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A-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A-2 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A-3 Comment noted. As discussed in Section 4.1.6.1 of the EIR, the project 

was reviewed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) against 
obstruction evaluation criteria contained in the Federal Code of 
Regulations, Title 14, FAA Part 77 (Obstruction Evaluation/Airport 
Airspace Analysis). The Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) 
Overlay Zone requires that proposed community plan amendments and 
rezones be submitted to the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) for 
a consistency determination with the ALUCP. 

Letter A 

A-1 

A-2 

A-3 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-2 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A-4 DEIR Section 4.4 provides disclosure of all potentially significant noise 

impacts. With respect to noise and vibration from military aircraft, EIR 
Section 4.4.1.2 discloses that military aircraft taking off at Marine Corps 
Air Station (MCAS) Miramar could be heard on the project site. Due to 
the project’s location within the airport influence area (AIA) as 
contained in the MCAS ALUCP, the project was reviewed for its 
compatibility with the plan. See response to comment I-4. 

 
 
A-5a Refer to response to comment A-3. 
 
 
A-5b Comment noted. 

A-3 
cont. 
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A-5a 
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B-1 Comments noted. As discussed in EIR Section 4.2, traffic impacts are 

expected to occur not only on segments of Pomerado Road, but also on 
two intersections within the project study area. Specifically, EIR Section 
4.2.3.2 identified that the project would have a significant direct and 
cumulative impact at the intersection of Pomerado Road/Willow Creek 
Road. A significant cumulative impact would occur at the intersection of 
Pomerado Road/Scripps Ranch Boulevard as shown in EIR  
Table 4.2-19. 

 
Although Pomerado Road between Interstate 15 (I-15) northbound (NB) 
ramps to Willow Creek Road is level of service F as shown in EIR 
Tables 4-15 and 4-16, traffic in the eastbound direction is not expected 
to impact the I-15 NB ramp intersection. In the Year 2030 with project 
scenario, the 95th percentile queue in the eastbound direction at 
Pomerado Road/Willow Creek is reported to queue approximately 1,900 
feet in the PM peak hour (highest peak). The distance on Pomerado 
Road from Willow Creek to the I-15 NB ramps is approximately 3,700 
feet; therefore, traffic in the eastbound direction is not expected to 
adversely impact the I-15 NB ramps. Queuing worksheets at the Willow 
Creek intersection are attached to the responses to comments and 
labeled as Attachment 1. 
 
The increase of project traffic at the I-15 NB ramp/Pomerado Road 
intersection is not expected to cause significant delay. EIR Table 4.2-10 
shows the I-15 NB ramp intersection would operate at acceptable levels 
of service in both peaks in the Year 2030 with project condition.  
Although the project is adding 49 PM peak hour trips in the eastbound 
direction to the I-15 NB/Pomerado Road intersection, vehicles are not 
expected to backup into the southbound I-15 ramp intersection. The 
project is adding 37 PM peak hour trips to the northbound I-
15/Pomerado Road off-ramp. In addition, queuing reports at the I-15 NB 
off-ramp do not show traffic backing into mainlines on the freeway (see 
attached worksheets). Metered freeway on-ramps have been evaluated 
at the I-15 ramps. In each condition, the rate is based on the most 
restrictive meter rate proposed by Caltrans. As shown in EIR Tables 
4.2-24 (existing with and without project), 4.2-25 (near-term with and 
without project), and 4.2-26 (Year 2030 with and without project), the 
ramp meters for Pomerado Road/I-15 NB on-ramp are reporting zero 
delay and zero queue based on the most restrictive meter rate 
calculations because the meter rate is higher than the demand. 
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 B-1 Additionally, as shown in EIR Table 4.2-4, the project would 
cont. generate a total of 1,880 new ADTs, with 144 trips occurring in the AM 

peak hour and 181 trips occurring in the PM peak hour.  This is less 
than the university traffic already within the regional transportation 
model for this portion of the Scripps Miramar Ranch Community Plan 
area. Therefore, the project would not result in traffic generation in 
excess of community plan allocations.  (EIR Section 4.2).  

 
B-2 Synchro files of the Year 2030 With Project scenario were provided via 

email to Trent Clark and Jacob Armstrong at California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) as requested. Caltrans has reviewed and has 
no further comments. See Caltrans letter dated August 17, 2015 
attached to the responses to comments and labeled as Attachment 2. 
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C-1 Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
C-2 Mitigation measure BIO-3 has been clarified that a secured funding 

source is a requirement of the measure. 
 
 
 
C-3 As identified in EIR Section 4.3, any potential impacts to these species 

(Belding's orange-throated whiptail, coast horned lizard, and Cooper's 
hawk) would be considered less than significant.  These species have 
designated area specific management directives (ASMDs) per the 
Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP). The project would 
comply with all ASMDs for these species as required by the MSCP (City  
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C-3 
cont. of San Diego 1997). The ASMDs were inadvertently omitted from the 

EIR which has been revised to identify these measures as ASMDs that 
would be a condition of approval. A discussion of these ASMDs has 
also been included in EIR Section 4.3 for consistency in both 
documents. 

C-3 
cont. 
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D-1 Comment noted. 
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E-3a 

 E-1 The Chabad Center filed an application with the City for a grading 
permit for additional residential units in July 9, 2014 (PTS#379314).  

 
 In 2009, in accordance with the requirements of Conditional Use Permit 

(CUP) No. 133-PC, the City approved the substantial conformance 
review application for the Chabad Educational Campus to expand its 
existing campus with a high school, college, two institutional use 
buildings, a two-story university building, a sports complex building, a 
relocated sports field, tennis court, swimming pool/spa, and 280 
housing units with below grade parking structures for students and 
faculty of Chabad. This 2009 project is not included on the list of near 
term cumulative projects as the timing of construction was not known to 
the City until the 2014 grading permit request which was filed after The 
Glen filed its Notice of Preparation (NOP) in July 2013. 

 
 Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Section 

15125, the physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time 
of the  NOP constitute the environmental setting from which the EIR 
would base its analysis of impacts (see CEQA Guideline Section 
15125). Additionally, the discussion of cumulative impacts should be 
guided by standards of practicality and reasonableness, and should not 
include speculation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b).)  The grading 
permits do not provide enough level of detail that would permit an 
analysis devoid of speculation.  Building permit applications have yet to 
be filed. 

 
E-2 The project would not result in impacts to energy conservation as 

identified in the EIR. Specifically, as stated in EIR Section 4.13.3.2, 
given the energy-efficient project design, in accordance with mandated 
energy efficiency standards, the project would not result in the use of 
excessive amounts of electricity during its long-term operation. 
Likewise, as stated in EIR Section 4.13.4.2, measures to reduce 
wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy during 
operation of the project have been incorporated into the project design. 
Therefore, impacts associated with energy use would be less than 
significant.   

 
 Additionally, the project would implement extensive green-building 

design measures, increase energy efficiency, increase lighting 
efficiency, and would be designed to be equivalent to Leadership in 
Energy & Environmental Design (LEED) Silver equivalent.  

 
 Recommendation noted. 
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 E-3a Of the project’s total 53 acres, the site contains 3.71 acres of slopes in 
excess of 25 percent, which is approximately 7 percent of the total 
project site. As disclosed in EIR Sections 1.0 and 3.0, the project 
entitlements would include a Site Development Permit (SDP) due to the 
steepness and heights of some of the proposed slopes, as outlined in 
Municipal Code Section 142.0103(b). 

 
 The project demonstrates consistency with the second objective stated 

in the comment related to preservation of views of hillsides and 
maintenance of natural hillside topography. A project is required to be 
compatible with the City’s land use plan overall, not each and every 
objective and/or policy (Govt. Code §§ 65000–66499.58). However, as 
discussed in EIR Section 4.7, the project is designed to conform to the 
City’s Steep Hillside Guidelines and to blend with the existing 
neighborhood character. For a full discussion and detail of the project’s 
conformance with the Steep Hillside Guidelines design standards, see 
EIR Section 4.7.7.1. As demonstrated therein, all design standards 
have been incorporated into the project and have resulted in the most 
sensitive design possible. The proposed landforms would closely 
imitate the existing on-site landform and the undisturbed, pre-existing 
surrounding neighborhood landforms. 

 
 Therefore, the project would be consistent with the Scripps Miramar 

Ranch Community Plan (SMRCP) Community Environment Element 
and Design Element, as well as the City’s Steep Hillside Guidelines. 
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 E-3b The applicant has requested a Planned Development Permit (PDP), 
SDP and Neighborhood Development Permit (NDP) to construct two 
monument signs located within the public right-of-way. Slopes behind 
the monuments will be reinforced and the existing guardrail along 
Chabad Center Driveway will be enhanced where required and 
complimented by planted vegetation behind the rail.  

 
 The two entry monuments are proposed at a location along Chabad 

Center Driveway due to the existing public right-of-way extending to the 
bottom of slope; therefore, not allowing entry signage to be placed 
appropriately and within public view within the proposed project’s 
property.  

 
 The project will be required to show that the sign will not obstruct sight 

distance to the satisfaction of the City Engineer. 
 
 
E-4 The environmental design considerations are discussed in EIR Section 

3.3.8. The EIR has been revised to refer to the correct section. See 
response to comment E-2. 

 
E-5 It is acknowledged that the Carroll Canyon Commercial Center was 

placed on hold and the applicant is revising their proposed 
development. With respect to the traffic impacts of the project, the 
Carroll Canyon Commercial Center, as originally proposed (144,800 
square feet of commercial space), was included in the project’s list of 
projects used to evaluate cumulative effects (See, EIR Table 7-1). The 
Carroll Canyon Commercial Center alternative proposal would generate 
fewer daily trips than what is currently analyzed in the EIR, and 
therefore, would have a reduced traffic impact in the community.  
Therefore, the analysis in the EIR represents a worst case scenario and 
a more conservative analysis of impacts. 

