys and identifies performance
standards for application of City policies to avoid or minimize
impacts to identified biological resources. It would be
inappropriate and infeasible for TriPointe to survey land owned
by others. It also would be improper to provide species-specific
and habitat-specific mitigation for all program-level areas
without a requirement for future surveys at this stage given the
unknown implementation timing of these components and that
conditions on the ground may change.

The commenter requests clarification on San Diego fairy shrimp
mitigation described in SEIR page 5.4-22. In this context, the
SEIR uses “project” to mean “development”; whatever entity
causes the impacts to fairy shrimp would be responsible for
mitigating those impacts. See Topical Response 1 regarding how
mitigation measures are implemented at the program-level, and
C-7 for more clarification on mitigation and discretionary action
timing related to biological resources. Regarding the
commenter’s specific reference to dust control measures, refer
to mitigation measure SP-AQ-1 in SEIR Section 5.3.4.4, which
describes specific dust control measures such as watering, soil
stabilizers, and speed limits for construction vehicles that would
minimize indirect impacts on biological resources. These are
standard dust control measures applied per San Diego Air
Pollution Control District Rule 55. No revisions to the SEIR are
required.
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Q-59:

Q-60:

This comment asserts that the program-level analysis of
biological resources is conclusory and significance conclusions
lack substantial evidence support, particularly related to
mitigation measure for impacts to special status species. The
SEIR appropriately identifies significant program level impacts
and provides mitigation consistent with CEQA. Refer to Topical
Response 1 regarding the differences in program-level and
project-level mitigation, including relevant performance
standards and Response C-7 for more clarification on mitigation
and discretionary action timing related to biological resources.
The commenter's statement that the same mitigation measures
for special status species apply to program-level and project-
level is not correct, as the program-level and project-level
mitigation in SEIR Section 5.4.3.5 differ based on the future
surveys and limits of disturbance required to establish
biological resources mitigation for program-level areas
pursuant to the program-level mitigation measures and City

policy.

The commenter incorrectly states that the program-level impact
analysis regarding invasive species is inconsistent with the
OMCP FEIR conclusion on this topic. See SEIR Section 5.4.5,
which concludes that the impact would be less than significant
with mitigation, consistent with the impact conclusions of the
OMCP FEIR.
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Q-60
cont. &

Q-61

Otay Mesa Community Plan Final EIR. The project-leve] impact analysis is also conclusory in a
number of instances. For example, with respect to the project-level impacts to sensitive species,
the analysis argues that the loss is a “small portion” and therefore impacts are less than
significant; however, no threshold or evidence is provided in support of this conclusion.

In addition, there appears to be conflicting approaches regarding open space designations
and proposed infrastructure. The proposed pump station is located within the Vernal Poel
Habitat Conservation Plan (“VPHCP™) preserve. The SEIR states that this is an “allowed use.”
vel no altermatives analysis or minimization strategy is provided. Similarly, the SEIR proposes
draimage outfalls into conserved canyon habitats without analysis of feasible alternatives or
sufficient justification.

Q-62

The MHPA/VPHCP impermissihly limits the land area of the Otay Mesa Property
cligible for development below 25%. The Bachmann family (Otay Mesa) has owned the Otay
Mesa Property since the 1960s. In 1997, the City adopted the City of San Diego Multiple
Species Conservation Plan (“MSCP”) Subarea Plan. The MSCP established the MHPA for
Southern Otay Mesa. Approximately 115 acres of the approximately 160.6-acrc Otay Mesa
Property was placed within the boundary of the MHPA, significantly limiting land available for
development. The MHPA area included several canyons and adjacent slopes and lefi two
distinct mesa top areas unencumbered, including the northwest portion of the Otay Mesa
Property (PAs 3, 4 and 5) (“Northwest Mesa Top™) and the southwest portion of the Otay Mesa
Property (the portion of PA 29 located cast of PA 22) (“Southwest Mesa Top™).

With the adoption of the MSCP Subarea Plan, approximately 72% of the Otay Mesa
Property was included within the MHPA. The remaining area outside the MHPA equaled
approximately 43 acres (or approximately 28% of the total parcel area), including approximately
35 acres on the Northwest Mesa Top and approximately 10 acres on the Southwest Mesa Top.
The total area remaining eligible for development complied with cxisting MHPA policy that
permits development on a minimum of 23% of a parcel’s least environmentally sensitive area.
The 2014 Otay Mesa Community Plan update designated both the Northwest Mesa Top and
Southwest Mesa Top as Neighborhood Village which permits 15 to 25 units per acre, with the
opportunity to develop each mesa top in accordance with the MHPA. The 2014 Otay Mesa
Community Plan enabled 28% of the parcel to be eligible for development.

Q-63

However, with the adoption of the VPHCP in 2017, the Southwest Mesa Top has been
designated VPHCP Preserve (at a 100% conservation level), which is considered an expanded
MHPA arca. This action ehminated development opportunities entirely on the Southwest Mesa
Top that is immediately adjacent to land designated for medium density development. It also
reduced the developable land ares of the Otay Mesa Property to approximately 21.8%, below the
25% minimum area that should be available for development. The proposed Specific Plan and
SEIR should be revised to increase the developable arca of the Otay Mesa Property to a
minimum of 25%, consistent with the 1997 MSCP. A surplus of on-sile sensitive resources
within the MHPA open space would be available to mitigate impacts of development on the
developable area.