E-3b 

E-4 

E-5 
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F-1 Comment noted. 
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G-1 A letter requesting identification of spiritually significant and sacred 

sites or traditional use areas in the project vicinity was sent to the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). As discussed in EIR 
Section 4.5, no Native American cultural resources were identified 
within ¼ mile of the project area. Enclosed with the NAHC findings was 
a list of Native American individuals/organizations that were contacted 
to determine concerns regarding the proposed project as it relates to 
Native American issues or interests. 

 

G-1 
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G-2 See to response to comment G-1. 
 

G-2 
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H-1 The NAHC conducted a search of the NAHC Sacred Lands File for the 

project. See response to comment G-1. 
 
H-2 Given that there are no sacred sites in the project area, the need for a 

buffer would not be necessary. See response to comment H-1. 
 
H-3 The EIR was distributed for a 45-day public review and comment 

period. In addition, the distribution of the EIR constitutes advance 
notice which affords the public an opportunity to comment on the 
adequacy of the draft document, and have such comments included in 
the final document considered by the decision-making authorities. 

 
H-4 The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) identified 

within the document are standard measures developed by the City of 
San Diego to avoid or mitigate potentially significant environmental 
effects to Historical Resources (Archaeology). The City’s MMRP 
contains appropriate provisions to ensure compliance with the MMRP 
during the project’s implementation. 

 
H-5 The project was reviewed in conformance with CEQA. The project does 

not require National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review. The 
Historical Resources (Archaeology) section of the MMRP contains 
provisions addressing the discovery of human remains. 

 

Letter H 

H-1 
 
H-2 

H-3 
H-4 
H-5 
 

H-6 
H-7 
H-8 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-16 

 H-6 The City’s MMRP identifies the need for a Native American Monitor to 
be present during all ground-disturbing activities associated with the 
project. 

 
H-7 The City’s MMRP does not require frequent updates or final report on 

findings to be given to the tribes. However, the City’s Mitigation 
Monitoring Coordination (MMC), a section of the Development Services 
Department, Land Development Review Division, can be contacted at 
any time for updates. 

 
 The MMC is responsible for coordinating the implementation of the 

MMRP during all phases of the construction process. 
H-8 Pursuant to the City’s MMRP, there are specific responsibilities in the 

event of a discovery, including notifying the appropriate parties, 
assisting with determining the significance of the discovery, and 
isolating the discovery site. 
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I-1 Comment noted. Pursuant to CEQA, an EIR is required to be 

recirculated when new significant information is added to the EIR 
(CEQA Guidelines 15088.5). Revisions to The Glen EIR are not 
substantial under CEQA and would not trigger a need for public review. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
I-2a Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-2b The project site is currently designated as “Institutional and Public and 

Semi-Public Facilities” and “Park, Open Space, and Recreation” in the 
General Plan’s Land Use and Street System Map (contained in the 
Land Use and Community Planning Element). The project site is 
designated University use in the SMRCP. As discussed in EIR Section 
3.4.1, the project proposes a Community Plan Amendment (CPA) to 
redesignate the site Institutional to clarify that type of institutional use  
through a PDP.   
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I-2c Comment noted. Detailed responses to each individual comment are 

provided below. 
 
I-3a EIR Table 4.1.1, Summary of Project Consistency provides a summary 

of the project’s consistency with both the General Plan as well as the 
SMRCP. The table identifies relevant goals and policies related to the 
project. As stated in EIR Section 4.3 and 4.7, the project would 
maintain the public’s visual and physical use, of Carroll Canyon. The 
passive open space corridor along Pomerado Road and Carroll Canyon 
Creek would be preserved in its existing condition through a covenant 
of easement. Existing and proposed landscaping and topography would 
screen buildings from view. The project buildings would be setback 
approximately 650 feet from Pomerado Road.  Grading to support the 
development area would be setback approximately 390 feet and the 
slope would visible from Pomerado Road but would be revegetated with 
native species and eucalyptus that would be compatible with the 
intervening open space.  The project would result in minor alterations to 
the existing visual characteristics of the site from vantage points on 
Pomerado Road. Due to topography and intervening vegetation, the 
project would not be highly visible from Pomerado Road or other public 
locations. With the proposed Multi-Habitat Planning Area (MHPA) 
boundary line adjustment, 1.87 acres would be removed from the 
MHPA and 7.46 acres of land would be preserved as MSCP land via a 
Covenant of Easement. As a result of this on-site land exchange, the 
MHPA land on-site would total 9.90 acres. The proposed MHPA 
boundary line adjustment would be beneficial to the overall MHPA 
preserve at this location due to an increase in Tier II habitat and 
acreage of preserved land. This would include the preservation and 
dedication of 5.49 acres of eucalyptus woodland. 

 
I-3b Overall, approximately 8.11 acres of eucalyptus would be removed, 

primarily within the area south of Pomerado Road. However, 5.49 acres 
of eucalyptus would be preserved within the MHPA area along Carroll 
Canyon and Pomerado Road. Viewscape impacts south of Pomerado 
Road would not occur. 

 
I-3c The open space corridor along Pomerado Road and Carroll Canyon 

Creek would be preserved in its existing condition.  As described in EIR 
Section 4.7, the project does not propose to encroach into the corridor 
along Pomerado Road. See also response to comment I-3a. 

 
 

I-2c 

I-3a 

I-3e 

I-3f 

I-3d 

I-3b 
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I-3c 
cont. In order to demonstrate the aesthetic character of the project site and 

describe the visibility of the project from surrounding areas, a visual 
analysis is discussed in EIR Section 4.7. Specifically, to show how the 
project would ultimately appear, visual simulations were developed 
using site photographs and computer-generated three-dimensional 
project modeling. As depicted in EIR Figure 4.7-2, the project would 
result in only minor alterations to the existing visual characteristics 
associated with the site from vantage points on Pomerado Road (EIR 
Section 4.7.4.1). Therefore, due to existing topography, the project 
design, the setback from Pomerado Road, and the intervening 
vegetation visual impacts associated with the project would be 
adequately screened and less than significant. 

 
I-3d The project would provide diversity in housing by constructing a 

continuing care retirement community in a community that otherwise 
lacks this type of housing. The overall design theme for the project 
would be an old ranch design with old stone walls, boulders, and tree 
groves. See EIR Section 4.7.5. 

 
I-3e Although the project proposes housing, this  overall goal from the 

SMRCP is not considered relevant to the proposed project as the 
project provides a different type of housing than what is described in 
the overall goal. 

 
I-3f Approval of The Glen would reduce the university’s acreage by 53 

acres. Although Alliant University acreage is being removed, the 
educational facility is not being reduced.  This would not result in a 
significant reduction in any educational or recreational opportunities 
currently provided by, or planned in the future by the University. 
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I-3g See response to comment I-3f. 
 
I-3h The regional transportation network in the project area consists of I-15 

to the west and SR-52 to the south. Pomerado Road fronts the northern 
border of the project site and provides primary local access to the 
project area as well as a regional east–west travel way through the 
Scripps Miramar Ranch Community. Access to the project site would be 
provided by Chabad Center Driveway from Pomerado Road. The 
project would not result in a significant impact to area freeways. 
However, the project would result in significant direct and cumulative 
impacts to Pomerado Road as a result of the increase in traffic as 
discussed in EIR Sections 4.1 and 4.2. Impacts could be mitigated by 
widening Pomerado Road. However, the four-lane major street 
classification of Pomerado Road was downgraded to a two-lane 
collector on October 26, 1993 via Resolution R-282903., Therefore, 
although the project would result in both direct and cumulative street 
segment and intersection impacts, mitigation is not considered feasible 
given the City Council action. Impacts would, therefore, remain 
significant and unmitigated.   

 
I-3i The proposed Community Plan Amendment will not reduce facility fees, 

but redesignates the site Institutional (see response to comment I-2b). 
The City of San Diego collects impact fees from new development to 
assist in funding community-wide public facilities, as a means to offset 
new development’s impact on infrastructure and public facilities. The 
project would be required to pay its Facilities Benefit Assessments 
(FBA) fees when building permits are issued. 

 
I-3j With respect to project impacts on the local roads, see response to 

comment I-3h.  
 
 The project would not result in adverse effects on the existing open 

space. See response to comment I-3a. 
 
I-3k See response to comments I-3a, b, c, h, and j.  In addition, the project 

would preserve and enhance open space south of Pomerado Road. 
 
I-4 See response to comment I-3f. 
 
I-5 EIR Section 4.7 addresses bulk and scale issues and more specifically 

Section 4.7.5 identifies the City’s significance determination thresholds 
as they relate to bulk and scale. EIR Section 4.7.5 specifically  
 

 

I-3g 

I-4 

I-5 

I-3h 

I-3i 

I-3j 

I-3k 
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I-5 
cont. describes the project’s compliance with the bulk and scale regulations 

and building heights as they relate to the community plan. The project 
would not result in significant impacts relating to scenic resources. 

 
 With respect to the removal of the eucalyptus trees, see response to 

comment I-3b.  
 
 As discussed in EIR Section 4.7.7.1, the project design does not 

include mass terracing of natural slopes with cut or fill slopes to 
construct flat-pad structures. 

 
I-6 A site-specific drainage study for the project was prepared by Latitude 

33 Planning and Engineering (2014), and is included in its entirety as 
Appendix P of the EIR.  

 
 As discussed in EIR Section 8.2, the project has been designed to 

ensure runoff rates are controlled to existing condition levels and that 
drainage patterns are maintained. The project would include private 
storm drain facilities that would collect runoff and outlet it into the 
existing natural drainage creek adjacent to Pomerado Road. On-site 
runoff would be collected in private storm drain facilities that would 
route to water quality and hydromodification program compliant basins 
prior to discharging into the existing natural drainage creek adjacent to 
Pomerado Road. As described in Section 4.1.5.1 of the EIR, the project 
would comply with the MSCP Land Use Adjacency Guidelines for 
drainage and would not result in significant water quality impacts to 
Carroll Canyon Creek.   

 
 A water quality technical report for the project was prepared by Latitude 

33 Planning and Engineering (2015), and is included as Appendix R of 
the EIR. The water quality technical report evaluates potential water 
quality impacts to downstream waters and prescribes measures which 
would be incorporated into the project to reduce those impacts. As 
discussed in EIR Section 8.3 the project would comply with all 
applicable federal, state, and local water quality standards through 
adherence to the City’s Storm Water Standards. With implementation of 
the proposed BMPs, the project would not have a significant effect on 
water quality. 

 
I-7 Comment noted. 
 
I-8a The open space corridor along Pomerado Road and Carroll Canyon 

Creek would be preserved in its existing condition. The project does not 
 

I-5 
cont. 

I-6 

I-7 

I-8a 

I-8b 

I-8c 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-22 

 I-8a 
cont. propose to encroach into the corridor along Pomerado Road. See 

response to comment I-3c. 
 
I-8b See response to comment I-3 a. As noted, the passive open space 

corridor along Pomerado Road and Carroll Canyon Creek would be 
preserved in its existing condition. As detailed in EIR Section 4.1.5.3b, 
the project will be required to provide barriers (e.g., non-invasive 
vegetation; rocks/boulders; 6-foot-high, vinyl-coated, chain-link or 
equivalent fences/walls; and/or signage) along the MHPA boundaries to 
direct public access to appropriate locations, reduce domestic animal 
predation, protect wildlife in the preserve, and provide adequate noise 
reduction where needed. Through this measure the open space would 
be protected from additional pedestrian traffic. 

 
I-8c See response to comment I-3c. 
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I-8d See responses to comments I-3a, b, and c, and I-9. 
 
I-8e See response to comment I-3a.   
 
I-8f See responses to comments I-3a, I-3b, and I-3c.   
 
I-8g The project will dedicate a total of 9.90 acres of land as resource-based 

open space to the MHPA via a conservation easement. As a result of 
this, the project is compatible with the goal to preserve on-site natural 
resources. 

 
I-8h See also responses to comments I-3a, I-3b, and I-3c.  After a boundary 

line adjustment, the total MHPA land on-site would total 9.90 acres. The 
proposed MHPA boundary line adjustment would be beneficial to the 
overall MHPA preserve at this location due to an increase in Tier II 
habitat and acreage of preserved land. Additionally, impacts to 0.17 
acre of streambeds located within the project site would be mitigated 
through the creation of a minimum of 0.34 acre of wetlands habitat 
outside the grading limits, thereby increasing wetland habitat on the 
project site. 

 See responses to comments I-3a,  I-3d, I-3e, and I-6. 
 
I-8i See responses to comments I-3a and I-8g. 
 
I-8j The project would not result in any safety hazards to equestrian use of 

existing recreational facilities. As discussed in EIR Section 4.2.7, the 
project would not interfere with the corridor along Pomerado Road that 
allows for pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian use adjacent to Carroll 
Canyon Creek and no safety hazards would occur. 

 
I-9 As discussed in EIR Section 4.3.1.4, neither of the plant species 

identified in the comment occur within the project site. 
 
 No development is proposed within the area identified in the comment. 

The open space located south of Pomerado Road and north of the 
project’s grading footprint would be preserved. With the proposed 
MHPA boundary line adjustment, 1.87 acres would be removed from 
the MHPA and 7.46 acres of land would be preserved as MSCP land 
via a Covenant of Easement. As a result of this on-site land exchange, 
the MHPA land on-site would total 9.90 acres. The proposed MHPA 
boundary line adjustment would be beneficial to the overall MHPA 
preserve at this location due to an increase in Tier II habitat and 
acreage of preserved land. This would include the preservation and 
dedication of 5.49 acres of eucalyptus woodland. 

I-8d 
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I-8i 

I-8j 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-24 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
I-9 
cont. See also response to comment I-8g. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-10a The project would not result in the loss of University recreation space. 

See response to comment I-3f. 
 
 
I-10b See response to comment I-3f. 
 
 
I-10c See response to comment I-3f. 
 
I-11 The project would not result in impairment during a community-wide 

emergency situation. EIR Section 4.8.5.1 discusses whether the project 
would impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. As stated 
therein, internal project roadways and a fire lane would be constructed 
per the City Fire Rescue Standards and would provide adequate site 
access. The main fire and emergency access road would be Chabad 
Center Driveway. An additional fire access road would be provided at 
the end of the cul-de-sac at the northwest corner of the project site 
connecting to the neighboring Alliant International University property. 
Overall, a San Diego Emergency Plan, including an Evacuation Annex, 
is in place to provide for the effective mobilization of all the resources of 
San Diego. The project would not impair implementation of, or 
physically interfere with, the San Diego Emergency Plan. Through this 
design, the project would provide adequate evacuation routes, and 
impacts associated with emergency evacuation would be less than 
significant.   

 
I-12a Due to the nature of age-restricted housing, the project is anticipated to 

generate a minimal amount of bicyclists. 

I-9 
cont. 

I-10a 

I-11 

I-12a 
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I-12a 
cont. As discussed in EIR Section 4.2, the project is providing shuttles for 

shopping, doctor visits, and activities to residents throughout the week 
to reduce peak hour traffic in the community. As discussed in EIR 
Section 4.2.6.1, the project will be scheduling work shifts outside peak 
hours to the extent possible to further reduce impacts.  These unique 
characteristics of the project help achieve the goals and objectives of 
the transportation element in the SMRCP.  

 
 The project would not result in an impact nor impair emergency ingress 

and egress. In order to address major emergency events requiring 
evacuation, the project would be designed in accordance with 
applicable safety standards, including the preparation of a site-specific 
emergency evacuation plan. The project also provides adequate fire 
and emergency access roads via both Chabad Center Driveway and an 
additional fire access road at the northwest corner of the project site. 
See EIR Section 4.8.5.1 and response to comment I-11.   

 
I-12b See response to comment I-3h. 
 
I-12c The project incorporates water conservation design principles. The 

project utilizes low-maintenance landscaping along the slopes facing 
the MHPA area and Pomerado Road. Trees planted along this slope 
include the California live oak and California sycamore, which are 
native to the region, and provide large heights and canopy spread. This 
strategy creates a continuous forested area, complementing and 
enhancing the community’s natural environment along the southern 
edge of Pomerado Road, as well as creating a visual buffer between 
Pomerado Road, the MHPA’s existing eucalyptus woodland, coastal 
sage scrub and chaparral, and the project’s buildings. 

 
I-12d The project would not interfere with the corridor along Pomerado Road 

that allows for pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian use adjacent to 
Carroll Canyon Creek. See response to comment I-8j. 

 
I-12e As discussed in EIR Section 4.2.6, the project would not impact existing 

or planned transportation systems. The project would not result in a 
substantial impact to existing or planned transportation systems 
because project residents and staff would likely travel during non-peak 
hours and the project would provide shuttle services.  See also 
response to comment I-12a. 

 
Additionally, no MTS routes currently serve Pomerado Road. The closest bus 

            

I-12a 
cont. 

I-13a 

I-12b 

I-12f 

I-12d 

I-12b 

I-12e 

I-12c 

I-12g 

I-12h 
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 I-12f Pedestrian walkways would be incorporated into the project design to 
provide connections between on-site and off-site uses. Class II bike 
lanes are provided on both sides of Pomerado Road which is 
accessible from Chabad Center Driveway. Therefore, project area 
multi-modal transportation is enhanced and not impaired by the project.  
See also response to comment I-8j. 

 
I-12g Project access is provided on Chabad Center Driveway, which is an 

existing two-lane roadway. Additional driveways are not planned by the 
project on Pomerado Road which is consistent with the MMRP to 
minimize the number of driveways onto four-lane streets and Pomerado 
Road. An additional emergency access road would be provided at the 
end of the cul-de-sac at the northwest corner of the project site 
connecting to the neighboring Alliant International University property 
and Avenue of Nations. 

 
I-12h With respect to proposed land uses within the Alliant International 

University plan, see response to comment I-3f. 
 
 The traffic study assumed University traffic based on the Series 11 

Community Plan Travel Forecast in the base Year 2030 condition. 
Traffic from the project was then added to the base Year 2030 volumes 
to derive the Year 2030 With Project scenario which represents a worst 
case analysis. Although traffic generated by the project would be 
different than the University traffic, both land uses were included in the 
Year 2030 With Project analysis of the traffic study to be conservative. 

 
I-13a Overall, the project is consistent with the land use plan and land use 

designation of Institutional and Public and Semi-Public facilities. See 
response to comment I-3h for a response to the issue regarding the 
project’s traffic impacts.   
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I-13b The project proposes a Community Plan Amendment. See response to 

comment I-2b. 
 
 
 
I-13c Whether the project would result in substantial unplanned growth in the 

area is discussed in EIR Section 6.0. As discussed therein, 
implementation of the project would not significantly alter the planned 
location, distribution, or growth of the population in the area because it 
would likely serve residents already living in the region (EIR Section 
6.1). See also response to comment I-3f regarding the land uses 
proposed in the existing Alliant International University CUP. 

 
I-13d As disclosed in EIR Section 4.2, the project would result in significant 

unmitigated traffic impacts along Pomerado Road. Impacts resulting 
from increased traffic generated by the project could be reduced by 
widening Pomerado Road to four lanes; however, this mitigation is 
considered in-feasible as discussed in  response to comment I-3h.  

 
 The project is providing shuttle service for use by the project residents 

in order to reduce peak hour project traffic.  As discussed in EIR 
Section 4.2.6.1, to the extent possible, project staff would be scheduled 
to arrive and depart outside of peak hours to further reduce congestion.  
For these reasons, it is anticipated that a minor amount of project traffic 
would be diverted from Pomerado Road to Carroll Canyon Road or 
Mira Mesa Boulevard.   