Q-61:

Q-62:

The commenter states that the following phrase in the SEIR is
conclusory and not supported by a threshold or sufficient
evidence: “the loss of suitable habitat within the project-level
impact area comprises a small portion of the suitable habitat
available to these species on a local level and on a regional
scale; therefore, loss of habitat outside the MHPA would not
affect the regional long-term survival of this species.” There is
no established threshold for impacted habitat as a percentage
of a total regional habitat area. The phrase above was used to
support the analysis and impact conclusions for San Diego
goldenstar, Orcutt's bird’s beak, California adolphia, San Diego
bur-sage, San Diego County viguiera, seaside cistanthe, cliff
spurge, Palmer’s grapplinghook, bobtail barley, California box-
thorn, ashy spike-moss, San Diego needlegrass, graceful
tarplant, and small-flowered microseris, as described in the
Biological Resources Report (SEIR Appendix C). The regional
availability of habitat for these species is well-documented via
sources such as the Jepson Flora Project and site-specific
biological surveys. Additionally, San Diego goldenstar and
Orcutt's bird's beak are MSCP-covered species, and the MSCP
SAP concluded that conserved populations protect these
species regionally long-term. There is sufficient evidence to
support the conclusions made in the SEIR in the absence of a
quantitative threshold of significance. No revisions to the SEIR
are required.

The commenter expresses concerns about the potential
impacts of the pump station located within PA 30 in the VPHCP
preserve and the proposed drainage outfalls. To clarify, the
VPHCP (City of San Diego 2019,
sandiego.gov/sites/default/files/2024-
05/vphcp_revised_final_0.pdf) specifically identifies that the
pump station is an allowed use within the vernal pool preserve.
As described in SEIR Section 5.14, Utilities, this pump station
would be subject to VPHCP adjacency requirements and the
MHPA Land Use Adjacency Guidelines and no further analysis is
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Q-70:

Q-71:

Q-72:

Q-73:

The commenter suggests specific language regarding wetland
deviations; however, as noted by the commenter, the SEIR
already states the requested language. SEIR Section 5.4.7.2 also
indicates that future development in program-level areas would
be required to address compliance with the City's ESL
regulations including applicable requirements related to
wetland deviations. The City acknowledges that impacts to
vernal pools outside of the MHPA would not require deviations
per ESL regulations. No change to the SEIR has been made as a
result of this comment.

The commenter asserts that the Essential Public Projects Option
for Beyer Boulevard should be confirmed in Phase 1, prior to
any development. Refer to Response Q-16 regarding the timing
of the construction of Beyer Boulevard. The Essential Public
Projects Option would be exercised prior to the construction of
Beyer Boulevard.

Refer to Response Q-70 above regarding the wetland
regulations deviation mentioned in this comment.

The commenter asserts that Beyer Boulevard should not be
discussed under the program-level analysis because it is a
project-level component. While the majority of the
improvements related to Beyer Boulevard West are analyzed at
the project level, full buildout of Beyer Boulevard East is a
program-level component, as discussed in SEIR Section 3.4.4.1.
Beyer Boulevard East is therefore included in mitigation
measure SP-BIO-1, as discussed in this comment.
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Q-74:

Q-75:

Refer to Response Q-70 above regarding the wetland
regulations deviation mentioned in this comment.

The commenter asserts that the SEIR and the Wildfire
Evacuation Study do not acknowledge that the entire Specific
Plan area is in a VHFHSZ or analyze the worst-case fire scenario.
See Response Q-76 below. As stated in Section 5.6.1.2 of the
SEIR, the entire project area is designated as a VHFHSZ
according to the California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection’'s Resource Assessment Program maps.

Regarding the commenter’s assertion that the project's wildfire
analysis is inadequate, a qualitative analysis of evacuation
scenarios was conducted, including Scenario 6, which includes
evacuating vehicles associated with the existing, cumulative and
project buildout land uses. Overall, there is limited
development south of SR-905, and the project is designed to be
resilient to wildfire and required to meet the current
regulations for development in a VHFHSZ, which includes
standards for roadways, water availability, construction
materials, and vegetation management requirements.
Additionally, the State Fire Marshal's data shows that homes
constructed according to 2022 CBC Chapter 7A standards
significantly reduce fire risks for properties located in the
Wildland Urban Interface and Fire Hazard Severity Zones
(California Building Industry Association 2022,
https://cbia.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/03/Wildfire-Press-
Release-Ver-1.2.pdf). Furthermore, the risk of major structural
damage is greatly minimized when homes are part of a well-
planned and mitigated master-planned community, such as the
project (Federal Emergency Management Agency 2023,
https://www.fema.gov/sites/default/files/documents/fema 2023
-npr.pdf). According to the Office of the State Fire Marshal
Property Loss Data, no master-planned community built after
the adoption of CBC Chapter 7A has experienced significant
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which summarily states that the evacuation time for the full buildout of the Project would be
approximately 246 minuies. The analysis should be revised 1o provide a conservative analysis
using worst-case data, as the existing analysis fails to provide a legitimate picturc of the
evacuation times that would actually oceur when Project residents are trying to evacuate.

Inn addition, the General Plan (2024) Public Facilities, Services and Safety Element
includes Fire Services and Infrastructure Policy PF-D.1, which cstablishes response time
requirements. The SEIR fails (o include an analysis of emergency response times. Conflicts
with Fire Services and Infrastructure Policy PF-D.1 are not disclosed or analyzed.

TFurther, the incomplete related projects list identiticd above and the related wildfire
analyses should be corrected in a revised WES.

Lastly, the SEIR unduly burdens later phases to mitigate wildfire risk. For example,
mitigation measure SP-HAZ-1 is imposed on the program-level, but not the project-level
development.