 
 With respect to project impacts associated with traffic safety and air 

quality, see responses to comments I-8j and I-8h. 
 
I-13e See response to comment I-12f. 
 

I-13a 
cont. 

I-13b 

I-13c 

I-13d 

I-13e 



 LETTER RESPONSE 

RTC-28 

 

 
I-13f As described in EIR Section 4.2, Traffic Circulation, the project would 

not interfere with the bicycle and pedestrian corridor along Pomerado 
Road. See response to comment I-12e. .  

 
 In addition, the nearest Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) bus stop is 

at Willow Creek Road and Aviary Drive, approximately one mile from 
the project site. 

 
I-14a See response to comment I-3h. 
 
I-14b As discussed in EIR Section 4.2, the project would not result in a 

significant impact to the I-15/Pomerado Road interchange.  Carroll 
Canyon Road and Mira Mesa Boulevard are outside the project’s study 
area consistent with the City of San Diego, Traffic Impact Study 
Manual, July 1998. Therefore, the I-15 interchanges at Carroll Canyon 
Road and Mira Mesa Boulevard are not included in the Traffic Study. 
Based on project traffic assumed to travel on I-15, project traffic at 
these two interchanges would be considered minimal (approximately 
seven AM peak trips at Carroll Canyon Road and Mira Mesa 
Boulevard.) and would not be expected to cause a significant impact. 

 
I-14c See response to comment I-3h. 
 
I-14d Comment noted. The EIR acknowledges the City Council action in 1993 

to downgrade the classification of Pomerado Road from four-lane major 
to two-lane collector and improvements to Pomerado Road to four 
lanes are not proposed. 

 
I-14e See responses to comments I-3b and I-3c. 
 

I-13f 

I-14a 

I-14b 

I-14c 

I-14d 

I-14e 
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I-15a See responses to comments I-3a, I-3b, and I-3c. 
 
 
 
I-15b As described in EIR Section 4.7.7.1, the project is consistent with the 

City’s Steep Hillside Guidelines. See response to comment E-3a and E-
3b.   

 
I-15c See response to comment I-3b. 
 
 
I-15d See response to comment I-8j. 
 
 
 
 
I-16a See responses to comments I-12e and I-12f. 
 
 
 
I-16b See response to comment I-12e. 
 
 
I-16c See response to comment I-12e. 
 
 
I-16d If the commenter is referring to traffic impacts associated with the 

project, see response to comment I-13-d. If the commenter is referring 
to emergency access issues, see responses to comments I-11 and I-
12a. 

 
I-17a As described in EIR Section 4.2, the project would not interfere with the 

bicycle and pedestrian corridor along Pomerado Road which allows for 
use along Carroll Canyon Creek. See responses to comments I-8j and 
I-12f. 

 

I-14e 
cont. 

I-15a 

I-16b 

I-17a 

I-15b 

I-15c 

I-15d 

I-16a 

I-16c 

I-16d 
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I-17b See response to comment I-12e. 
 
 
 
I-17c See response to comment I-8j. 
 
 
 
 
 
I-18a For a discussion of the project’s impacts associated with air quality, 

water quality, fire and evacuation, and hillside grading, see responses 
to comments I-6, I-8h, I-11 and I-12a. 

 
 
 
 
I-18b The project includes mitigation measure LAND-2 which requires the 

project to show consistency with the City’s MSCP MHPA Land Use 
Adjacency Guidelines. See EIR Section 4.1.5.3 for details of the 
measure. See also response to comment I-9. 

 
I-18c See responses to comment I-3a, b, c regarding the project’s 

preservation of natural features and viewscapes. 
 

I-17a 
cont. 

I-18a 

I-17b 

I-17c 

I-18b 

I-18c 
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I-18d See responses to comments I-3a, I-3b, and I-3c regarding the reduction 

of visual impacts. 
 
 
I-18e See response to comment I-6. 
 
 
I-18f The primary goal of the MSCP Subarea Plan is to conserve viable 

populations of sensitive species and to conserve regional biodiversity 
while allowing for reasonable economic growth. As discussed in EIR 
Sections 4.3, the most sensitive on-site biological resources will be 
preserved within a passive open space corridor along Pomerado Road 
and Carroll Canyon Creek. This area will  be preserved in its existing 
condition and preserved as MSCP land. The proposed MHPA boundary 
line adjustment would be beneficial to the overall MHPA preserve at 
this location due to an increase in Tier II habitat and acreage of 
preserved land. See response to comment I-9. 

 
I-18g Under the analysis methodology used in the evaluation of project noise 

impacts, a roadway noise impact would be considered significant if road 
noise increased 3 dB over existing noise levels. As discussed in EIR 
Section 4.4.3.1, the increase in traffic noise levels would range from 0.1 
to 0.3 dB, Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant 
impact to existing ambient noise levels. 

 
I-19a See responses to comments E-3a and I-38d regarding hillside grading 

and response to comment I-3a regarding land use intensity mitigation. 
 
I-19b As discussed in EIR Section 4.3, the project would not result in 

significant impacts to the adjacent open space. See responses to 
comments I-9 and I-18b. 

 
I-19c See responses to comments I-5. 
 

I-18d 

I-19a 

I-18g 

I-18e 

I-18f 

I-19b 

I-19c 
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I-20a Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
I-20b See response to comment I-3f. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-20c Marshall Middle School has its own sport fields and currently does not 

use the baseball field located on the project site. See response to 
comment I-3f. 

 
 
 
I-20d Comment noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
I-21a SMRCP Design Element Goals are addressed in EIR Table 4.1-1. EIR 

Section 4.7.6 provides a discussion of the project’s impacts to 
neighborhood character. As discussed therein, the project would be 
compatible with the adjacent development in the project area. The 
project would provide architectural variation, and building materials 
would consist of natural materials with earth-tone colors. The overall 
landscape theme for the project would be an old ranch design with old 
stone walls, boulders, and tree groves. See response to comment I I-
3c. 

 

I-20b 

I-21a 

I-20a 

I-20c 

I-20d 
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I-21b See responses to comments I-3a, I-3b, and I-3c. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-22a SMRCP Design Element Goals relevant to the project are addressed in 

EIR Table 4.1-1. Community and visual character of the project is 
specifically discussed in EIR Section 4.7. As stated therein, the project 
would maintain the public’s use of Carroll Canyon. See responses to 
comments I-3a, I-3b, and I-3c. 

 
I-22b See response to comment I-9. 
 
 
 
 
 
I-22c See response to comments I-12f and I-17. 
 
 
 
 
 
I-23 With respect to project’s consistency with the City’s Steep Hillside 

Guidelines see response to comment E-3a and E-3b. 
 
 
I-24 See responses to comments I-3a, I-3b, and I-3c. 
 

I-21b 

I-22b 

I-23 

I-24 

I-22a 

I-22c 
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I-25a The project would not result in an impact associated with its proposed 

density or intensity of uses. See response to comment I-2b as it relates 
to intended community plan use.  

 
 As discussed in EIR Section 4.1.3.1, the project is consistent with the 

site’s General Plan land use designation and its designated use in the 
SMRCP. While a CPA is proposed, it is to clarify the type of institutional 
use. See response to comment I-2b. 

 
 As stated in Section 4.7, the project would not conflict with the height, 

bulk, and coverage regulation and would be consistent with the 
surrounding character of the site, including the maintenance of near-by 
eucalyptus trees and the integrity of surrounding visual resources. See 
also responses to comments I-3a, I-3b, and I-3c. 

 
I-25b See response to comment I-25a. 
 
I-26 It is noted that the project site is currently planned for use by Alliant 

International University. Use by a university is a type of institutional use. 
The project includes a CPA to redefine the allowable institutional use. 
See response to comment I-3f for a response to the issue related to the 
existing Alliant International University uses. 

 
I-27 As noted in the comment, the April 2013 Traffic Study relies on the San 

Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Series 11 Year 2030 
daily traffic volumes and not on the Series 12 Year 2035 daily traffic 
volumes because the Series 12 was not available during the 
preparation of the Traffic Study. Based on a review of the Series 12 
Year 2035 daily traffic volumes, the Series 11 Year 2030 daily traffic 
volumes are higher, i.e., more conservative, on studied segments of 
Pomerado Road compared to the Series 12 Year 2035 daily traffic 
volumes as 2035 is an interim year in the 2050 Regional Transportation 
Plan. Therefore, an updated analysis and Traffic Study is not 
necessary. Below is a comparison of the daily traffic volumes on 
Pomerado Road. 

 

I-24 
cont. 

I-25a 

I-26 

I-27 

I-25b 
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I-27 
cont. 

SANDAG SERIES 11 AND SERIES 12 SEGMENT  
VOLUME COMPARISON 

 

Road Segment 

Series 11 
2030 
ADT 

Series 12 
2035 
ADT 

∆  
ADT 
Volume 

Miramar 
Road 

I-15 SB Ramps to I-15 NB 
Ramp 45,000 35,300 -9,700 

Pomerado 
Road 

I-15 NB Ramps to Willow 
Creek 
Rd. 36,000 31,100 -4,900 

Willow Creek Rd. to 
Scripps Ranch Blvd. 30,000 27,100 -2,900 

Scripps Ranch Blvd. to 
Chabad Center Drwy
. 28,000 24,300 -3,700 

Chabad Center Drwy. to 
Avenida Magnifica 28,000 24,300 -3,700 

 
The CEQA Guidelines call for the environmental baseline to reflect 
conditions as they exist early in the CEQA process. They specify that 
the physical environmental conditions at the time the notice of 
preparation is published or, if there is no notice of preparation, at the 
time environmental review begins “would normally constitute the 
baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines 
whether an impact is significant.” See response to comment E-1. 
 