. Traffic.

The traffic study (Appendix J-1) states that the cumulative projects were identitied at the
time of the Notice of Preparation, which was February 26, 2020, over five years ago. The
cumulative project list is severely out of date and, therefore, invalidates the cumulative traffic
analysis. The cumulative impact analysis needs to be updated and included in a recirculated
SEIR.

Further, the 2024 opening year is not possible given that the SEIR was published in 2025,
The traffic study limited the cumulative projects to those that had an opening year on or before
year 2024, This impermissibly limits the scope of the analysis and does not account for
cumulative projects that will open in 2025 and beyond, which therefore underestimates
cumulative impacts. For example, the BDM Mixed Use Project (PTS # 673818), which, in fact,
is mentioned in the TMA, is not accounted for. Similarly, the traffic covnts were collected in
2022 and are out of date and should also be updated.

The conclusion that the reduced widths of Bever Boulevard and Caliente Avenue would
not cause hazard or safety issues are conclusory and not supported by substantial evidence.

The SEIR states that the construction of the two proposed school sites on the Specific
Plan area would accommadate the Specific Plan-generated growth; however, in the interim
phases prior to school construction and operations, students generated from the proposed
Specific Plan would need to attend school in temporary classroom facilities outside of the
Specitic Plan area, either on an interim (5 years or less) or permancnt basis. Were the traffic
eifects of potential temporary classrooms evaluated? Do both school sites need 1o be developed
to accomumeodate the growth? On the other hand, if a school is developed on PA 7 and not PA 16,
how will that affect traffic and access for PAs 4 and 5?

Q-79:

Q-80:

7. Since the Chapter 7A building codes were adopted in
2007, there has been no loss of any structure in a master
planned community due to wildfire.

The wildfire evacuation analysis also included estimated
evacuation times for Phase 1a, Phase 1b, and Phase 1c of the
project. The City has determined that the project's wildfire
analysis is adequate, and no revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter asserts that the SEIR fails to discuss
compatibility with General Plan (2024) policies related to
emergency response time requirements. The OMCP FEIR fully
addresses response times in FEIR Section 5.13.3.1, which
identified the need to develop Fire Station No. 49, as well as a
fire station to be collocated with a police protection facility, to
provide adequate levels of service to the OMCP area under
buildout. The SEIR, which tiers from the FEIR, includes an
analysis that the project would not generate additional
residential or commercial development or create demand for
fire protection services beyond what was estimated for
Southwest Village in the OMCP, and Fire Station No. 49 currently
planned for in the OMCP Public Facilities Financing Program as
Project OM F-2. As anticipated in the FEIR and noted in the SEIR,
the project would pay Development Impact Fees to contribute
to the planned fire service facilities identified in the OMCP FEIR.
These planned facilities would support existing and future fire
protection services needed to adequately serve the area. No
inconsistency with Policy PF-D.1 would occur and no revisions to
the SEIR are required.

The commenter asserts that the incomplete related projects list
identified in comment Q-39 above and the related wildfire
analyses should be revised. Refer to Response Q-39 above
regarding the concerns raised in this comment.
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Q-81:

Q-82:

The commenter states that mitigation measure SP-HAZ-1
burdens later phases of Specific Plan to mitigate for wildfire
risk. First, see Topical Response 1 relative to differences in
program-level and project-level mitigation. Specific to mitigation
measure SP-HAZ-1, which is carried forward from the OMCP
FEIR, there is no significant project-level impact to which this
mitigation measure would appropriately apply. The plans
available for the project-level components incorporate brush
management zones and enhanced fire safety features in
compliance with the applicable state and City regulations (refer
to SEIR Section 5.6.3.3.b), consistent with the OMCP PEIR
mitigation measure and it is not warranted to carry the
measure forward at the project level, considering its elements
are already included in the project plans and will be
implemented. Formal CBC compliance verification would occur
during the building permit process, as is standard for City
development projects. As such, there is no need for this
measure to apply at the project level where compliance with the
regulations will be verified. Future program-level development
would need to demonstrate compliance with the same
regulations by incorporating brush management zones and
building fire safety features. No undue burden on future
development occurs.

Refer to Response Q-39 above regarding the commenter’s
assertion that the cumulative projects list provided in the LMA
(SEIR Appendix J-4) requires updating; also refer to comment Q-
40 above regarding the commenter’s assertion that 2024 cannot
be used as the opening year for the project. In summary, the ZA
projects and opening year assumptions in the LMA and the
cumulative impact analysis in SEIR Chapter 8, Cumulative
Impacts accurately represent the existing conditions and are
adequate under CEQA.
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Q-83:

Q-84:

Q-85:

The commenter asserts, but provides no supporting evidence,
that the traffic counts collected in 2022 must be updated. Traffic
counts are conducted to establish baseline traffic volumes to
which cumulative project trips are added for near term analysis
with project-generated trips. As the traffic analysis considers
cumulative projects in addition to the 2022 baseline volumes to
provide a near term analysis, the City has determined that the
2022 counts used in the LMA (SEIR Appendix J-4) do not change
the results or validity of the LMA or the environmental analysis,
and no revisions to the SEIR are required. Refer also to
Response Q-39 relative to the adequacy of the cumulative
project trip generation.

The commenter asserts that the hazard and safety conclusions
for Beyer Boulevard and Caliente Avenue are not supported by
substantial evidence. However, a detailed analysis of the
roadway classification downgrades is provided in Attachment A
and Attachment B to the Transportation Phasing Plan (SEIR
Appendix J-2). The classification downgrade applies a lower City
of San Diego roadway classification that continues to meet the
City's safety standards. The commentor has not provided
substantial evidence of any safety issues with the noted
roadway standards, and no revisions to the SEIR are required.