As previously stated, the Notice of Preparation for the project was filed 
on July 3, 2013. The Traffic Impact Analysis for the project was 
prepared on April 13, 2013. Existing traffic counts used in the traffic 
impact analysis were obtained in March 2012.  Recent count data from 
the City of San Diego Traffic Engineering Machine Traffic Counts dated 
September 2014 and April 2015 are consistent with the counts found in 
Appendix D to the EIR. Below is a street segment comparison table 
illustrating the difference between the two sets of volumes along 
Pomerado Road. As shown, the difference in ADTs are less than 1 
percent, therefore, re-analysis is not necessary. 

 
 

I-27 
cont. 

I-28 

I-29 
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 I-27 
cont. 
 

Street Segment ADT Comparison 

Road Segment 

Existing 
ADT 
2012 

Existing 
ADT 
2015 

ADT 
Change 

% Increase 
or 

Decrease 

Pomerado 
Rd. 

I-15 NB Ramps 
to Willow Creek 
Rd. 

27,827 27,625 -202.00 -0.73% 

Willow Creek 
Rd. to Scripps 
Ranch Blvd. 

22,038 22,200 162.00 0.74% 

Scripps Ranch 
Blvd. to Chabad 
Center Drwy. 

22,199 22,301 102.00 0.46% 

ADT= Average Daily Traffic 
     

I-28 Generally, an adequate EIR must be “prepared with a sufficient degree 
of analysis to provide decision makers with information which enables 
them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of 
environmental consequences.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15151.)  
However, the project description “should not supply extensive detail 
beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental 
impact” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15124).  An EIR’s description of the 
project should identify the project’s main features and other information 
needed for an assessment of the project’s environmental impacts.  As 
long as these requirements are met, a project description may allow for 
the flexibility needed to respond to unforeseeable events and changing 
conditions that could affect the project’s final design (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15146). 

 
EIR Section 3.0 goes into extensive detail of every aspect of the project, 
including project objectives, proposed use, development summary, 
landscape design and open space, access and circulation, project 
grading and construction, project grading and construction, 
infrastructure, off-site improvements, and environmental design 
considerations. This section also includes an in-depth description of 
discretionary actions and the history of project changes. The Chabad 
Master Plan has already been entitled and is separate and independent 
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 I-28 
cont. of the project, and is therefore not required to be assessed in detail 

within the EIR. However, the EIR does address impacts to the 
surrounding area, including the Master Plan area.  

 
 The project proposes to amend CUP 133-PC to remove the project site 

from Alliant International University. CUP No. 133-PC would thereafter 
no longer include or be applicable to the proposed project site. The area 
remaining under the purview of CUP 133-PC will remain and be 
obligated to comply with its conditions.  

 
 The CUP amendment to remove the 53 acres is part of the proposed 

project and all environmental impacts associated with it are included in 
the project’s EIR. No changes to approved uses in the ASIU project are 
proposed. 

 
I-29 An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project 

or the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the 
basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the 
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every 
conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster 
informed decision making and public participation (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6). 

 
 The EIR addresses the Alternatives Considered but Rejected, 

Alternative Consistent with CUP 133-PC, No Project (No Development) 
Alternative, and Reduced Grading/Development Alternative.  These 
alternatives adequately provide a reasonable range of alternatives. The 
factors considered in the selection of these alternatives included: 
• Whether the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen 

significant impacts of the project. 
• Whether the alternative addresses solutions that are not addressed 

by other alternatives. 
• Whether the alternative would feasibly attain most of the basic 

objectives of the project. 
 
The alternative suggested by the comment was not included in the 
alternatives discussion in the EIR because the EIR already includes a 
reasonable range of alternatives that would avoid or substantially 
lessen significant effects of the project while attaining most of the 
project objectives. The alternative suggested would not attain most of 
the basic objectives of the project. 
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I-30a See response to comment I-30b. 
 
I-30b The trip generation rates are based on the City of San Diego Trip 

Generation Manual, May 2003. The Trip Generation Manual is a 
collection of information about vehicular traffic that is generated by 
different land uses. The information is based on studies made to 
determine how many vehicles enter and exit a site devoted to a 
particular land use. The trip generation rates in the Manual are the 
result of trip generation studies made by the City, SANDAG, the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), and other qualified sources. 
To the extent possible, local data was used in the Trip Generation 
Manual. 

 
 In the City’s Trip Generation Manual, page C-8, retirement/senior 

citizen housing is defined as follows, “A retirement community is a 
housing development occupied almost exclusively by retired people.  
Retirement communities may resemble single dwelling unit or multiple 
dwelling developments.  Occupants are of retirement age and make 
very few work trips.” The Trip Generation Manual identifies trip 
generation rate (the number of vehicular movements for a land use 
category within a 24-hour period) for Retirement/Senior Citizen housing 
as 4 trips/dwelling unit. 

 
 The physical characteristics of the project’s independent units are 

unique in that the units are not open to the general public, but age and 
occupancy restricted. Further, the 3-bedroom/2-bath units would not 
accommodate a large family, but the additional rooms could be used as 
offices or guest rooms for occasional visitors.  In addition, the project is 
planning to include a facilities building and a common building 
consisting of learning centers, lecture hall, library, auditorium, fine 
dining, fine arts facilities, tennis court, gardens, fitness center, and a 
pool. Many of these unique characteristics of the project are provided 
on-site and help reduce the need for residents to leave the site, thus 
generating fewer trips. In other words, a percentage of the trips 
generated by the project would be internal to the site and not enter the 
external roadway network. For these reasons and the supplemental 
transportation services provided to the residents such as a 28-
passenger and 24-passenger bus, one van, and two cars and the 
staggering of employee work shifts to avoid peak congestion, the trip 
generation rate of 4 Average Daily Trips (ADT) per unit was used.   

I-30a 

I-31a 

I-30b 

I-30c 

I-30d 
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 I-30c As mentioned in response to comment I-30b, the trip generation rates 
for the proposed project are based on the City of San Diego Trip 
Generation Manual which established a trip rate of 2.0 per unit for 
Congregate Care. SANDAG’s published rates for Congregate Care is 
2.5 per unit. However, the City’s trip generation rates were used for 
analysis purposes in the traffic study per standard practice. 

 
I-30d The applicant does not plan to increase development or facilities 

beyond what is currently proposed in the EIR. In addition, the dwelling 
units and facilities will be reserved for residents only. The facilities are 
not intended for general public use or available for public rental or 
similar use. Therefore, additional ADTs would not be anticipated.   

 
I-31a The traffic analysis assumed no reduction in development of the USIU 

project and added the projects trips for analysis.  
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I-31b Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
I-31c Comment noted. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
I-31d Contrary to this comment’s assessment, only the transfer of 27 acres 

to Chabad via the SCR resulted in the reduction of students from the 
originally permitted 6,000.  

 
 Please see Response to Comment I-31a.  
 
 
 
 
 
I-31e As discussed in Section 4.2.4.1, consistent with SANDAG Series 11 

Community Plan Travel Forecast, the University would generate 
approximately 13,000 ADT assuming the City’s standard trip 
generation rate of 2.5 daily trips per student. Based on this 
calculation, there would be approximately 2,594 (15,594–13,000) 
remaining “University” ADT available within TAZ 1937. The project 
would generate 1,880 ADTs, which is less than the remaining 2,594 
ADT within TAZ 1937. As such, the project’s trips would not result in 
greater traffic than approved for the area. 

 
 

I-31b 

I-31c 

I-31d 

I-31e 
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I-31e 
(cont.) The City’s Planning Commission recommended using a trip 

generation of three trips per bed for convalescent rooms, assisted 
living units, and memory care rooms; and four trips per unit for 
independent living units (Resolution No. 4896-PC, dated April 11, 
2013). The resulting project ADT is 1,930. In order to determine if 
additional traffic impacts would result from the increase of 50 ADT 
over the studied project, the TIA was reviewed in a memo dated 
October 27, 2015 (see attached memo dated October 27, 2015).  

 
 The attached memo dated October 27, 2015 evaluates traffic impacts 

associated with an additional 50 daily trips. As shown therein with the 
project generating 1,930 new ADTs, the project and the approved 
university project is estimated to be less than the traffic already within 
the regional transportation model for this portion of the Scripps Miramar 
Ranch Community Plan area. Therefore, even with the additional 50 
daily trips, the project would not result in traffic generation in excess of 
community plan allocations. 

 
I-31f The attached memo dated October 27, 2015 provides an additional 

analysis assuming an additional 50 ADT on the street system with no 
reduction for the USIU development. The increased project trips would 
not result in greater traffic than anticipated for the area. 

 
I-32 The geographical study area shown in EIR Figure 4.2-1 was evaluated 

and prepared according to the City’s Traffic Impact Study Manual.  The 
Traffic Impact Study Manual on page 6 states the geographical area 
examined in the traffic study must include “streets and intersections, 
including freeway on/off ramp intersections, where the proposed project 
would add 50 or more peak hour trips in either direction to adjacent 
street traffic.” The geographical study area evaluated in the EIR meets 
this guideline.  

 
 See also response to comment I-30 regarding disagreements in 

methodology. Section 4.2 of the EIR contains substantial evidence to 
support the methodology used and the conclusions reached despite the 
disagreement in methodology. 

I-31e 
cont. 

I-32 

I-31f 
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I-33 As discussed in EIR Section 4.2, nine other development projects in the 

area were considered; however, only five other development projects 
were found to contribute traffic within the project’s study area.  These 
five other projects were included in the near-term analysis as discussed 
in EIR Section 4.2.3. See also EIR Table 7-1 which provides a list of 
reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. 

 
 
 
 
I-34 EIR Section 4.2 identifies direct and cumulative impacts to both street 

segments and intersections along Pomerado Road.  See response to 
comment I-3h.  