Refer to Response Q-23 above regarding the commenter’s
concerns about the traffic impacts of temporary school
facilities.

Southwest Village Specific Plan Subsequent EIR

Page RTC-168




COMMENTS

RESPONSES

Comment Letter Q

ParksVelayosu

Q-86

Q-92

June 23, 2025
Page 1?

d. Mitigation.

There are a multitude of issues with regard to the mitigation in the SEIR. First, the SEIR
is structured such that the project-level phase is analyzed separately from the program-level
phase and the burden of the miligation measures fulls on the program-level. For example, Health
Risk Assessment mitigation is required at the program level, but no air quality mitigation is
required at the project level. Further, many of the program-level mitigation measures constitute
deferred analysis and arc impermissibly vague (e.g., the noisc measurcs). In fact, cven the
project-level mitigation measures, such as PR-NOS-1 which requires an inlerior noise anal ysis,
constitute deferred analysis. Also, the SEIR states that no mitigation is available for increases in
traffic noisc at existing land uses because the City cannot require alterations to these land uses,
However, CEQA requires an analysis of potentially feasible mitigation; thus, the SEIR fails in
this regard. In addition, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP™) fails to
identify the timing, implementation and enforcement of the mitigation measures. Further, it is
difficult to distinguish between Project design features and mandatory mitigation measures.

In general, miligation measures seem to be more beneficial for earlier phases. For
example, with respect to biological resource mitigation for impacts to upland vegetation
communities and land cover types, lower mitigation ratios are allowed where the location of the
mitigation preseryation areas are located within the MHPA or outside the MHPA but within the
affected habitat type. The mitigation ratio calculations for Phase 1 assume that the MHPA
houndary line adjustment would occur, and accordingly mitigation ratios are based or all impacts
occurring outside the MHPA and being mitigated within the MHPA (with one exception).

[3 Cumulative Impacts,

As discussed above, the cumulative impact analysis is inadequate due to the inconsistent
and out-of-date cumnulative projects that werce analyzed. Further, the analysis of cumulative
linpaets is vague and does not account for the full scope of the Project. As California Courts
have wamned, *[t]here exists a real danger in the filing of separate environmental documents for
the same projeet because consideration of the cumulative impact on the environment may never
oceur.” (City of Santee v. County of San Diego (1989) 214 Cal. App.3d 1438, 1452, citing
Citizens Assn. for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. Couniy of Inyo (1985) 172
Cal.App.3d 151, 166.)

f. Alternatives.

The SEIR failed to analyze a rcasonable range of alternatives. CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6 requires an EIR to analyze “a range of reasonable allernatives to the project, or to the
loeation of the projeet, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or subslantially lessen any ol the signilicand effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.” The SEIR only evaluated two alternatives: Alternative 1
—No Project Alternative; and Alternative 2 — Reduced Project.

Q-86:

The commenter asserts that the burden of the project's
mitigation measures fall on the program-level components. For
a response regarding project-level versus program-level
mitigation in the SEIR, please refer to Topical Response 1. More
specifically related to the commenter’s air quality mitigation
example, this is a case where the project-level information and
analysis was able to demonstrate that no project-level
mitigation is required because air quality impacts are not
significant. However, in the case of program-level components,
the program-level mitigation for criteria pollutant impacts
carried forward from the OMCP FEIR includes requirements for
control measures or buffers from sensitive receptors only
where a future development results in individual impacts
exceeding the applicable pollutant thresholds. The project-level
analysis demonstrates that there would not be an exceedance
of the applicable standards; therefore, no further mitigation is
required at the project level. Similarly, the program-level
mitigation measures related to sensitive receptors are carried
forward from the OMCP FEIR and would apply where sources of
toxic air contaminants are proposed within screening distances
of sensitive receptors (refer to SEIR Table 5.3-9, CARB Land Use
Siting Constraints). As the project-level components do not
propose these types of uses, no mitigation, including
preparation of a health risk assessment, is necessary. In
summary, the SEIR properly assigns program-level and project-
level mitigation where potentially significant impacts are
identified for each component.
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Q-87:

Q-88:

The commenter asserts that certain project-level mitigation
measures, such as mitigation measure PR-NOS-1 constitute
deferred mitigation. For a response regarding the appropriate
level of detail for program-level and project-level mitigation,
please refer to Topical Response 1. More specifically related to
the comment regarding project-level noise mitigation and
mitigation measure PR-NOS-1, PR-NOS-1 does not improperly
defer mitigation. Mitigation measure PR-NOS-1 requires
detailed building plans to be available to complete the required
interior noise analysis; these detailed building plans are not
available at this time. Currently, neither building locations nor
building design features for the program-level analysis are
available. The measure requires an interior noise analysis be
prepared for specifically identified lots and buildings prior to
the issuance of building permits in accordance with clear
performance standards outlined in the City's General Plan
(2024). It is standard for compliance with interior noise to be
verified prior to permit issuance when building design has been
determined. Potential noise control measures are identified
that may be used to reduce noise depending upon the specific
site location and building features. With mitigation measure PR-
NOS-1, impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

The commenter asserts that the SEIR fails to analyze all
potentially feasible mitigation related to increased traffic noise.
This is incorrect; as discussed in SEIR Section 5.10.3.5, it was
determined that off-site vehicle traffic noise would occur at a
magnitude for which no mitigation is feasible to reduce impacts
to less than significant at both the program level and project
level. This does not mean that no mitigation was considered.
The SEIR does include noise mitigation measures, as discussed
throughout Section 5.10, Noise, and as mentioned above in this
comment letter (mitigation measure PR-NOS-1). However, it was
acknowledged that none of these measures would be
guaranteed to reduce off-site vehicle traffic noise to a less than
significant level due to the level of noise and typical noise
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Q-89:

reduction from noise-reducing building design measures such
as closed windows, improved building materials, and other
measures. Thus, the SEIR properly concludes that program-level
transportation noise impacts could be significant and not
mitigated. No revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter asserts that SEIR Chapter 10, Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program fails to identify the timing,
implementation, and enforcement of the mitigation measures.
The text of each measure contained within the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program includes detailed
information tying implementation of the measure to required
timing, performance standards that must be met, and
responsible parties for implementing and monitoring. Refer to
Topical Response 1 regarding the clear triggers and
performance standards contained in SEIR mitigation measures.
In a few instances, the SEIR mitigation measures (e.g., PR-BIO-15
and PR-BIO-16 [now PR-BIO-16a and PR-BIO-16b]) and the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (SEIR Chapter 10,
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program) have been revised
to include additional clarifying language. These limited changes
are reflected in track changes in the Final SEIR. Absent more
specific comments on specific measures, no further response
need be provided. Finally, Project Design Features presented in
Section 3.6, Project Design Features of the SEIR are not mitigation
measures but inherent features of the project design that are
requirements of the VTM at the project level and/or Specific
Plan at the program level. These features also include specific
performance standards, timing, and reviewing and monitoring
requirements subject to the satisfaction of the applicable City
Department or agency. The project-level project design features
would be conditions of the discretionary development permits,
while the program-level project design features have been
incorporated into the Specific Plan.
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Q-90:

Q-91:

The commenter asserts that mitigation measures seem to be
more beneficial for earlier phases and cites the mitigation ratios
required for upland vegetation communities and land cover
types. For a response regarding project-level versus program-
level analysis and mitigation in the SEIR, please refer to Topical
Response 1. The OMCP PEIR mitigation framework has been
applied to all phases of development, and measures
implemented or carried forward as appropriate. More
specifically to this comment related to the mitigation ratios
required for upland vegetation communities, impacts to upland
habitat are mitigated based on the City's Biological Guidelines
under both the project-level and program-level components.
The program-level Owner’'s/Permittees can also provide
mitigation within the MHPA to utilize the lower ratios afforded
in that situation, consistent with the Biological Guidelines.
Ultimately, the remainder of this comment does not pertain to
the adequacy of the environmental document, and no further
response is warranted. No revisions to the SEIR are required.

The commenter cites inapt case law and summarizes prior
comments made regarding the cumulative project list and
expresses concern with the level of detail in the cumulative
analysis. Refer to Response Q-39 above regarding the
commenter’s concerns about the cumulative project list.

The commenter is incorrect that the cumulative impact analysis
is vague or does not cover the full scope of the proposed
actions; the comment is not supported by evidence of or more
specific detailed comment regarding these unsupported
assertions. The cumulative impact analysis provided in the SEIR
discusses cumulative impacts resulting from the Specific Plan as
a whole and, where there is a significant cumulative impact
identified, further specifies whether the program-level and/or
project-level components of the project have a cumulatively
considerable contribution to that impact. Therefore, the
preparation of the SEIR and its cumulative impact analysis for
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Q-92:

the Specific Plan as a whole provides a more comprehensive
cumulative impact analysis than would have been provided if
separate environmental documents were prepared as
individual development projects are proposed. As noted in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, a program EIR has the benefit
of ensuring “consideration of cumulative impact that may be
slighted in a case-by-case analysis.” The cumulative impact
analysis in the SEIR properly addresses cumulative impacts for
the full scope of the project and no revision to the SEIR is
required.

The commenter asserts that the SEIR fails to analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives. As noted by the commenter,
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires a range of
reasonable alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f) further explains the “rule of
reason” governing the analysis of alternatives, which indicates
that the range of alternatives is provided for the purpose of
discussion and informed decision making. As such, analysis
should be limited to alternatives that avoid or substantially
lessen environmental impacts, are feasible, and attain basic
project objectives. As described in SEIR Section 9.2, Alternatives
Considered but Rejected five additional alternatives were
considered but rejected from further analysis in the SEIR based
on their inability to avoid significant impacts of the project or
lack of feasibility. The detailed analysis of two alternatives in the
SEIR achieves the requirements of CEQA. Additional analyses
and recirculation of the SEIR are not required.
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Further, the SEIR failed to analyze altematives that would aveid or substantially lessen
the Project’s significant and unavoidable environmental effects. “Under CEQA, the range of
alternatives that an EIR must study in detail is defined in relation to the adverse environmental
impacts of the proposed project,” (in re Ray-Delra ete. (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1167.) The
STIR states that Alternative 2 was identified to consider if reducing the development footprint of
the Specific Plan to increase mesa top conservation would reduce significant biological resources
impacts while still achieving the project objectives. It is not clear why the sole alternative other
than the no project altemnative was selected to reduce the biological impacts when the SEIR
Q-93 concluded that biological impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, while there are

unmitigated significant impacts in a number of other resource areas, including land use, air
quality/odor, historical resources, human health/public safety/hazardous materials, noise,
traffic/circulation, utilities and tribal cultural resources. Alternative 2 would convert the 10.74-
acre PA 22 from residential to MHPA open space. The remainder of the approximately 490-acre
Specific Plan area would remain the same. The SEIR states that Alternative 2 “would result in
similar or slightty reduced impacts compared to the project” (page S-5; emphasis added).
However. CEQA requires an analysis of alternatives that would “avoid” (i.e., fully reduce
impacts to less than significant) or “substantially Jessen” a project’s significant impacts.
Alternative 2 falls short of this requirement.