 
 See responses to comments I-8i, I-8j, and I-12f regarding pedestrian 

and bicycle corridors. See response to comment I-12e regarding public 
transit. 

 
 
 
 
 
I-35a See response to comment I-30c. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I-35b See response to comment I-30b. 
 

I-33 

I-35a 

I-34 

I-35b 
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I-35c See responses to comment I-27 and I-30b and I-30c.   
 
I-35d Refer to response to comment I-30d. 
 
I-36 With respect to the diversion of traffic to community roads, see 

response to comment I-13d.  
 
 With respect to the adequacy of the project’s cumulative study area, 

see response to comment I-32. 
 
I-37 With respect to the Chabad project, see response to comment E-1.  
 The Walmart project identified in the comment (assuming it is 

referencing the application for new retail at the northeast corner of the I-
15/ Carroll Canyon Interchange) is no longer active. However, this site 
is currently proposed to include multi-family residential units and mixed-
use commercial. Consistent with CEQA, this proposal was submitted 
after The Glen’s NOP was issued and is, therefore, not included in the 
list of projects. The remaining projects included in the cumulative 
project area represent those reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
vicinity of the project site (See EIR Section 7.0). 

 
I-38a Of its total 53 acres, the project site contains 3.71 acres of slopes in 

excess of 25 percent, which is approximately 7 percent of the total 
project site. As disclosed in EIR Section 4.7.7.1, encroachment in 
slopes greater than 25 percent would result from grading at the 
southern portion of the project site. For this reason, and due to the 
steepness and heights of some proposed slopes, supplemental findings 
per City Municipal Code Section 126.0504 would be required. The 
project is requesting a SDP. 

 
I-38b As disclosed in EIR Section 3.3.5, the project would grade 80 percent 

of the site, requiring 661,00 cubic yards of cut and fill, and retaining 
walls ranging from 3 to 11 feet in height, as shown in EIR Figure 3 6. As 
shown therein, the retaining walls would be located at the toe of the 
slopes along the eastern and southern project boundaries. The  
 

 

I-35b 
cont. 

I-36 

I-37 

I-38a 

I-35c 

I-35d 

I-38b 
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I-38b 
cont. retaining walls are broken up into smaller units and situated in a 

manner as to soften any potential visual impacts. See response to 
comment I-3c. 

 
I-38c As stated in EIR Section 4.7, the project would alter more than 2,000 

cubic yards of earth per graded acre. The project has been designed to 
be consistent with the City’s Land Development Code Steep Hillside 
Guidelines. For a full discussion of the project’s conformance with the 
Steep Hillside Guidelines design standards, see EIR Section 4.7.7.1. 
As demonstrated, landform alteration impacts would be less than 
significant. See response to comment E-3a and E-3b. 

 
I-38d i. Although the project would require encroachment into steep slopes, 

EIR Section 4.7.7.1 demonstrates the project’s conformance with the 
Steep Hillside Guidelines. As demonstrated in this section, the 
proposed landforms would closely imitate the existing surrounding 
topography. All slopes would be screened by the project itself and a 
vast amount of eucalyptus trees. With respect to the proposed retaining 
walls, the project is designed so no retaining walls would face the 
Public right-of-way or Pomerado Road, and no walls would face 
existing residential development. Additionally, landscape screening is 
proposed in front of the walls and the proposed walls would be non-
contiguous with low visibility from off-site locations. See EIR Figure 3.6. 

 
 The project includes five retaining walls that would exceed 6 feet in 

height and 50 feet in length. These retaining walls, shown in Figure 3-6, 
would be in locations along the eastern and southern project 
boundaries.  Along these eastern and southern project boundaries, the 
grade would slope from higher elevations at the project boundaries 
down to lower elevations within the project boundaries, and the 
retaining walls would be located at the toes of these slopes.  As such, 
they would not be visible to viewers from the south or the east.  They 
would also not be visible to viewers from the north or the west because 
the line of sight would be obstructed by proposed buildings on-site. 
Landscaping would screen the retaining walls. Thus, the retaining walls 
would not be visible from off-site locations. 

 
 ii. The project would be required to implement mitigation measure BIO-

1, as detailed in EIR Section 4.3.3.3. As stated therein, construction 
activity would be limited to occur outside the breeding seasons of 
Species known to reside within adjacent sensitive land, or  
 

 
 

I-38d 

I-38b 
cont. 
 
I-38c 

I-38e 

I-38f 

I-38g 

I-38h 

I-38i 
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 I-38d 
cont. or pre-construction biological surveys would occur. Through 

implementation of this measure, impacts to biological resources would 
be less than significant. 

 
 iii. The project would not create a disorganized appearance or conflict 

significantly with height, bulk and coverage regulations, and the project 
would not create an exceedingly monotonous visual environment. Thus, 
the impacts related to bulk and scale would be less than significant.   

 
I-38e Per the City’s Significance Thresholds, landform alteration may not be 

considered significant if the grading plans clearly demonstrate, with 
both spot elevations and contours, that the proposed landforms will 
very closely imitate the existing on-site landform and/or the 
undisturbed, pre-existing surrounding neighborhood landforms. As 
disclosed in EIR Section 4.7.7.1, the project has been designed in 
accordance with the Steep Hillside Guidelines. Therefore, impacts 
associated with landform alteration would be less than significant. See 
responses to comments I-38c, I-38i, and I-38d. 

 
I-38f As suggested by the Community Plan, project grading is designed to 

preserve the landform of Carroll Canyon and would conform to all 
design standards contained in the City’s Steep Hillside Guidelines. See 
EIR Section 4.7.7.1 and responses to comments E-3, I-38c, and I-38d. 

 
I-38g See responses to comments I-38b, I-38c, I-38d, and I-38e. 
 
I-38h As stated in EIR Section 4.7.4.1 and shown in cross sections of the 

project site, Figure 4.7-4, grading would include a 2:1 to 1.5:1 slope that 
would be visible from Pomerado Road. This slope would be vegetated 
with a native open space hydroseed mix and would be compatible with 
the existing mature native vegetation and eucalyptus grove in the 
preserved open space between the grading limits and Pomerado Road. 
The project would conform to all design standards contained in the 
City’s Steep Hillside Guidelines. Impacts would be less than significant. 
See responses to comments I-3b and I-3c. 

 
I-38i As discussed in EIR Section 4.8.6, the project has prepared a brush 

management plan.  As further depicted in EIR Figure 3-3, the 7.3 acres 
included in the brush management plan are all contained within the 
project boundary. Regulations associated with plant removal and 
restrictions on specific landscaping would likewise be contained to the 
project site. 
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I-38j 
cont. As discussed in EIR Section 4.3.3.1, the project would result in indirect 

impacts to sensitive species and habitats due to the project’s location 
adjacent to the City’s MHPA. The project includes mitigation measures  
that would reduce significant indirect biological impacts to less than 
significant. See response to comment I-38i. 

 
I-38k As discussed in EIR Sections 4.1.5.1 and 4.3.8.1, MHPA adjacency 

issues are addressed in the City’s MHPA Land Use Adjacency 
Guidelines, which require the implementation of policies related to 
controlling edge effects on the MHPA. The project proposes mitigation 
measure LAND-1 as a means to reduce significant impacts associated 
with indirect edge effects. Through the implementation of these 
mitigation measures impacts associated with land adjacency (i.e., 
indirect effects to the MHPA) would be less than significant. 

 
I-38l See response to comment E-3b. 
 
I-38m See response to comments E-3 and I-38l. 
 
I-38n The project would result in impacts to Environmentally Sensitive Lands 

(ESL)/Steep Hillsides. However, impacts would be reduced to less than 
significant though application of Steep Hillside Guidelines, See 
responses to comments E-3 and I-38c. 

 
 For a discussion of the project’s traffic impacts and feasible mitigation, 

see response to comment B-1f. 
 
I-39 Comment noted. Please see EIR Section 9.1.2 for a discussion of an 

alternative location considered for the project. 
 
I-40 EIR Section 4.7 discusses the existing visual landscape in and around 

the project site identifying the large grove of eucalyptus trees. EIR 
Figure 4.7-1 depicts the project site, all surrounding views including the 
Carroll Canyon floodplain. 

 
 With respect to the project’s setbacks and their relationship with the 

Carroll Canyon corridor, EIR Section 4.7.3 discusses public views and 
potential blockage by construction of the project. As discussed therein, 
the project would be set back approximately 390 feet south of the 
Pomerado Road public right-of-way, and the closest building would be 
set back over 650 feet south of the Pomerado Road public right-of-way. 
See responses to comments I-3a, I-3c, and I-8a. 

 

I-38j 

I-39 

I-40 

I-38k 
 
I-38l 

I-38m 

I-38n 
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 I-40 
cont. With respect to the removal of eucalyptus trees within the project site 

and the preservation of trees along Carroll Canyon and Pomerado 
Road, see response to comment I-3b.  

 
 With respect to the preservation of the City’s open space system, 

potential impacts are discussed in EIR Section 4.3. As discussed 
therein, the project includes design measures to assure no invasive 
species of plants would encroach into the adjacent open space area. 
Specifically, barriers would be constructed in the yards of those units 
adjacent to the MHPA to separate the landscaping from the open space 
area. Slopes that occur adjacent to areas of existing undisturbed 
vegetation would be planted with native plant species compatible with 
existing vegetation. With the implementation of these design measures, 
impacts related to invasive species within the open space would be less 
than significant. See responses to comments I-3a and I-9. 