The alternatives analysis in the SEIR is similar to the alternatives analysis for the project
discussed in Peopla's Collective for Envt'l Justice v. Crity. of San Bernardino, No.
CIVSEB2228456 (Cal. Super. Ct. Sept. 17, 2024) (“People’s Collective™), which involved the
proposed Bloomington Business Park Specific Plan for the development of a 213-acre area with
industrial and business park uses. In People’s Collective, the EIR considered three allernatives:
Alternative 1 — No Project/No Development Alternative; Alternative 2 — No Project/Buildout of
Existing Zoning Alternative; and Alternative 3 — Reduced Project/No Specific Plan Alternative.
Allernative 3 decreased the proposed floor arca by 35% and deercased the kand arca that would
be developed by 46%. The ETR found air quality impacis to be significanl and unavoidable, and
aithough impacts under Altermnative 3 were less than the project, the impacts would still be
significant and unavoidable. The Court concluded that “Alternative 3 is not demonstrated o
represent a meaningful alternative designed to reduce project impacts where it represents the
Q-94 primary portion of the existing development that drives the immitigable air quality impacts” and
“the major source of air quality impacts remain unchanged and are not avoided or substantially
reduced.” Here, Alternative 2 analyzed in the SEIR would reduce the density of the Project by
less than 6% (the difference in floor area is unknown sinee the SEIR does not provide floor area
information), and the development area would be reduced by less than 9%.% As discussed in
Section 9.3.2 of the SEIR, Alternative 2 would only minimally reduce (or not reduce) significant
impacts compared Lo the Project - land use impacts would be “slightly less™; air quality impacts
would be “somewhat reduced”; biological resource impacts would be “slightly less™; historic
resource impacts would be “slightly reduced’”; human health/public safety/hazardous materials

* The SEIR does not disclose the development arca of the proposed Projeet; however, the SEIR description of
Alternative 1 states on page -4 that “[t]his alternative would inchude 2627 acres of developabe area, which
would be 164.8 more acres of additional development than are included in the proposed Specific Plan.” 292.7
acres — 164.8 acres — 127.9 acres; 10.74 acres + 127.9 acres = ~8 4%

Q-93:

Q-94.

The commenter cites case law and asserts that the SEIR fails to
analyze alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen the
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. There were five
additional alternatives considered but rejected from further
analysis in Section 9.2, Alternatives Considered but Rejected of
the SEIR. These alternatives considered the potential to avoid or
reduce the significant impacts of the project but found each
alternative to either not reduce the intended impacts, result in
other significant impacts, or be infeasible for implementation.

CEQA does not require the identification of an alternative that
fully avoids project impacts. In conformance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), the SEIR meaningfully considers
potential alternatives to the project that could feasibly attain
most of the basic project objectives and avoid or lessen the
identified impacts. The commenter also does not suggest an
alternative for analysis meeting these criteria. The analysis of
Alternative 2 provided in the SEIR achieves the requirements of
CEQA for analysis of alternatives. See also Responses L-37 and
Q-94.

The commenter refers to use People’s Collective for Envt'l Justice v.
Cnty. Of San Bernardino, a superior court decision which is not a
published appellate opinion and not binding precedent, to
argue that SEIR Alternative 2 is not a meaningful alternative.

Alternative 2 was developed for the purpose of avoiding
impacts to mesa tops. The specific project alterations
considered under Alternative 2 achieve this purpose while other
alternatives considered but rejected from further analysis were
considered for the purpose of avoiding other project impacts.
An EIR need not provide an alternative that avoids all significant
impacts of a project with a single alternative. The analysis of
Alternative 2 provided in the SEIR achieves the requirements of
CEQA by reducing the project’s significant impacts despite not
fully avoiding all significant impacts of the project. Refer to
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impacts would be “similar”; hydrelogy/water quality impacts would be “slightly less™;
geology/soils impacts would be “slightly less™; noise impacts would be “slightly Tess™;
paleontological resource impacts would be “slightly less™; traffic impacts would be “similar™;
utilities impacts would be “slightly reduced”; and tribal cultural resource impacts would be
“incrementally less.” Thus, similar to People's Collective, Alternative 2 is not a meaningful
alternative designed to reduce project impacts.

Q-94
cont.

Nevertheless, the SEIR identified Alternative 2 as the Environmentally Superior
Alternative “since it would slightly reduce impacts to biological resources (10.49 acres of non-
native grasslands)” (SEIR page 9-22), even though the SEIR concluded that the proposed
Project’s biclogical resource impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. Notably,
the SEIR failed to analyze an alternative that would substantially Jessen or avoid the Project’s
significant and unavoidable impacts, which included impacts related to land use, air quality,
historic resources, human health/public safety/hazardous materials, noise, traffic, utilities and
tribal cultural resources. For example, with regard to historic resources, the SEIR concluded that
the Project would have a significant and unavoidable impact on CA-SDI-22.936. This site is
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources and is designated locally,
and 100% of this significant archaealogical resource will be impacted by the proposed road
construction. Although mitigation through data recovery is proposed, CEQA prioritizes
preservation in place as the preferred method (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4{b)(3)(A))

The SEIR does not justify why avoidance is infeasible or analyze alternatives that could preserve
the archaeological site. (Please also note that a figure showing the precise location of CA-SDI-
22,936 would be helpful to determine whether there is an alternate Caliente Avenue roadway
path north of Central Avenue in order to avoid or minimize the impact.)