 
 With respect to proposed building structures and heights, EIR Section 

4.7 provides an analysis of the project’s architectural form and 
character in terms of whether the project would be compatible with 
surrounding development. Specifically, EIR Section 4.7.3.1 discusses 
the height and bulk of the proposed structures. As stated therein, 
several of the proposed buildings would exceed the maximum structure 
height of 35 feet in the RS-1-8 zone. EIR Figure 4.7-3 shows the 
rooftop plan and heights. As shown there and in the visual simulations 
in EIR Figure 4.7-2, the height of the proposed buildings would not 
result in a substantial view blockage from Pomerado Road. See 
response to comment I-3c. 
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I-41 The three visual simulations presented in the EIR are considered 

representative of typical views from the Pomerado Road corridor and 
are appropriate for analyzing the potential for visual quality impacts 
from public vantage points, including the referenced trail. As described 
in EIR Section 4.4.4, the aesthetic impacts of the project from 
Pomerado Road were evaluated and are not considered significant due 
to the setbacks, topography, and intervening vegetation.   

 
I-42 The distances sited in the EIR are consistent with the plans. The 

development area is setback approximately 390 feet as stated in the 
EIR. The visual simulations prepared are an accurate reflection of the 
plans proposed and the grading distances stated in the EIR. No 
revisions would be required as suggested by the comment. 

 
 With respect to the removal of the eucalyptus trees, see response to 

comment I-3b.   
 
 As discussed in EIR Section 4.7, the project analysis applied the City 

Significance Determination Thresholds. The project would be 
adequately screened through landscaping and setbacks and no 
significant impact would result. See response to comment I-3a.  

 
I-43 EIR Section 4.7 addresses bulk and scale issues and more specifically 

Section 4.7.5 identifies the City’s Significance Determination 
Thresholds as they relate to bulk and scale. EIR Section 4.7.5 
specifically describes the project’s compliance with the bulk and scale 
regulations and building heights as they relate to the community plan. 

 
 With respect to the removal of the eucalyptus trees, see response to 

comment I-3b.     
 
 The project would provide architectural variation, and building materials 

would consist of natural materials with earth tone colors.  The overall 
landscape for the project would be an old ranch design with old stone 
walls, boulders, and tree groves.    

 
 While the visual simulations provide a visual reference to address 

whether the project would result in a significant change in visual quality 

I-40 
cont.
 

I-41 

I-42 

I-43 

I-44 
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 I-43 
cont. 
 of the project site, EIR Section 4.7.5 also provides a textual discussion 

of this issue. As stated therein, the proposed buildings would be set 
back by over 650 feet south of Pomerado Road, preserving the existing 
vegetation and landform of Carroll Canyon and the open space located 
between Pomerado Road and the proposed buildings. Due to the 
topography and intervening vegetation, the buildings would not be 
highly visible from Pomerado Road or other public locations. As such, 
the project would not conflict significantly with the height, bulk, and 
coverage regulations. 

 
1-44 As illustrated in EIR Figure 3-6 the proposed retaining walls would not 

be designed as a continuous wall, but rather as separate smaller walls 
in order to soften their appearance. See responses to comments I-38b 
and I-38d.  

 
 With respect to the preservation of landform, see response to comment 

E-3a and E-3b for detail on the project’s consistency with the City’s 
Steep Hillside Guidelines. See response to comment I-40 for a 
comprehensive response to the preservation of the visual quality of the 
project site. 

 
 The remainder of the comment is noted.  
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I-45a Comment noted. 
 
I-45b This comment regarding Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 

compliance requirements and the applicant’s selection of the site for the 
proposed project are noted, but are not CEQA issues. The project’s 
compliance with the ADA does not render the project inconsistent with 
Standard 1. 

 
 With respect to steep slopes on-site, see response to comment I-38a. 

As discussed in EIR Section 4.7.71, the project is consistent with the 
City’s Steep Hillside Guidelines. The table under Standard 1 identifies 
how the project is consistent with those standards. The project includes 
design features that reflect the project’s consistency with the design 
standards. Application of the design features assure that the project’s 
impacts associated with landform alteration would be less than 
significant.  

 
 With respect to the project’s evaluation of an alternative location, see 

EIR Section 9.1.2, that evaluated an alternative location, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6. 

 
I-45c EIR Section 4.7.7.1, table under Standard 2, identifies how the project 

is consistent with all standards related to the minimizing grading. The 
retaining walls proposed adjacent to steep hillsides would be 8 feet 
high. As the proposed retaining walls do not exceed 10 feet, the project 
is in compliance with Standard 2.  

 
 Comment noted regarding the project’s consistency with the ADA (see 

response to comment I-45b).  
 
 The comment relating to the City’s ability to make SDP findings is 

noted. Project approval will be contingent on this issue This project 
application would comply with the requirements for a SDP per San 
Diego Municipal Code Section 126.0504.  

 
 See also response to comment I-45b. 

I-44 
cont. 

I-45a 

I-45b 

I-45c 

I-45d 
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I-45d EIR Section 4.7.7.1, table under Standard 3, identifies how the project 
is consistent with all standards relating to graded areas.  

 
 In addition, the project proposes to grade to the limits of the project’s 

boundary, therefore preserving the upper most portions of the existing 
slopes that will be visible from the public right-of-way, providing an 
overall undulated grading design preserving the natural  character of 
the slopes. Hydroseed is proposed as ground cover on the slopes and 
would blend into the existing mature native vegetation and eucalyptus 
grove in the preserved open space between the grading limits and 
Pomerado Road. 

 
I-45e EIR Section 4.7.7.1, table under Standard 4, identifies how the project 

is consistent with all standards relating to minimizing impacts to steep 
hillside areas. See response to comment I-45b. 

 
I-45f EIR Section 4.7.7.1, table under Standard 5, identifies how the project 

is consistent with all standards relating to maintenance of steep hillside 
character. See response to comment E-3a and E-3b. 

 
I-45g See response to comment E-3a and E-3b. 
 
 
 
I-46a Comment noted. 
 
I-46b See response to comment I-30c, I-31a, and I-31d regarding the 

proposed development trip generation estimate. 
 
 See response to comment I-27 regarding the timeframe of the traffic 

analysis. 
 
I-47 As stated throughout the EIR, the project would require an amendment 

to CUP 133-PC to remove 53 acres from Alliant International University. 
No changes to the approved USIU project were assumed.   

 
 With respect to the selection of project alternatives, see response to 

comment I-29. EIR Section 9.0 provides a discussion of multiple project 
alternatives that would meet the basic objectives of the project while 
further reducing or avoiding significant project impacts. The alternatives 
selected represent a reasonable range. The EIR would not require 
revision or recirculation. 

 

I-45d 
cont. 

I-46a 

I-47 

I-45e 

I-45f 

I-45g 

I-46b 
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I-48 With respect to ADA compliant issues, see response to comment I-45b. 
 
 The alternative discussion related to alternative location is adequate 

under CEQA. A lead agency may consider whether an alternative site is 
owned by the project proponent when determining whether the site is a 
feasible alternative. The agency may consider whether the project 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise obtain access 
to the site if the project proponent does not own the alternative site 
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1)).  A lead agency may also find 
that alternative sites are infeasible when costs or other constraints on 
acquisition of those sites by the applicant would hamper the chances 
for timely and successful completion of the project (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(f)(1)). EIR Section 9.0 discusses why an off-site 
alternative was rejected. The project requires at least 35 acres that 
would support a campus setting, and would need to be located in close 
proximity to persons of qualified age and income level, hospitals, 
doctors, pharmacies, and shopping. There are no other sites of 
adequate size and location in SMRCP area or adjoining communities 
that are or could feasibly be in applicant’s control.  Moreover, an 
alternative site would not necessarily avoid or substantially lessen the 
project’s impacts.   

 
I-49 The No Project Alternative would make no changes to the approved 

USIU project. There are no traffic impacts for this alternative. 
 
I-50 Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the purpose of 

including a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project is to avoid 
or substantially lessen project impacts described in the EIR. The 
purpose of the Reduced Grading Alternative is to reduce the project’s 
associated grading and earthwork impacts. As described in EIR Section 
9.4, the purpose of this alternative is to eliminate the grading into steep 
slopes in the southwestern corner of the site. Such an alternative is 
 

I-47 
cont. 

I-48 

I-49 

I-50 

I-49 
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I-50 
cont. reasonable to consider given the proposed earthwork quantities and 

hillside grading associated with the project. Overall, this alternative 
would eliminate 22 villa units, reducing the associated grading impacts 
at this portion of the site. The Reduced Grading Alternative would 
reduce the earthwork by approximately 40,000 cubic yards. 

 
 An EIR need not evaluate all possible alternatives, but rather a 

reasonable range. The inclusion of the Reduced Grading/Development 
Alternative satisfies this requirement. See response to comment I-29. 

 
I-51 See response to comment I-45b. 

I-50 
cont. 

I-51 
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J-1 Comment noted. 

Letter J 

J-1 
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K-1 Comment noted. 

Letter K 

K-1 
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L-1 See responses to comments L-2 through L-4. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
L-2 With specific respect to the Pomerado Road traffic issues, see 

response to comment I-3h.  
 
 With respect to the Scripps Ranch evacuation routes, see responses to 

comments I-11 and I-12a. 
 
 
 
L-3 See response to comment I-11. 

Letter L 

L-1 

L-2 

L-3 
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L-4 See response to comment I-3h. 

L-3 
cont. 

L-4 
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M-1a See response to comment I-3h. 
 
 
 
M-1b As detailed in EIR Section 4.1., the project site is designated 

“Institutional and Public and Semi-Public Facilities” and “Park, Open 
Space, and Recreation” in the General Plan’s Land Use and Street 
System Map. The project site is also located within an area designated 
University use within the SMRCP. The project proposes an institutional 
use which is allowed at this location.  

 
 With respect to constructing the project at another location (i.e., 

Walmart site), EIR Section 9.1.2 provides a detailed evaluation of an 
Alternative Location Alternative. As stated therein, the project requires 
at least 35 acres that would support a campus setting, and would need 
to be located in close proximity to persons of qualified age and income 
level, hospitals, doctors, pharmacies and shopping. The alternative 
discussion of alternative locations concludes that other sites of 
adequate size and in locations that can serve all areas of the City were 
not available. Additionally, there are no other sites in the SMRCP area 
or adjoining communities that are within the applicant’s control and 
would support the project needs, nor would an alternative site avoid or 
substantially lessen the project’s impacts (see EIR Section 9.1.2). 