In addition, the SEIR failed to analyze an alternative location. With regard to alternative
locations, CEQA Guidelines Scction 15126.6(f)(2)(A} states that “{t]he key question and first
slep in analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or
substantially lossened by putting the project in another location[,J” and “locations that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the sipnificant effects of the project need be considered.”
Specifically in regard to alternative locations, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(0(2)(C)
provides that “[w]here a previous document has sufficiently analyzed a range of reasonable
alternative locations and environmental impacts for projects with the same basic purpose, the
lead agency should review the previous document. The EIR may rely on the previous document
to help it assess the feasibility of potential project alternatives to the extent the circumstances
remain substantially the same as they relate to the alternative.” The Otay Mesa Community Plan
EIR, however, did not analyze an alternative location. Given that a number of the significant
impacts of the Project relate to its location, an alternative location(s) should have been
considered and analyzed.

Q-96

5 The Project Constitutes Improper Piecemealing Which Is Prohibited Under

CEQA.

The SEIR analyzes a portion of the Project — Phase 1 — in detail, and fails to analyze the
remainder of the Project in any meaningful way, instead leaving this analysis to some undefined

Q-95:

Responses L-37 and Q-93 regarding the range of alternatives
considered in the SEIR.

The commenter asserts that the SEIR fails to propose
alternatives that would substantially lessen or avoid the
project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. The SEIR analyzed
and identified Alternative 2 as an environmentally superior
alternative to the project. As described in the previous
responses, a range of alternatives that would have avoided or
substantially reduced other significant and unavoidable impacts
of the project were also considered but rejected in SEIR Section
9.2, Alternatives Considered but Rejected. Specifically related to
the avoidance of CA-SDI-22,936, please refer to the No Caliente
Avenue North of Central Avenue Alternative discussed in SEIR
Section 9.2.3. Avoidance of CA-SDI-22,936 via alternative
roadway alignments was considered but found not to be
feasible due to the locations of existing roadways, required
capacity of Caliente Avenue, and existing approvals for
construction of segments of Caliente Avenue. While
preservation in place is understood to be the preferred method
of mitigation, the project cannot feasibly preserve this resource
in place (refer to SEIR Section 5.5.6.4.b) and, as a result, would
result in a significant and unmitigable impact. The SEIR
adequately identifies significant impacts to CA-SDI-22,936 and
the SEIR adequately addresses alternatives that would have
avoided the site. No revisions to the SEIR are required. Detailed
findings on the feasibility of alternatives or mitigation measures
to substantially lessen or avoid the significant effects on the
environment will be completed in accordance with CEQA
Guidelines Section 15065. A Statement of Overriding
Considerations, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093,
has been prepared for the consideration of the decision-making
body (City Council) and left to its discretion to determine
whether project benefits would outweigh remaining impacts.
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Q-96:

Q-97:

In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21082.3, the
precise location of archaeological resources cannot be provided
to the public. As such, no further information can be provided in
response to the commenter’s request for a figure showing the
precise location of CA-SDI-22,936.

The OMCP FEIR does not analyze an alternative location as it is
the land use plan for the defined Community Plan area.
Similarly, the SEIR does not include an analysis of an alternative
location, as the project would implement a Specific Plan with
boundaries previously defined by the OMCP and analyzed in the
OMCP FEIR. As the basic purpose of the project is to implement
the Southwest District portion of the OMCP, an alternative
location would not achieve the core objective of the project.
Therefore, no alternative location is required to be analyzed in
the SEIR.

The commenter asserts the project constitutes improper
piecemealing by analyzing the program-level components in
less specific detail than the project-level components. The
comment reflects a misunderstanding of program level
environmental review. Please refer to Topical Response 1
related to the SEIR's project-level versus program-level analyses.
Addressing both the project-level and program-level
components in one SEIR is permitted and encouraged by CEQA,
is not piecemealing under CEQA, and project-level information
is not available for the program-level project components which
are appropriately analyzed at the program level.
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time in the future. even though the scope of the later phases is known and could be fully
analyzed in detail. However, CEQA mandates “that environmental considerations do no become
submerged by chopping a large project into many little ones — each with a minimal potential
impact on the environment — which cumulatively may have disastrous consequences.” (Bozung
v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263, 283-84; City of Saniee v. County of San
Diego (1989) 214 Cal. App.3d 1438, 1452.) The specific density and maximum floor area of the
entire Project was known and reasonably foreseeable to the City, and therefore the environmental
impacts should have been comprehensively analyzed and disclosed.

Q-97
cont.

6. Recirculation of the SEIR is Required Under CEQA.

CEQA requires a lead agency to recirculate a draft EIR for public comment when
“significant new information” is added to an EIR after notice has been given but before
certification. (CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a).) The term “information” can include
changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information.
(1d.) CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(a) states that “significant new information” requiring
recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or ffom a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemsnted.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless

Q-98 miligation measures are adopted that reduce the impact 1o a level ol insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project,
but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion
Coalition v. Fish and Game Com, (1989) 214 Cal. App.3d 1043},

The SEIR fails to provide sufficient information and analysis of the full scope of the
Project’s reasonably foresccable environmental impacts, and is riddled with errors and
inconsistencies. These deficiencies require that a revised SEIR with additional data and analysis
be recireulated for further public review and comment.

Ts Conclusion.

The analyscs that have been preparcd on the potential environmental impacts of the
Project are insufficient for the reasons 1dentified in this letler. As currently dralled, the SEJR
fails to comply with CEQA, and additional analyses arc required in order to fully disclose the
true impacts of the Project. We are requesting that these deficiencies be corrected in a
recireulated SEIR prior to any further consideration of this Project.

Q-99

Q-98:

Q-99:

The commenter states a revised SEIR with additional data and
analysis is necessary but fails to identify any specific
informational omission of such data or missing analysis or any
circumstance enumerated in CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5
triggering recirculation of the SEIR. The SEIR is not
fundamentally inadequate and conclusory such that public
comment was precluded. The analysis presented in the SEIR is
based on the CEQA Guidelines, the City's CEQA Significance
Determination Thresholds (City 2022), the OMCP FEIR, and
supported by substantial evidence in the SEIR and
accompanying technical analyses conducted by qualified
technical specialists. Minor revisions were made in the Final
SEIR to add clarification. No changes to the SEIR were made that
would constitute significant new information requiring
recirculation of the draft SEIR. Specifically, there is no new
significant impact, substantial increase in impact severity,
substantially different feasible project alternative/mitigation to
reduce an impact that is declined to be adopted, or
fundamental inadequacy that precluded meaningful review.
Recirculation of the SEIR is not warranted.

The City acknowledges this conclusion. As demonstrated by the
preceding responses, no deficiencies have been identified, and
additional analyses and recirculation of the SEIR are not
required.
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments. BDM Twenty and Otay Mesa are
Q-99 eager to become involved in the planning process and hope that the City will give meaningtul
cont. opportunity tor and consideration of the teedback of all property owners i the Specific Plan
are.

Sincerely,

e

Francis Y. Park
of PARK & VELAYOS L.LLP

ce: Mr. Michacl H. Shocmaker
Mr. William A. Spurgin
Mr. Gerald M. Whitchead
Marcos D. Velayos, Esq.
Jemnifer L. Erickson, Esq.

Intentionally left blank
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Comment Letter R

Attention: Dawna Marshal

City of San Diego Development Services Center 1222 First Avenue, M3 501,
San Diego CA 92101 4

Reference of:

1- Southwest Viltage Specific plan

2- Project# PRI 0614791

3- SCH# 2004051076

4- Community Plan Area of Otay Mesa
5- Counsil District #8

1- My name is Jaan Wallenstein Gilles. | am one of the owners of Oil
Lander Subdivision Otay Mesa. | am writing this letter on behalf of
myself and other partners/owners Samuel N Diba, Theresa NGethe,
Mario Orezco, Daniel Montejano that we aré opposed to open space as
marked on the Pardee Homes Conceptual plan because Pardee or city
of San Diego have no right to change or propose change our zoning from
residential to open space on an already accepted subdivision.

2- We are open for Use of residential to create more density but not to
open space that will prohibit building residential. We did not purchase
raw land, we purchased land into R-1 subdivision with acceptable
public roads. This project is ignoring this subdivision ownership right.

3- We request that the city of San Diego to stop creating sensitive land,
vernal pool that was not existed before and this is detrimental to the
property owners of our subdivision fragmenting public roads servicing
our lots.
If the city of Diego and Padee are vow to continue with their proposed
plan that is detrimental to the value of our land. We, land owners
request that they pay us the real value of our land or swap us identical
land for other location. Thank ydu.

7 o
Jean Wallenstein Gilles
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Comment Letter R: Jean Wallenstein Gilles

The City acknowledges the commenter’s concerns regarding
impacts to property values and property rights. CEQA requires
an analysis of physical impacts to the environment; it does not
require analysis of social and economic impacts, such as effects
related to property values. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15131,
“an economic or social change by itself shall not be considered
a significant effect on the environment.” Regardless, the
following response is included in the record.

The OMCP requires the preparation of a Specific Plan for the
area in order for development to proceed. Property owners still
have the same legal rights as before the Specific Plan proposal;
the Specific Plan simply provides greater detail for planning.
Currently, all properties within the Specific Plan area are zoned
AR-1-1, which permits 1 dwelling unit per lot. The Specific Plan
proposes to rezone properties containing MHPA, VPHCP 100%
conserved lands or project-level mitigation lands with the OC
zone, which does not allow residential development. These
areas are located in PAs 22, 23 and 29 and are either City-
owned or Applicant-owned and would be conserved. The
Specific Plan proposes to rezone remaining properties within
the open space areas in PA 28 with OR zones to preserve
privately owned open space property in a land use plan for such
purposes as preservation of public health and safety, visual
quality, sensitive biological resources, steep hillsides, and
control of urban form, while retaining private development
potential. The OR zones are also intended to help implement
the habitat preservation goals of the City and the MSCP by
applying development restrictions to lands wholly or partially
within the boundaries of the MHPA. The OR-1-2 zone permits 1
dwelling unit per lot, which is consistent with the current AR-1-1
zone. For properties fully within the MHPA, property owners can
still develop 25% of a parcel or build one dwelling unit or go
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Specific Plan area would be permitted to develop one unit per
parcel, and any such unit would be subject to the maximum
dwelling unit cap of 5,130 dwelling units allowed under the
Specific Plan. However, given the constraints in the open space
areas such as terrain, access, and easements, residential
development potential in OR zones within the Specific Plan area
is anticipated to be limited. There are no existing public roads in
the Specific Plan area that meet the City's engineering
standards, nor is there an existing approved subdivision with
planned public roads. The Specific Plan would not fragment
public roads serving lots in the Specific Plan area, as asserted in
this comment.
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