 
M-1c Comment noted 
 
M-1d Comment noted 
 
M-1e With respect to utilizing the Business Park area as an alternative 

location for the project, see response to comment M-1b. 
 
M-2a Comment noted. 
 
M-2b EIR Table 2.4-14 shows the intersection of Pomerado Road at Chabad 

Center Driveway is projected to operate at level of service C in the AM 

M-1a 

Letter M 

M-2a 

M-1b 

M-1c 

M-1d 

M-1e 

M-2b 
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M-2b 
cont. peak hour and D in the PM peak hour in the Year 2030 with Project 

scenario. The EIR further discusses in EIR Section 4.2.6.1 how the 
project would provide shuttles for shopping, doctor visits, and activities 
to residents throughout the week to reduce peak hour traffic.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M-2c The EIR Section 4.2 takes into account traffic generated by the 

residents and staff during the AM and PM peak hours. However, as a 
means to reduce traffic, the applicant has agreed, to the extent 
possible, to schedule staff work shift hours outside of normal peak 
commuting hours. Additionally, the project will attempt to schedule staff 
work shifts around Marshall Middle School bell times and peak hours. 

 
 
 
 
 
M-2d See responses to comments I-11 and I-12a related to the adequacy of 

the project’s emergency evacuation plan.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M-2e See responses to comments I-11 and I-12a related to the adequacy of 

the project’s emergency evacuation plan.   

M-2b 
cont. 

M-2e 

M-2d 

M-2c 
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M-2f Comment noted 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
M-3 Comment noted 
 
M-4 Comment noted 
 
 
M-5 A water supply assessment (WSA) and addendum were prepared by 

the City to determine the regions ability to meet the project’s water 
needs. An evaluation of the WSA and addendum are included in EIR 
Section 4.12. The water demand projections for the project are included 
in the regional water resource planning documents of the SDWCA, 
MWD, and partially in the City’s 2010 UWMP. These plans identify that 
current and future water supplies would be adequate to serve the 
projected needs of the project, as well as regional water needs. As a 
result, no new or expanded sources of water supply would need to be 
developed that could result in physical impacts to the environment. 
 

M-2e 
cont. 

M-3 
M-4 

M-5 

M-2f 
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M-5 
cont. As the existing and planned water supply is adequate to serve the 

water demands of the project, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
 Additionally, the project would comply with existing landscape 

regulations, as well as the General Plan policies, which would ensure 
the use of predominantly drought-resistant landscaping and water 
conservation for landscape maintenance. 

 
M-6a This comment does not address the adequacy of the EIR. Comment 

noted. 
 
M-6b As detailed in the project objectives in EIR Section 3.1, the project 

proposes a California state licensed continuing care retirement 
community (CCRC) that would provide care and services for senior 
community members. The project would include housing with access to 
on-site medical facilities, transportation, retail, and recreational 
activities. While CCRCs consist of several components, including 
assisted living units and skilled nursing facilities, it would not constitute 
a hospital. Though medical care requiring ambulatory services could 
occur it would not necessarily require sirens. Therefore, noise impacts 
associated with this type of activity is not proposed nor anticipated to be 
a significant result of the project. 

 
M-7a As disclosed in EIR Section 4.2, the project would result in multiple 

direct and cumulative impacts to street segments and intersections 
along Pomerado Road. 

 
M-7b See responses to comments I-3a and I-3b. 
 
M-7c Comment noted. 
 
M-8 See response to comment I-3h regarding traffic impacts on Pomerado 

Road. 
 
 See responses to comments I-11 and I-12a regarding emergency 

evacuation of the project site. 
 
M-9a Visual Quality/Neighborhood Character were analyzed in EIR Section 

4.7. The EIR concludes that the project would be consistent with and 
contribute to the character of the project area because it would 
preserve eucalyptus woodland within the Carroll Canyon open space. 
As such, neighborhood character impacts would be less than 
significant. See response to comment I-3b. 

M-5 
cont. 

M-6a 

M-7a 

M-8 

M-9a 

M-6b 

M-7b 

M-7c 

M-9b 
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M-9b Comment noted. See response to comment I-3b. 
 
 In order to demonstrate the change in the aesthetic character of the 

project site and describe the visibility of the project from surrounding 
areas, a visual analysis is discussed in EIR Section 4.7. Specifically, to 
show how the project would ultimately appear, visual simulations were 
developed using site photographs and computer-generated three-
dimensional project modeling. As depicted in EIR Figure 4.7-2, the 
project would result in minor alterations to the existing visual 
characteristics associated with the site from vantage points on 
Pomerado Road (EIR Section 4.7.4.1). Therefore, due to the project 
design, the setback from Pomerado Road, and the intervening 
vegetation, it was concluded that visual impacts associated with the 
project would be less than significant. 

 
M-9c EIR Section 4.7.5 discusses whether the project would result in any 

incompatibility with surrounding development due to its proposed bulk 
and scale. The tallest portions of the proposed buildings would range 
from 36 to 50 feet in height. However, the height of the proposed 
buildings would not result in a substantial view blockage from 
Pomerado Road (see EIR Figure 2.7-2). See responses to comments I-
3a, I-3b, and I-3c. 

 
M-10 See response to comment I-3h. 
 
M-11 To clarify, there is no gated entry proposed off Pomerado Road. See 

response to comment I-3h. 
 
M-12 See response to comment I-3h regarding traffic impacts on Pomerado 

Road. 
 
 See response to comment I-11 regarding emergency evacuation of the 

project site. 
 
M-13 Comment noted. 
 
M-14 With respect to traffic impacts along Pomerado Road, see responses to 

comment I-3h. Standard procedures will require the preparation of a 
traffic control plan to provide for safe movement of traffic through the 
project area during construction. 

 
 

M-9b 

M-10 

M-11 

M-12 

M-13 

M-14 

M-15 

M-16a 

M-9c 

M-16b 

M-16c 
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 M-14 
cont. Construction noise was analyzed in EIR Section 4.4.4.1. The EIR 

concluded that construction noise levels are not projected to exceed 75 
dB(A) Leq beyond the project site boundaries. Furthermore, the project 
would comply with construction time limits as required by the City’s 
Noise Abatement and Control Ordinance. Therefore, construction noise 
impacts would be less than significant. 

 
M-15 Comment noted 
 
M-16a A detailed project description and site plans are provided in EIR 

Chapter 3.0. Visual simulations were prepared and provided in Section 
4.7 to demonstrate the limited visibility of the project from Pomerado 
Road. Additionally, as described, the project does not propose to 
encroach into the corridor along Pomerado Road. See responses to 
comment I-3a, I-3b, and I-3c. 

 
M-16b The project site is 53 acres in size and the project buildings will be 

setback approximately 650 feet from Pomerado Road. 
 
M-16c The project would not result in any visual impact, see response to 

comment I-3c. 
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M-16d Comment noted 
 
M-16e See response to comment M-16a. 
 
M-17 The main access road to the project site would be Chabad Center 

Driveway from Pomerado Road. A secondary fire lane would be 
constructed within the project site per City Fire Rescue Department 
directive. An additional emergency access road would be provided at 
the end of the cul-de-sac at the northwest corner of the project site. 

 
M-18 Comment noted 
 
M-19 See response to comment I-3h. 
 
 
M-20a Comment noted 
 
 
M-20b The project would result in direct and cumulative impacts to street 

segments and intersections along Pomerado Road. As disclosed in EIR 
Section 4.2.3.4, traffic impacts to Pomerado Road would remain. See 
response to comment I-3h. 

 
M-20c Comment noted 
 
 
 
M-21 Comment noted 
 
M-22 Comment noted 
 

M-16c 
cont. 

M-17 

M-18 

M-19 

M-20b 

M-21 

M-22 

M-16d 

M-16e 

M-20a 
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M-23 With respect to the project’s traffic generation and impacts associated 

with the same, see response to comment I-3h.  
 
 With respect to the size of the project, see response to comment I-25. 
 
M-24a Comment noted. The existing traffic on Pomerado Road is noted in EIR 

Section 4.2.1. See response to comment I-3h. 
 
M-24b EIR Section 4.11.3 discusses the project’s requirement that adequate 

public services, including fire and emergency medical services, are 
available to the project. With respect to medical emergencies, the 
project includes a health center that would be staffed with medical 
professionals 24 hours per day. Health center staff would have the 
ability to medically assess residents to determine the need for 
emergency medical services (9-1-1) or routine care assistance (EIR 
Section 4.11.3.1). Such professionals would be able to administer 
assistance for a number of routine care issues without contacting 
medical emergency services. The on-site Health Center would reduce 
the San Diego Fire Department’s need to respond to non-medical 
emergencies. If needed, Fire Station 44 is located approximately two 
miles from the project site and is the closest fire station to the project 
site. As shown in EIR Table 4.11-1, Fire Station 44, which includes an 
engine, truck and Battalion Chief 7, has a current responsive time of 5 
minutes 18 seconds. 

 
 With respect to traffic impacts along Pomerado Road, see response to 

comment I-3h. 
 
M-24c See response to comment I-3h. 
 
M-24d As discussed in EIR Section 4.11.3, the project would not result in 

impacts to Public Services and Facilities. Specifically, the applicant 
would be required to pay FBA fees to assure funds are available for 
future facilities as needed. 

 
M-24e See response to comment I-3h. 
 
M-24f The project is consistent with the RS 1-8 Zone which allows 1.09 units 

per acre. Furthermore, the project is consistent with the underlying 
zone and applicable regulations. Therefore, no density-related issues 
are associated with the project. 

 

M-23 

M-24a 

M-24b 

M-24c 

M-24d 

M-24e 

M-24f 
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